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ABSTRACT 
 

The focus of this study is the development and implementation of the 

Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model for use as part of an English 

curriculum reform project at a four-year university in Japan. Three questions were 

addressed in this study: (a) what model components were necessary for use in a 

Japanese university setting; (b) what survey instruments would work with such a 

model; and (c) what needs would the stakeholders in the project report? 

The site for the study was a mid-sized private, four-year university in Japan. 

Set as an instrumental case study (Stake, 1998), multiple methods and sources were 

employed. Stakeholders in the project included university students (n = 1533), 

teaching staff (n = 33), university administrators and staff (n = 5), and domain 

experts (n = 7). Data collection included the use of questionnaires, unstructured and 

semi-structured interviews, and systems and materials analyses. Questionnaires 

were developed and analyzed using Rasch analysis. The Needs 

Assessment/Evaluation Model was assessed using a modified version of the 

Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design (Sanders & Nafziger, 

1985). 

Implementation of a full iteration of the Model indicated that use of the 

Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model could guide the development and 

evaluation of the English language program. As part of the study, valid survey 

instruments that can continue to aid the assessment of needs for and evaluation of 

the courses were developed. Data from multiple sources indicated a difference in 

the perception of needs between stakeholders. The processes followed through the 

development and application of the Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model 
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served to incorporate these different perceptions into a cohesive language program 

curriculum. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Background of the Issue 

The field of needs assessment (NA) has received attention in various 

disciplines over the years. As a part of program and curriculum development, NA 

plays a recognized role as a valuable source of information from which relevant 

and informed curricular decisions can be made. However, the collection, analysis, 

and interpretation of this information involve addressing a number of questions: (a) 

What are needs and how are they defined? (b) Whose needs are addressed in a 

needs assessment? (c) What is an appropriate model for needs assessment? (d) How 

will the data from a needs assessment be analyzed? and (e) How will the results of 

a needs assessment be used? The process of finding answers to these questions has 

been the basis for the development of several prominent NA models that have been 

adopted or adapted by educators and administrators at their own particular 

institutions. 

My own interest in the field of needs assessment began early in my M.Ed. 

studies, through the introduction of J. D. Brown’s work on curriculum (Brown, 

1995). As a result of this interest, I wrote a course paper on NA and began to 

explore the different ways in which NA could be applied to my own teaching 

situation in Japan. It was a seminar given by Michael Long on NA methodology 

that peaked my interest in how NA could be systematized to function on a larger 
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scale, thus laying the groundwork for a research agenda that would come to reality 

in the design and application of the current study. 

The focus on NA in the field of education began in the 1960s and 1970s in an 

attempt to address the educational and administrative needs seen to be relevant at 

the time. The most widely known NA in the United States was developed in 

response to the increasing demand for educational accountability in curriculum 

development (Stufflebeam, McCormick, Brinkerhoff, & Nelson, 1985). In order to 

provide a more systematic process for situating large amounts of information 

within a coherent philosophy and value position, a comprehensive NA was 

developed for use in educational administration. 

NA was introduced to the field of foreign language teaching through the 

English for Specific Purposes (ESP) movement. Extensive work done by the 

Council of Europe in the 1970s involved an attempt to categorize language into a 

unit credit system that could be used to describe language proficiency within the 

broader context of the European Economic Community (e.g., Trim, 1978; Trim, 

Richterich, van Ek, & Wilkins, 1980; van Ek, 1975). The end result was a system 

in which a notional/functional syllabus was used to help educators set learning 

objectives for English language learning. 

In another seminal NA model, Munby (1978) developed a methodology that 

informed the design of a communicative syllabus. Focusing on target-level 

performance by the end of a language course, a system called the “Communicative 

Needs Processor” was developed in an attempt to account for all of the variables 

that play a role in communication needs. The possible caveat to both of these 
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designs, however, is that there remained a decisive split between NAs addressing 

larger educational needs and those addressing language needs, the latter often 

defining needs exclusively in terms of linguistic needs. This latter approach is 

potentially problematic not only because of the narrow focus on linguistic needs, 

but also in the often-erroneous assumption that learners everywhere have the same 

needs. 

The 1980s and 1990s saw a great change in teaching methodologies and 

subsequently a reapproach to syllabus and curriculum design (e.g., Ellis, 1993; 

Johnson, 1982, 1989; Long, 1985; Long & Crookes, 1993; Prabu, 1987; White, 

1988; Willis, 1990). Whereas this change might assume a corresponding change in 

NA design, such changes have lagged behind those that have taken place in 

curriculum design. It has only been within the past decade that a renewed 

discussion on NA and its role in curriculum and program development has surfaced 

(e.g., Berwick, 1989; Brindley, 1989; Brown, 1995, 2001, 2009; Graves, 2000; 

Long, 2005a; Pennington & Brown, 1991; Richards, 2001). NA is generally seen as 

useful for providing information for decision making on aspects of a curriculum 

such as goal setting, the selection of an appropriate methodology, course content, 

and assessment methods. What has been lacking is a NA design that is 

comprehensive enough in scope to provide information that might inform all of 

these functions. 

More recently, there has been a renewed call for research carried out on NA 

methodology as it pertains to the field of SLA (Long, 2005b). Research is currently 

being conducted that looks beyond language needs to other facets of learner needs, 
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as well as to the need to involve participants other than the learners themselves 

(e.g., Chaudron, Doughty, Kim, Kong, Lee, Lee, Long, Rivers, & Urano, 2005; 

Gilabert 2005; Jasso-Aguilar, 2005). As work in NA progresses, more in-depth 

NAs that incorporate both quantitative and qualitative approaches and that utilize 

multiple sources and methods of data collection and analysis are being conducted. 

As elsewhere, many of the NAs conducted in Japan have been related to ESP 

development (e.g., Cowling, 2007; Iwai, 2004; Tanaka, 2001; Tsuda, 2006). How 

does the field of NA relate more globally to the current situation faced by 

administrators and instructors working in university settings in Japan? Richards 

(2001) offered an interesting perspective on the role of English in a curriculum that 

might readily be applied to the situations observed in secondary and tertiary 

educational institutions in Japan: 

In many countries, the introduction of English is based on what 
curriculum planners consider best for students to study at school in 
the same way that math, history, and physical education are included 
in the school curriculum. Learners are not consulted as to whether 
they perceive a need for such knowledge. Their needs have been 
decided for them by those concerned with their long-term welfare. (p. 
53) 

 

With a decline in student numbers due to a decrease in the birthrate in Japan, 

an increasing variety of students are enrolling in tertiary education (MEXT, 2006). 

As the demographics of the student body change, so do the dynamics of the 

university itself, including its departmental curricula. As four-year universities 

continue to take over the market previously held by two-year colleges (tandai) and 

vocational institutions (senmon gakko), Japan is beginning to see a new 
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accountability in education. There is an increasing rationale for moving away from 

teaching English merely for the sake of offering English in the curriculum, and 

addressing more explicitly the pragmatic issues of justifying English language 

study as part of the university curricula. 

From this standpoint, it can be argued that university administrators need to 

address more directly the needs of the learners when designing English curricula 

and, in particular, the curriculum offered for non-English majors. There are 

arguably many institutions where curriculum decisions are still based on tradition, 

instructors’ intuitions, or quick, one-shot surveys. University administrators must 

address students’ needs more effectively, and one step towards this goal is to 

identify a system for NA that addresses the multi-faceted roles of and needs for 

English at the tertiary level. 

The context for this particular study was a private Japanese four-year 

university. The group responsible for the planning and implementation of the 

foreign language curriculum for the entire university is the Foreign Language 

Institute, which operates independently of the four faculties in the school--

commerce, economics, law, and literature. The English classes were originally 

organized around the different faculties, without any systematic approach to the 

curriculum. Courses were divided into the ubiquitous categories, Eigo I (English 1) 

for first-year students, Eigo II (English 2) for second-year students, and Eigo III 

(English 3) for third-year students. The class content was left up to individual 

teachers, many of whom were part-time teaching staff. 
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In 2004, the university administrators introduced an advisory body, known as 

the Center for Learning and Teaching, comprised of members from each faculty 

and research institute on campus. This body was given the responsibility of 

developing a more coordinated interdepartmental general curriculum that was 

aimed primarily at first- and second-year students. Much of the work undertaken by 

this administrative body dealt with large-scale introductory courses for incoming 

first-year students, and in tandem with the work done by this group, the English 

section of the Foreign Language Institute began work on redesigning the English 

curriculum serving the entire student population. 

What resulted from the next several years of planning was a comprehensive, 

coordinated curriculum designed to serve the needs of the entire student body 

during their four years at the university. The basis of the program was the Core 

English Course, through which all students must pass before moving on to other 

parts of the curriculum. A placement test was designed in conjunction with the 

Core English Course to help students begin their English study at a level that was 

appropriate for their English language proficiency level and experience. 

The present study is centered around the planning, implementation, and 

evaluation of the second phase of the program, referred to as the Option English 

Course, which was designed for second-, third-, and fourth-year students. It was 

believed that rather than providing a continuation of the first stage Core English 

Course, offering a variety of classes, or options that were designed to meet the 

students’ interests and needs would better serve the students, the English Language 

Program, and the university as a whole. 
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Statement of the Problem 

While investigating language program development, three main issues were 

identified as crucial to this project. In order to create a language program 

distinguished by clarity of purpose and self-regulation through the use of high-

quality assessment measures, a systematic approach to the collection of data 

concerning stakeholder needs and the program evaluation was needed. For the 

purposes of this study, stakeholders are defined as “…those whose opinions should 

be considered in forming the purpose, scope, and design of the needs assessment. 

They include those who will receive, use, and benefit from the results” (Soriano, 

1995, p. 6). The first problem therefore concerned identifying a model that could 

accommodate such an expansive undertaking and that could be used in the planning, 

implementation, and evaluation of the upcoming curriculum. Although studies had 

been carried out on needs assessment in Japan (e.g., Iwai, 2006; Kikuchi, 2005; 

Najar, Kellogg, Rogstad, Sakka, & Thurman, 1996; Watanabe, 2006), there were 

no functioning models that incorporated both a NA and an evaluatory aspect for 

developing an English language curriculum at a Japanese university. If such an 

undertaking was to be a part of the upcoming language program development 

project, the model needed to be created and tested for use on-site. 

The second problem was a lack of valid questionnaires designed to survey 

stakeholders in a large-scale curriculum development project at a Japanese 

university. Questionnaires that had been used in isolated studies were available 

(e.g., Kikuchi, 2005; Kuwabara, Nakanishi, & Komai, 2005; Najar, et. al., 1996), 

but no questionnaires that were a systematized part of a larger curriculum 
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development project and that had passed rigorous tests of validity were widely 

available. In order to assess accurately the needs of the stakeholders in the 

curriculum project, valid questionnaires were needed for large-scale data collection. 

Likewise, the ability to assess the functioning of the curriculum after the 

implementation of the new program was equally important; questionnaires that 

could serve to gather this type of data were needed as well. Rather than use an 

already designed set of questionnaires, it became evident that questionnaires 

needed to be developed as part of the project. 

The third problem addressed in this study was the accurate identification of 

the needs of a variety of stakeholders who were invested in the development, 

success, and continuation of a viable English Language Program. For the 

development of the second tier of the Core English Program, it was essential that a 

variety of stakeholders have input into how the Course was structured. Without the 

inclusion of these stakeholders, decision-making would be unilateral and 

subjective, and based on the ideas and opinions of only a few individuals who were 

charged with developing the Course. It was therefore imperative to discover ways 

to identify possibly differing needs, and to incorporate various components of these 

needs into the development of the program. 

 

Purposes of the Study 

The first purpose of this study was to design and implement a model for 

language program development that incorporated both a needs assessment function 

and an evaluatory function. The model needed to incorporate a systematic approach 
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to (a) collecting information about needs, (b) incorporating these data into a 

framework for making curricular decisions, and (c) program evaluation. As there 

were no models that could be adopted for immediate use in a Japanese university 

setting, a model was designed and tested in the Japanese educational institution 

described in this study. This model was the Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation 

Model that addressed the needs of the planning, implementation, and evaluation 

phases of program development. 

The second purpose of this study was to develop valid questionnaires that 

could be systematically incorporated into a large-scale language program 

development project. The largest group of stakeholders in this program was the 

students themselves. In order to contribute to the viability of the program, both a 

needs assessment questionnaire that could serve to identify students’ needs in the 

curriculum, as well as an evaluatory questionnaire that could give voice to the 

students’ degree of satisfaction with the program were of great importance. The 

challenge was to create questionnaires that were valid and therefore provided data 

that were representative of the ideas expressed by these stakeholders. 

The third purpose of this study was to examine the needs of a wide variety of 

stakeholders in order to develop a program that was accountable to those for whom 

it was designed, and for those invested in its continued success. In an age of 

increasing accountability in education, this goal addressed the evolution of a 

“defensible purpose” (Stufflebeam, et. al., 1985, p. 16) and a “defensible 

curriculum” (Brown, 1995, p. 36). In this endeavor, it was particularly important to 

ascertain the differences among various stakeholder groups to successfully reflect 
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the range of needs expressed by the groups and to incorporate them into a viable 

working program. 

 

Significance of the Study 

The design and implementation of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model 

illuminate issues that are specifically relevant to Japanese university settings. The 

first significant point in this study was the implementation and testing of a model 

that could help to create and evaluate different components of the English 

Language Program at the university. As no working models achieved these goals, 

the development of such a model was necessary for the overall development and 

assessment of the program. 

A second point concerned the successful implementation of valid 

questionnaires necessary for data collection in the NA and evaluation portions of 

the English Language Program. These questionnaires were important in that they 

could be administered through repeated iterations of the NA and evaluation cycles, 

rather than as “one-shot” data collection instruments that may or may not correctly 

identify the ideas and opinions of the respondents. These questionnaires were a 

vital facet of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model and might prove useful to those in 

charge of NA projects in other educational institutions. 

A third significant point concerned the accurate assessment of stakeholder 

needs through systematic investigation. When conducting this investigation, it was 

necessary to allow all members who were invested in the program to feel that they 

had played a role in its development and that the results were built around the needs 
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of many, rather than around isolated groups or individuals. Through the careful 

identification of the needs of various stakeholders, a richer information pool on 

which to base curriculum decisions was created. This added to the overall viability 

of the program, as it was representative of a variety of needs and interests. 

 

Theoretical Perspective 

The framework of any NA is determined by the definition of needs, and by 

the methods chosen to identify, analyze, and address those needs. One such 

categorization is found in a social sciences NA approach that incorporates four 

models based on the definition of needs. These are the Discrepancy View, the 

Democratic View, the Diagnostic View, and the Analytic View (Stufflebeam, et. 

al., 1985). Two of these models, the Democratic View and the Analytic View, are 

of particular interest when looking at a NA model for tertiary institutions. The 

Democratic View defines need as a form of change that is desired by members of a 

group, or groups, and involves the group members in the process of goal setting. 

Once needs are identified, their relative importance must then be considered. The 

Analytic View frames need as a specific direction for improvement, incorporating a 

systematic method that works towards a full and complete description of needs. 

The model designed for this study incorporated elements from both of these 

models, the Democratic View model and the Analytic View model. There are 

several theoretical frameworks that can inform the development of a model based 

on the ideas found in these two models. 
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One such theoretical framework that can inform the Democratic approach to 

needs assessment functions is the paradigm of participatory inquiry (Heron, 1981). 

Fundamental to this framework is the idea of a participatory worldview that is self-

reflexive, involving an iterative process of reflection followed by action, and back 

to reflection (Heron & Reason, 1997). One approach to this participatory inquiry is 

co-operative inquiry (Heron, 1981), which is based in the epistemological belief of 

critical subjectivity (Heron, 1996; Reason, 1994). Critical subjectivity involves a 

state of consciousness that allows for individual subjective experience, 

understanding that knowledge stems from individual perspective, and that such 

perspective can be articulated “…by seeing through distortions arising from bias of 

personal position” (Reason, 1994, p. 330). 

Co-operative inquiry is based on two principles: (a) epistemic participation, 

involving the understanding that propositional knowledge is grounded in individual 

experience and knowledge; and (b) political participation, recognizing that those 

involved in all aspects of research have the right to participate in the research 

process (Heron & Reason, 1997, p. 8). 

The co-operative form of inquiry places a focus on the cyclical nature of 

inquiry as the interaction between action and reflection as an emerging process 

(Heron, 1996, p. 19). In this process, there are four phases, or “ways of knowing” 

(Heron & Reason, 1997, pp. 280-281). People first work together to define the 

questions to be addressed and how they should be addressed (propositional 

knowing). Applying these decisions to the world of practice (practical knowing) 

leads to new avenues in exploring these questions (experiential knowing) and in 
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representing what has happened as a result of these experiences (presentational 

knowing). This then cycles back into a reflection and re-examination of the 

questions (propositional knowing). 

Through this cyclical approach to inquiry, a democratization of content, 

involving participants in decisions about the purpose of the research, and a 

democratization of method, involving participants in decisions about how 

information should be collected, is realized (Heron & Reason, 1997, p. 282). This 

cyclical approach to proposing questions and investigating solutions is particularly 

informative for the development of a model that sheds light on the continued needs 

and assessment of a foreign language program, as neither a language program nor 

its curriculum are static entities, and are in need of constant evaluating and 

updating. 

In conjunction with the ideas found in the Analytic View model, the 

theoretical perspective of the pragmatic paradigm is also useful as it “…offers a 

practical and outcome-oriented method of inquiry that is based on action and leads 

iteratively to further action…” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 17). In lieu of 

focusing on methods of inquiry, the pragmatic paradigm focuses on the problem at 

hand, the questions that need to be addressed, and on solutions (Cresswell & Plano 

Clark, 2007; Patton, 1990). This goal-oriented approach to a methodology for 

needs assessment is seen as essential for obtaining the type of results that are 

necessary in the implementation of a working NA model. 

Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) describe pragmatism as the 

“…philosophical partner for mixed methods research” (p. 16). One feature of this 
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view of the world is that both qualitative and quantitative data sources are used. A 

NA methodology that successfully employs data collection and analysis techniques 

from quantitative and qualitative research methodologies facilitates a more in-depth 

look at the needs of the group(s) in question. Thus, the present study used a mixed-

methods approach, in which “…the researcher mixes or combines quantitative and 

qualitative research techniques, methods, approaches, concepts, or language into a 

single study” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, p. 17). 

Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) enumerated five purposes for 

employing a mixed-methods approach: (a) triangulation of different methods and 

designs; (b) complementarity, which concerns elaborating and enhancing the 

results from one method with those of another; (c) initiation, the discovery of issues 

that can lead to a reframing of the questions under study; (d) development, in which 

the findings from one method help inform those from another method; and (e) 

expansion of the breadth and range of a study by using different methods for 

different components of inquiry (pp. 258-260). All of these components play an 

important role in the development of an iterative NA model, and accordingly, the 

mixed-methods approach most suitably served the needs of the present study. 

The changing nature of needs and the wide variety of needs that must be 

considered are part of the rationale for a new approach to NA. Acknowledging the 

various goals and groups involved in a NA, Long (2005b) stressed the need for a 

methodology that incorporates not only multiple sources and multiple methods, but 

a triangulation of these sources and methods that can help to ensure that the NA is 

as broad in scope as possible. The mixed methods approach allows for this broadly 
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based method of enquiry. The focus on triangulation is a particularly important 

feature in this approach. Denzin (1978) articulated four important areas of 

triangulation: (a) data triangulation, (b) investigator triangulation, (c) theory 

triangulation, and (d) methodological triangulation. The framework for a NA that 

includes these types of triangulation must flexibly incorporate a wide variety of 

data sources and research methods. 

The current project was framed as a case study. This framework allowed for 

the investigation of a large number of variables across a limited number of 

participant groups. More specifically, the study was situated as an instrumental case 

study (Stake, 1998), in which the case itself is of secondary interest to the 

“understanding of some other interest,” which in this case, was the development of 

the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model and the instruments that helped to determine the 

stakeholder needs and evaluate a new language program. 

The incorporation of the co-operative inquiry theoretical framework into the 

investigation of a NA methodology in this instrumental case study is important, as 

the views and needs of all stakeholders and participants are to be considered. One 

of the criticisms of NA is that, as an institutional endeavor, the needs of the 

institution have been prioritized over the rights and needs of the students 

(Auerbach, 1995; Benesch, 1999, 2001). Although needs is a subjective construct 

rather than a positivistic collection of facts, the proper combination of multiple data 

sources and methods can ensure that the needs of all relevant groups are identified. 

One strength of triangulation is that it requires the necessary elements of 

comparison and/or combination of sources, methods, and theories. Part of the 
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nature of NA might be to make informed decisions when different sources and 

methods produce conflicting findings. These issues of participation, representation, 

and the goal of producing effective instruments for a workable iterative 

NA/evaluation model can be addressed within the theoretical framework outlined 

above. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

The first and most important audiences are the teachers in the English 

Language Program on-site, coordinators of other foreign language programs in the 

university, teachers in other faculties, and the university administrators. The 

teachers in the English Language Program were vital to the collection of data 

informing the development of the program and its assessment and continuation. 

The results of this study are of use to both the full-time and part-time teaching staff, 

as they inform the staff of the types of data that were collected and how those data 

have been incorporated into the development of the English Language Program. 

It is hoped that this model might be of interest not only to other foreign 

language teachers, but also to other faculties and administrators in the university. 

Issues of curriculum development and coordinated assessment are still relatively 

new to the Institute and to the university as a whole, as the planning and 

implementation of the curriculum at the course level has traditionally been left to 

individual instructors. Assessment methods are equally varied and course 

evaluations are treated differently according to faculty. This study might serve as a 
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model for planning and evaluating curriculum changes at both the course and 

program levels at the current study site. 

This study will also be of interest to teachers in other universities who are 

assigned the duty of curriculum planning and/or revision, often with very little 

guidance. The core of the working group actively involved in the planning and 

implementation of the Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model in this case 

study was the teachers themselves. By having such a framework, teachers in other 

institutions can systematically select aspects of the Model that best serve the needs 

of their particular situations. 

This Iterative NA/Evaluation Model should also be of interest to 

administrators in other institutions who are faced with large-scale language 

program development or revision. These administrators can benefit from the 

opportunity to see a successful working model, and understand how the various 

components and aspects of the Model have been implemented. The Model is not 

only user-friendly across a variety of contexts, but also features built-in 

components that serve to guide users through a consistent pattern of investigation, 

with sufficient flexibility to serve the needs of different situations. 

The results of this study should be of interest to instrument designers, as the 

questionnaires used in this study were developed and analyzed using newer 

methods of inquiry, in particular the Rasch model. There is a growing number of 

questionnaire studies in which the development and analysis of the survey 

instrument is carried out using the Rasch model (e.g., Cavanagh, Romanoski, 

Giddings, Harris, & Dellar, 2003; Ewing, Salzberger, & Sinkovics, 2005; 
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Tenebaum, Fogarty, & Jackson, 1999; Weaver, 2005). This study contributes to 

this growing literature, and adds to the small number of studies in which Rasch 

analysis was used in conjunction with needs assessment. 

 

Delimitations 

The greatest delimitation of this study is that it is a case study conducted in a 

bounded system. The data were gathered from teachers, administrators, students, 

and staff at one study site. Whereas the iterative model and data collection 

instruments presented in this study will be of use in other institutional settings, 

given that this study is positioned as a case study, the results of the Iterative 

NA/Evaluation Model implemented in this program development project are not 

unilaterally transferrable to other tertiary institutions. 

 

The Organization of the Study 

Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, is divided into six main sections: (a) 

needs assessment in general education, (b) the development of NA designs in ESP 

and SLA, (c) evaluation models, (d) positioning the study, (e) the use of 

questionnaires in needs assessment, and (f) the changing dynamics of the Japanese 

university system. The research questions are listed at the end of the chapter. 

Chapter 3, Methods, is divided into six main sections, each dealing with a different 

aspect of the study. Sections one, two, and three introduce the participants, the 

instrumentation, and the research design. Section four gives a detailed account of 

the procedures followed. In sections five and six, the methods of analysis and the 
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preliminary analyses for the study are presented. Chapter 4, Instrument Validation 

is made up of two sections, instrument validation of the questionnaires and the 

interview instruments employed in this study. Chapter 5, Results, has three sections, 

each presenting the results of one of the three research questions. In Chapter 6, 

Discussion, I first interpret and discuss the findings of the three research questions. 

I then discuss further questions raised by the results. Chapter 7, Conclusion, is 

divided into four sections: Summary of the Findings, Limitations, Suggestions for 

Further Research, and Final Conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

The purposes of this chapter are to (a) provide an overview of the use of NA 

in the field of general education, (b) introduce the development and implementation 

of major NA models within the fields of ESP and SLA, (c) introduce evaluation 

models and approaches to iterative model design, (d) discuss the current climate in 

the Japanese tertiary education system, and (e) introduce work being done on NA 

in Japan as it relates to program and curriculum development. 

 

Needs Assessment in General Education 

The Definition of Need 

In his seminal work on a democratic philosophy of education, John Dewey 

(1916) wrote that good educational aims “…must be founded on the intrinsic 

activities and needs of the given individual to be educated” (p. 126). One of the 

challenges in education has been to operationalize the entity referred to as a need. 

A crucial precursor to the development of a needs assessment model is to define the 

term need. The most prevalent view of need in the general NA literature has been 

one that sees need as a gap or discrepancy between what is and what should be 

(Altschuld & Witkin, 2000; Kaufman, 1991; McClelland, 1995; Witkin & 

Altschuld, 1995). Kaufman (1991) defined this gap as one between current and 

desired results, rather than a gap in the means or procedures needed to achieve 

these results. Witkin and Altschuld (1995) viewed need as something intangible, an 
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inference that can be drawn from assessing the difference between the current state, 

and some desired future state. Needs can be seen as different from either means or 

wants (Kaufman, 1991; Kaufman, Rojas, & Mayer, 1993; McClelland, 1995; 

Stufflebeam, et al., 1985). Kaufman (1991) described means as solutions or 

methods to achieve a useful end. Wants can be distinguished from needs by 

categorizing wants as that which emphasizes a preference on the part of those who 

benefit from a close in the gap between what currently exists and what is desired in 

the future. McClelland described these wants as things that people feel might be 

beneficial, while Kaufman suggested that wants are preferred ways to close these 

gaps. 

The operationalization of need has been well covered in the language needs 

assessment literature as well. Brown (1995) distinguished between what learners 

already know versus what they have yet to learn, a variation on the discrepancy 

view of needs. Brown also emphasized differences in approaching situation needs, 

or the needs related to issues such as administrative, pedagogic, and financial 

concerns, versus language needs, which are made up of the linguistic features most 

people associate with a language program NA. Another way to address needs is to 

distinguish the linguistic content needed and the learning processes that are related 

to individual aspects of motivation and self-esteem (Brown, 1995). Brindley (1989) 

delineated between objective needs, which are determined by unknown events and 

people, and subjective needs, which emanate from the individual. Berwick (1989) 

categorized these as felt needs that the learners themselves have, and perceived 

needs, or the opinions of experts about the educational gaps in other people’s 
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experiences. Hutchinson and Waters (1987) made a distinction between different 

types of target needs, classifying them as necessities, lacks, and wants. Necessities 

are those things that students need to learn for use in the target situation and the 

purposes for learning them, lacks concern areas in which the learners are deficient, 

and wants are the learners’ perceived needs. 

 

The Development of the Field of Needs Assessment 

 The field of NA has strong roots in the educational system in the United 

States. In the 1960s and 1970s, the United States Congress passed a series of bills 

that were designed to decentralize decision making on educational matters from the 

national level to a more localized level (Witkin, 1984). School communities were 

given a voice in the setting of goals and in the decision-making process, as school 

systems faced issues of accountability in order to receive federal funding 

(Stufflebeam, et al., 1985; Witkin, 1984; Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). There were 

also fundamental changes in the emphasis placed on education, as the movement 

progressed from how to teach (methods) to what to teach (objectives) to why to 

teach what is taught (needs assessment) (Kaufman & English, 1979). Stufflebeam 

wrote about the justification of a “defensible purpose” for education through the 

identification of needs (Stufflebeam, et al., 1985, p. 16). It is through the process of 

working toward this defensible purpose that the values and beliefs of those invested 

in the outcome, the stakeholders, become operational. 
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Needs Assessment Models 

Witkin and Altschuld (1995) defined needs assessment as: “A systematic set 

of procedures undertaken for the purpose of setting priorities and making decisions 

about program or organizational improvement and allocation of resources. The 

priorities are based on identified needs” (p. 4). It is this ability to set priorities that 

is one of the tangible outcomes of the needs assessment procedure. Many scholars 

have linked the use of needs assessment to the field of curriculum change and 

innovation (English & Kaufman, 1975; Stufflebeam, et al. 1985; See Witkin, 1984, 

for an example from general education). 

One of the benchmarks in NA is found in the work of Stufflebeam, et al. 

(1985) and their discussion of the varying philosophies underlying different 

approaches to NA from which NA models are derived. Four general philosophies, 

each resulting in a different model, are considered when making decisions about 

what type of information to gather and what type of model to use. The Discrepancy 

View considers the discrepancy between a current performance level and a desired 

performance level (Altschuld & Witkin, 2000; Brown, 1995; Kaufman, 1991; 

McClelland, 1995; Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). The Democratic View sees need as 

a change that is desired by the majority of the stakeholders. This philosophy 

necessitates gathering information that is dictated by group consensus. The 

Analytic View describes need as the prediction of the direction in which change 

will occur, after an assessment of the current situation. This view is centered on the 

trends and problems that might present themselves in the future, and involves 

broader issues than the immediate needs for change or reform. The Diagnostic 
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View defines need as something that could be detrimental, or even harmful, if 

excluded, and therefore beneficial if included. 

In deciding on what type of needs assessment to conduct, Witkin (1984) 

enumerated the following questions: (a) Why have the NA? (b) What is the scope 

of the NA? (c) Whose needs are to be addressed? (d) What kinds and amount of 

data need to be collected? (e) What sources and methods are to be used? (f) Are 

there any anticipated constraints on data collection? (g) What types of investment 

can be made in terms of time, personnel and funding? and (h) What will the 

outcomes or products of the NA be? These issues operate within a larger realm of 

factors affecting the NA as a whole: (a) the support of and participation by the 

stakeholders involved in the NA; (b) the choice of appropriate methods of data 

collection and analysis; (c) the understanding that the data collection methods alone 

do not define the NA, as the NA is a total process that ends in the identification and 

implementation of the findings from the NA; (d) the decision-making processes 

involved in an NA constitute but one facet of the process, and perhaps most 

importantly; (e) the political factors that might affect the NA in terms of access, 

funding, implementing, and reporting the findings and decisions made regarding 

the outcome of the NA. 

Witkin (1984) proposed a working NA model based on three phases: Phase 1 

(pre-assessment), Phase 2 (assessment), and Phase 3 (post-assessment). Phase 1 

involves setting up a management plan, identifying the purposes of the NA as well 

as the major areas to be addressed, and determining what types of data to collect. 

The completion of Phase 1 serves to help those in charge plan for Phases 2 and 3. 
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Phase 2, or the assessment stage, helps determine the context and boundaries for 

the NA, as data are gathered and analyzed, and preliminary priorities concerning 

needs are set. The outcome of Phase 2 is a set of criteria based on higher priority 

needs that in turn set the agenda for action. Priorities are set in Phase 3, an action 

plan to implement solutions is determined, results are communicated, and the NA 

itself is evaluated. The outcome of Phase 3 is therefore an action plan(s) that is 

distributed through written and oral means. Altschuld and Witkin (2000) noted that 

many NAs do not result in any type of action to resolve problems. 

Why would a NA not result in action, given the participatory nature of a NA 

that involves multiple stakeholders and the considerations of the political situation 

noted above? Altshuld and Witkin (2000) proposed four possible answers to this 

question: (a) those who are conducting the NA have limited knowledge or guidance 

regarding the processes necessary in conducting an NA; (b) the needs assessors are 

not equipped to handle the multiple sources of data, and this results in data 

overload, or the incorrect identification of the data sources needed; (c) a lack of 

cooperation between those involved in the NA and the institution where the NA is 

conducted, a situation that results in the NA report being relegated to “a dusty 

shelf”; or (d) those involved in the NA “getting tired of the whole thing”, possibly 

leading to maturation, which might render the results invalid (p. 3). 

Witkin and Altschuld (1995) made recommendations concerning ways to 

circumvent some of these problems. First, the NA process should be able to 

account for the types and completeness of data that are collected, and the quality of 

the data in terms of their relevance to identifying needs and their usefulness in 
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contributing to a plan of action. The NA model should be flexible and able to 

accommodate unexpected situations. Most importantly, when considering the 

outcome of the NA, the action plan is inevitably linked to communication with key 

stakeholders and decision makers, and should be carried out in a timely fashion so 

as to ensure that the results are relevant and applicable to the purposes for which it 

was designed. 

 

The Development of Needs Assessment Models in SLA 

The Development of Linguistic Needs Assessment Paradigms and Major Needs 

Assessment Models in SLA 

Two of the major NA designs in the field of second language acquisition were 

first proposed in the 1970s. The Council of Europe began work on foreign language 

learning in the late 1960s, and in 1971 designed a system known as the Threshold 

Level System, a unit credit system that categorized language into “units” that could 

be used to delineate goals that are deemed relevant to the communicative needs of 

the learners (Trim, 1978; van Ek, 1975). The focus was therefore on what the 

learners would do in real life situations when using the language to communicate. 

In order to help inform the development of this credit system, Richterich and 

Chancerel (Richterich, 1983; Richterich & Chancerel, 1987) developed a system of 

needs identification centered on information concerning the learner, and the 

situations in which language would be expected to be produced. 

Another approach to needs assessment was proposed by Munby (1978) in his 

development of the Communicative Needs Processor (CNP), which was designed 
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to look specifically at the variables that might affect learners’ communicative 

needs. Focusing almost exclusively on language needs, this model targeted learner 

needs at the end of the learning process and the target-level of performance. One of 

the criticisms of the Munby model has been that it served to collect information 

about the learners, rather than from the learners themselves (West, 1994). 

The number of frameworks for NA in use in the field of foreign language 

curriculum and program development has increased over the years, particularly in 

the field of English for Specific Purposes (ESP). West (1994, 1997) identified five 

types of needs analysis in the ESP literature: (a) target situation analysis, or a focus 

on the language needed in a particular situation; (b) deficiency analysis, which is 

focused on the gaps in the learners’ knowledge; (c) strategy analysis, which 

concerns identifying the strategies that learners employ; (d) means analysis, which 

is the study of the local situation in which the language is learned; and (e) language 

audits, which account for the language itself, as a focus of analysis (Allwright, 

1982; Brown, 1995, 2001, 2009; Dudley-Evans & St. John, 1998; Holliday, 1995; 

Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Jordan, 1997; Richards, 2001; Tarone & Yule, 1989). 

These frameworks have been accompanied by the development of needs 

assessment models or designs that are of use to NA practitioners. One model of 

particular interest is the needs assessment cycle (Graves, 2000), which moves 

through the information pre-gathering stage to the interpretation, action, and 

evaluation stages, and then cycles back to stage one. Brown (1989, 1995) proposed 

a model based on work on curriculum development, in which each phase of the 

model, from needs assessment to the implementation of the curriculum, cycles back 
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on itself with an evaluatory component. This idea of a cyclical model was 

fundamental in the design of the model used in the present study. 

 

Additional Studies Incorporating Major NA Designs 

In recent years, there have been increasing numbers of reports on needs 

assessments carried out from the classroom level to the program level. These have 

resulted in the collected works of needs assessment projects such as those of the 

language needs for L2 learners of Chinese, Japanese, and Korean (Kondo-Brown & 

Brown, 2008) and a series of needs assessment studies employing a multiple 

source-by-method approach, investigating learner language needs in arenas ranging 

from foreign language needs of the U.S. military (Lett, 2005) to journalists in Spain 

(Gilabert, 2005) and footballers in the Netherlands (Kellerman, Koonen, & van der 

Haagen, 2005). 

Needs assessment has continued to play an important role in the planning of 

foreign language programs and curriculum development. A few salient studies are 

mentioned here in relation to work done on program-level and curricular-level 

innovation. 

As part of the increasing influence of the task-based approach to learning and 

syllabus design (Long, 2005a), a research team at the University of Hawai`i 

National Foreign Language Center (NFLC) initiated a three-year pilot project to 

investigate a task-based approach to the teaching of Korean as a second language. 

The project involved a number of distinct phases including needs assessment, the 

development of materials, implementation, testing, and evaluation (Chaudron, et 
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al., 2005). The focus here is on the needs assessment portion of the study, which 

was centered on a task-based analysis of target language needs. The study involved 

84 learners in the Korean program along with the research team. The researchers 

conducted a series of unstructured interviews, administered a questionnaire, and 

gathered language samples that could later be incorporated into target tasks. 

Information was collected not only from the students in the program, but also in the 

field where the target language was being used. This study is important in its 

demonstration of the multiple source-by-method approach to needs assessment. 

Another study from the University of Hawai`i involved targeting situational 

and language needs of second language learners of Japanese (Iwai, Kondo, Lim, 

Ray, Shimizu, & Brown, 1999). The study involved 688 first- and second-year 

students involved in the language program as well as the teaching staff working in 

the program. One of the main goals of the project was to develop performance-

based language tests that could be employed in the Japanese L2 program. The study 

involved the administration of a questionnaire aimed at discovering the situations 

that students felt that they might encounter in using Japanese, and their perceived 

need for having language to support them in academic, occupational, social, and 

tourist-related situations. The researchers also investigated whether or not there 

were any differences between the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of these 

needs; the findings showed that differences did exist. The questionnaire data were 

reported in mean scores derived from a 5-point Likert scale, written response items 

taken from open-ended responses to questionnaire items, and the results of 



 30 

MANOVA analyses that were used to investigate differences in student/teacher 

perceptions of these needs. 

A program-wide needs assessment involving a number of foreign languages 

was conducted at Columbia University in the School of International and Public 

Affairs (Purpura, Graziano-King, Chang, Cook, Kim, Krohn, & Wiseman, 2003; 

Purpura & Graziano-King, 2004). This large-scale study incorporated a context 

analysis, a target situation analysis, means analysis, and a learner situation analysis. 

Opinions about the need for foreign languages were gathered through the context 

analysis. Participants in the study included students, alumni of the program, 

language and non-language teaching faculty, administrators, and those who 

employed alumni of the university. This last group was referred to as “end users,” 

or what Long (2005b) would call “domain experts,” who are experts regarding how 

the foreign language is used in the field. 

The data collection methods employed included a document analysis, 

structured interviews, a questionnaire made up of open and closed items, classroom 

observations, and proficiency tests. A 6-point Likert scale measuring students’ 

motivation for learning, attitudes towards the present learning situation, and the 

importance of foreign language skills in target language use was employed in the 

questionnaire. The study ended with recommendations for improving the foreign 

language programs at the school. 

Two more studies that were also focused on the language program level were 

conducted in an English program at a university in Hong Kong (Chan, 2001), and 

at an American liberal arts college offering foreign language programs in Spanish, 
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French, and German (Alalou, 2001). Both researchers investigated the language 

wants and needs of the students. The Hong Kong study was centered on 

discovering possible differences between student and teacher perceptions of these 

needs, while Alalou investigated the extent to which the students’ perceived needs 

matched the mission statement of the current foreign language program. 

Both studies relied on Likert scale questionnaires and interviews. Although 

differences were identified between the target group (the students) and the 

comparison group (the teachers and the program mission goals), it is not known 

how the questionnaires were validated, or how the results were analyzed, as both 

researchers reported only percentages of response categories. 

A series of NA projects has been conducted at the classroom level at the 

University of Hawai`i, Manoa as part of the ongoing curriculum development for 

the English Language Institute (ELI). As part of their graduate coursework, many 

students have conducted NAs that have contributed to the delineation and/or 

revision of course goals and objectives (e.g., Kimzin & Proctor, 1986; Narita, 1999; 

Revard, 1990). All of these studies involved students who were enrolled in ELI 

coursework, as well as faculty and administrators. In their investigation into the 

needs of students in the ELI program, Kimzin and Proctor (1986) and Kim, Kong, 

Lee, Silva, and Urano (2003) took different approaches to investigating the 

curriculum and the needs for the program. Kimzin and Proctor focused on an 

academic listening class, and through class observations, interviews with 

instructors, and meetings with staff, were able to identify and recommend 

microskills to be incorporated in the Academic Listening Course component. 
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Kim, et al. (2003) were interested in discovering what types of tasks were 

important for students in the ELI, and in identifying salient differences in students 

by academic year, discipline, course enrolled in, or status as an ESL student. They 

investigated these differences through the use of unstructured interviews, a 6-point 

Likert scale questionnaire, and ANOVA analyses. 

What all of these studies have in common is the use of questionnaires and 

interview data, but this is where the similarities end. Several of the researchers 

(Iwai, et. al 1999; Kim, et al., 2003; Purpura, et al., 2003) provide an indication of 

how the questionnaire data were analyzed, although Purpura, et al. were the only 

ones to provide detailed insight into how the questionnaires themselves were 

developed and validated. 

 

Evaluation Models 

In tandem with developments on needs assessment has been work on 

evaluation models and their applicability to the field of education in general and 

language education in particular. One of the benchmark evaluation models is found 

in the work of Stufflebeam and the Context, Input, Process, and Product, or CIPP, 

Model (Stufflebeam, 1983, 2003), which also grew out of the need for educational 

accountability in the late 1960s in the United States, and which serves as a 

framework for developing evaluation designs. The CIPP Model involves four types 

of evaluations that can work in a cyclical manner to address a wide variety of 

issues. The Context evaluation is designed to assist with the identification of 

evaluatory needs, and to guide the criteria for establishing the goals of the 
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evaluation. The Input evaluation, which is designed to guide the search for 

alternative courses of action by examining what options are available, assists with 

choosing the best approach to achieve the goals for the action plan. The Process 

evaluation is an evaluation of the implementation and monitoring of the plan 

through a documentation of the plan’s progress, and the Product evaluation 

functions to examine, interpret, and/or judge a program’s achievement. 

Due to its cyclical nature, and the different functions of each type of 

evaluation, the CIPP model allows for the incorporation of both formative and 

summative approaches to evaluation. Whereas a formative evaluation is one 

conducted while a program or curriculum is ongoing, a summative evaluation is 

one conducted at the conclusion of the program (Brown, 1995; Lynch, 1996). The 

formative evaluation serves the needs of program development, with the goal of 

improving a program through the collection of data as the program is in progress 

(Lynch, 1996; Patton, 2002; Weir & Roberts, 1994). The summative evaluation 

serves as a high-stakes assessment, where an overall judgment of the effectiveness, 

efficiency or ultimate accountability of the program is rendered (Lynch, 1996). 

Long (1984) argued for the use of the terms “process” and “product” 

evaluation over the formative, summative approaches and with regard to language 

programs, suggested that the systematic observation of classroom behaviors and 

interactions serve a process evaluatory function by providing explanations for the 

findings of a product evaluation (p. 409). In an alternative method of evaluation, 

Brown (1995) posited three types of evaluation: (a) program effectiveness, which is 

measured by administering criterion-referenced tests; (b) program efficiency, which 
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is examined by looking at the program’s objectives; and (c) program attitudes, 

which is determined by investigating attitudes towards aspects of the curriculum 

such as the objectives and assessment methods. 

Newer approaches to evaluation are found in the Context-Adaptive Model 

(CAM) (Lynch, 1996), the Utilization-focused Evaluation Model (Patton, 1997, 

2002), and the Practical Participatory-Evaluation Model (P-PE) (Cousins, 2003). 

All three of these models encourage flexibility in terms of participant behavior, 

components of the model employed, and the idea that the process of evaluation is 

“bottom up.” As these models allow for the use of both qualitative and quantitative 

methods in data collection and analysis, they are able to accommodate a wide 

variety of methods and serve a large number of evaluator and program needs. 

An offshoot of the Utilization-focused Evaluation Model (Patton, 2007) 

tailored for use in language programs can be found in the Use-driven and 

Participatory Process Model (Norris & Watanabe, 2007). This user-friendly model 

guides evaluators through the identification of stakeholders, the purposes and 

methods of inquiry, the analysis and interpretation of the data, and back to the 

action plan and preparation for the next evaluatory cycle. This type of evaluation 

model is particularly useful in providing for continued accountability in language 

program implementation and maintenance. 

 

                       The Role of Models in SLA and NA  

In his discussion of Spolsky’s (1989) “Preference Model” of different 

components in language learning, Ellis (1994) writes of the importance of models 
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in SLA. Models are useful in (a) providing a framework for categorizing or 

grouping elements or ideas, (b) showing the relationship between these categories, 

and (c) allowing for a systematic inquiry into the model components. In the case of 

the Preference Model, Ellis describes it as a “blueprint for investigating the whole 

of L2 acquisition” (p. 679).  

The strength of a model can be found in whether or not it can provide a 

sufficient explanation of the relationships between different components of the 

model. The key to a good model is one that has the right balance of providing 

enough information while neither overloading the model with too much complexity 

to be realistically feasible, nor too general to be of little pragmatic value (Ellis, 

1994). 

Models in NA can be differentiated in where the organizational emphasis is 

placed, and the linkage between these organizational levels. Based on either a focus 

on the end goals or on the means of the NA, five organizational emphases can be 

delineated. Three of these emphases include end goal levels: (a) societal level 

(Mega), (b) organizational level (Macro), (c) individual or small group level 

(Micro). The other two focus on the way in which the NA is organized and 

conducted, in terms of: (d) resources (Input); and (e) efforts and activities 

(Processes) (Leigh, Watkins, Platt, & Kaufman, 2000). 

The Witkin and Altschuld (1995) Iterative Program Planning-Evaluation 

Model as used for program development is an example of linkage between input 

and processes operating at both micro and macro levels. In this model, both sources 

and methods are focused on as well as the end target and the audience reached, 
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which are constantly informing the continued application of the model. This type of 

iterative cycling is one feature of the Witkin and Altschuld Model that is 

particularly attractive for educational curriculum design and reform. 

 

Iterative Models for Investigating Needs Assessment/Evaluation 

The differences between needs assessment and evaluation might lie more in 

the focus of the investigation than in the methods used (Brown, 1995; Stufflebeam, 

et al., 1985). Brown refers to the process of evaluation as “…a sort of ongoing 

needs assessment, but one based on considerably more and better information” (p. 

24). Not only are many of the processes similar, but also an increasing number of 

models include both needs assessment and evaluation aspects (e.g., Brown, 1989, 

1995; Dudley-Evans & St. John, 1998; Graves, 2000; Jordan, 1997; Pennington & 

Brown, 1991; Queeney, 1995). 

One such model is the Iterative Program Planning-Evaluation Cycle (Witkin 

& Altschuld, 1995), which begins with a needs assessment, cycles through 

planning, implementation, evaluation, and then cycles back into an updated needs 

assessment, at which point the process begins anew (Figure 1). The Witkin and 

Altschuld Model allows for both formative and summative evaluation within one 

cycle of the Model. The summative evaluation step is then followed by an 

“intermittent needs sensing” stage that leads into the next iteration of the cycle, an 

updated needs assessment. Further iterations of the Model follow this same pattern, 

incorporating needs assessment and evaluation in each iteration. This type of model 
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shows the most promise of contributing to the development, implementation, and 

continued assessment and renewal of a language program. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The Iterative Program Planning-Evaluation Cycle Model 
                              (Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). 
 

Positioning the Study 

Watson-Gegeo (1988) defined qualitative research as “…an umbrella term for 

many kinds of research approaches and techniques, including ethnography, case 

studies, analytic induction, content analysis, semiotics, hermeneutics, life histories, 
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and certain types of computer and statistical approaches” (p. 576). Qualitative 

research also preferentially employs methods of interpreting meaning from the 

point of view of those studied, using natural settings rather than artificial settings 

for data collection, and generating rather than testing theory (Bryman & Burgess, 

1999). One of the most distinguishing features highlighted here is the concept of 

qualitative research as a hypothesis-generating approach, and quantitative research 

as a hypothesis-testing approach (Brown, 2004; Bryman, 1999; Bryman & Burgess, 

1999). Davis (1995) described the process of hypothesis generating within the 

qualitative paradigm as the articulation of a theoretical principle that provides a 

framework for research. It is this conceptual framework that “suggests the overall 

questions” the researcher is attempting to answer (p. 439). 

A problem exacerbating the dichotomy between quantitative and qualitative 

studies is one of perception. Qualitative studies have been positioned in the past as 

employing non-quantitative techniques, and as such, are unable to provide “hard,” 

replicable data, and lack the rigor of a quantitative study (Davis, 1995, p. 432). On 

the other hand, rather than being an exclusively straightforward, hypothesis-driven 

research method, quantitative studies can also be much more exploratory and 

unpredictable than often portrayed (Bryman & Burgess, 1999). 

In positioning qualitative and quantitative research methods as opposites in a 

binary research framework, a number of problems arise. First, the qualitative 

research tradition is treated as a monolithic system, which necessarily separates 

qualitative and quantitative research techniques. However, this positioning ignores 

the place of techniques such as questionnaire research found in both methods. 
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Second, this approach confuses methodological approaches and research techniques 

by viewing technique as method. This opens the door for problems in which the 

implementation of a single technique or data collection procedure is equated with 

the choice of a research methodology, for example, the use of interviews in an 

experimental study equating the use of a qualitative approach (Brown, 2004; Davis, 

1995; Erickson, 1986). As Davis (1995) stated, “the use of qualitative techniques 

does not constitute the approach” (p. 435). 

 

A Mixed Methods Approach 

Three reasons for linking qualitative and quantitative methodologies are to 

incorporate triangulation, which helps to confirm findings, to obtain richer detail by 

gathering multiple types of data, and to introduce new ways of thinking into a field 

through attention to surprises or paradoxes (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 

2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Sale, Lohfield, & Brazil, 2002). The idea of 

working along a qualitative-quantitative continuum (Alasuutari, 1995; Brown, 

2004, 2009; Newman & Benz, 1998) that positions research methodologies on a 

continuum allows for the inclusion of a variety of methods and for the introduction 

of new approaches to research, including a third paradigm, that of mixed research 

(Johnson, et al., 2007), which includes the positions of qualitative mixed 

(qualitative-dominant) and quantitative mixed (quantitative-dominant) as subtypes 

(p. 124). 

The purposeful inclusion of both qualitative and quantitative research 

methods, approaches, and concepts can add to the strengths of both methods 
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(Johnson, et al., 2007). This idea has been explored by Greene, et al. (1989), who 

discussed the idea of complementarity in mixed methods, where both quantitative 

and qualitative methods are employed to provide “…an enriched, elaborated 

understanding of the phenomenon” (p. 258). 

Mixed methods is still underutilized in the field of needs assessment. In a 

meta-analysis of NA studies, Altschuld and Witkin (2000) identified only five 

studies in which a mixed methods approach was employed. Reviere, Berkowitz, 

Carter, and Ferguson (1996) referred to the field of needs assessment as a 

“methodological stepchild,” in which an ad hoc collection of methods is frequently 

applied (p. 8). This lack of clear methodology within the field of needs assessment 

has brought some in the field of SLA to call for renewed rigor in the development 

of a methodology for NA that will serve the needs of language program and 

curriculum planners and innovators (Brown, 2009; Long, 2005b). A combination of 

multiple sources and methods in the application of the mixed methods research 

paradigm is one way to address this lack of rigor in the field of NA. 

 

The Use of Questionnaires in Needs Assessment 

One of the most commonly employed methods of data collection for needs 

assessment has been the use of questionnaires (Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). Of 

particular interest are needs assessment studies that show clearly how questionnaire 

data were analyzed in an attempt to draw conclusions from the data. Table 1 shows 

a selection of questionnaires that were examined for their methods of analyzing the 

data. 
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The questionnaires were designed for a variety of purposes, including 

measuring attitudes or perceptions, comparing relationships among variables or 

groups, or developing valid survey instruments. Methods of data analysis included 

factor analysis, ANOVA, t tests, correlations, and Rasch item fit and DIF analyses. 

What is interesting in these studies is the variety of analyses that are used on 

questionnaire data, several of them combining an exploratory or confirmatory 

factor analysis with some form of Rasch analysis (Cavanagh, Romanoski, 

Giddings, Harris, & Dellar, 2003; Ewing, Salzberger, & Sinkovics, 2005; Viger, 

Wolfe, Dozier, & Machtmes, 2006; Weaver, 2005). The Weaver (2005) study is the 

only one to feature an exclusive Rasch-based method of inquiry. 

 



 

 (Table 1 continues.) 

Table 1. Needs Assessment Questionnaire Surveys   
Author Purpose Participants Survey Instrument Methods of Analysis 
     
Brown, et. al.  
 (2001) 

Investigate the relationship between language and 
learning variables 

N = 320  4 surveys: dichotomous (120 items) 7-point Likert 
scale (64 items) multiple-choice (20 items) semantic 
differentials (25 items) 5-point Likert scale (33 items) 

Factor analysis, Discriminant 
function analysis 

     
Cavanagh, et. 
al., (2003) 

Measure students attitudes towards school 
classroom culture 

N = 622 4-point Likert scale (108 items) Factor analysis (PCA), 
ANOVA Rasch analysis 

     
Chatterji, et. al., 
(2002) 

Validate survey instrument to measure teacher 
readiness for educational reforms 

N = 806 5-point Likert scale (pilot, 53 items) (final, 61 items) Factor analysis, Confirmatory 
factor analysis (SEM), 
Correlations, Maximum 
likelihood estimation 

     
Ewing, et. al., 
(2005) 

Validate survey instrument to measure how 
audiences perceive cross-cultural television 
advertisements 

N = 200 Dichotomous (114 items) Rasch item parameter, Rasch 
DIF analysis 

     
Gorsuch (2000) Measure teacher perceptions of influences on the 

classroom 
N = 876 5-point Likert scale (29 items) Structural equation modeling, 

Rasch modeling 
     
Griffee (1997) Validate survey instrument to measure confidence 

in speaking English 
N = 250 5-point Likert scale (30 items) Factor analysis, Person 

product-moment correlations 

     
Ikemoto, et. al., 
(2005) 

Investigate the relationship between demands of 
and characteristics of students 

N = 1777 7-point Likert scale (55 items) Correlations, Structural 
equation modeling 

     
Spratt (1999) Compare learner-preferred activities with teacher 

perceptions of such differences 
N = 997 6-point Likert scale (48 items) t tests 
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(Table 1 continued.) 

 

Author Purpose Participants Survey Instrument Methods of Analysis 
Tenenbaum, et. 
al., (1999) 

Measure 9 dimensions of "flow" optimal state 
for athletes 

N = 792 5-point Likert scale (36 items) Confirmatory factor analysis, 
Rasch item fit 

     
Viger, et. al., 
(2006) 

Validate survey instrument to measure self-
reported behavior in professional arborists 

N = 386 5-point Likert scale (pilot) Final: dichotomous (58 
items) 

Rasch item fit, DIF 

     
Weaver (2005) Measure willingness to communicate in the 

classroom 
N = 490 4-point Likert scale (34 items) Rasch category functions, 

Rasch item fit, DIF 
          

43 



 44 
 

The Changing Dynamics of the Japanese University System 

The postwar Japanese university system has been undergoing great changes in 

the last 15 years. Whereas the number of junior college students has declined from 

498,516 in 1995 to 219,355 in 2005, the number of four-year university students 

has increased from 2,546,649 in 1995 to 2,865,051 in 2005 (MEXT, 2006, p. 61). 

The entry rate for universities has shown a notable change as well, rising from 

45.2% in 1995 to 51.5% in 2005 (MEXT, 2006, p. 66). This indicates that 

increasing numbers of students are able to enter a university, whereas some of these 

students might have chosen a junior college or vocational school in the past. In her 

piece on remedial education at the university level, Mori (2002) noted that as a 

result of the increased universalization in Japanese universities, larger numbers of 

students who are not as “high achieving” as students in the past are entering the 

university system, forcing university administrators and teachers to reevaluate their 

teaching methodologies and the need for remedial education (p. 27). In a study 

carried out by the Japanese Ministry of Education in 1997, it was reported that 243 

out of 582 four-year colleges and universities built their curricula in relation to the 

educational background and experiences of the incoming students. Of these 243 

institutions, 78 were implementing some form of remedial education, with 50% of 

that number awarding course credit for remedial courses completed (MEXT, 1998, 

p. 3). 

The entire Japanese educational system came under revision with the 

introduction of the MEXT 2003 Action Plan, Goals to Cultivate “Japanese with 

English Abilities,” in which the Ministry stated that the main goal was for English 
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language ability to be required for all Japanese nationals (MEXT, 2003). This 

action plan included items such as improving English classes, improving student 

motivation to learn English, and changing the system for selecting school and 

university applicants, including the inclusion of a listening section on the 

nationwide screening test, the University Center Examination (MEXT, 2003). 

Prior to this change at the national level, the 1991 revision of the Standards 

for Establishing a University had an impact on the division of university courses 

labeled “general education” courses or “specialized” courses; foreign language 

courses belonged to the former category. Before the 1991 revision, of the 124 

credits needed for graduation, 38.7% of these credits were designated as general 

education credits, including 12 credits of foreign language study (Yoshida, 2002, p. 

43). What has occurred in the aftermath of this revision is the relaxation of such 

strict curriculum guidelines, and this has given rise to the increased focus on 

listening and speaking competencies, the introduction of special purpose classes 

such as content-based foreign language classes and the introduction of standardized 

English tests such as TOEIC and TOEFL, with some universities giving credit for 

scores earned on these tests (Yoshida, 2002). 

 

Accountability in Japanese Universities 

As noted above, the Japanese university system has been the subject of a 

number of recent reforms. As a result of the G8 Education Ministers’ Meeting in 

April, 2000, the issue of internationalization and education was put on the table for 

discussion, resulting in the goal to “further improve such areas as the education of 



 46 
 

foreign languages” (MEXT, 2000a, p. 5). In order for Japan to “maintain its 

competitiveness within the international community,” a call was made for the 

promotion of university reform (MEXT, 2000a, p. 5). Part of this plan included the 

Amendments to the University Establishment Standards, introduced in 1999, which 

called for the implementation of self-inspection and evaluation, the obligatory 

provision of information to the public, and the obligatory use of non-academic, or 

external parties for internal inspection (MEXT, 1998, 2001). 

The first body to implement standards in education in Japan was the Japan 

University Accreditation Association (JUAA), which was established in 1947 and 

modeled after the accreditation association in the United States (Yonezawa, 2002). 

In 1991, with the deregulation of the Standards for University Establishment, the 

University Council, the official advisory committee of the Ministry of Education, 

required that universities engage in some form of self-monitoring and self-

evaluation, while discouraging the ideal of external evaluation systems, such as the 

JUAA. This self-monitoring and evaluation was to incorporate a “planning・

implementation・evaluation” cycle that included class evaluations by students and 

evaluations of staff research activities (MEXT, 2000b, p. 54). Targeted areas of 

improvement were curriculum reviews, the implementation of small group 

education, and the introduction of stricter grading systems (p. 1). 

By 1998, the University Council had advocated the use of “third party 

evaluation,” establishing the National Organization for University Evaluation in 

2000, under the directorate of the National Institute for Academic Degrees (NIAD). 
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This system was put into place mainly for national universities, with private 

universities encouraged to find external evaluators on their own. 

These changes in the accountability of the university system, coupled with the 

decrease in the number of high school graduates placed private universities in the 

position of facing “severe market competition” for students (Yonezawa, 2002, p. 

132). The anticipated decline in the number of university students, the decline in 

academic level of incoming first-year students, and the call for university reform in 

curriculum and in self-evaluation have forced university educators and 

administrators to be increasingly accountable for the way in which their universities 

are managed and operated. 

 

Educational Needs Assessment and Curriculum Studies in Japan 

Although still small in number, the past decade has seen an increase in the 

number of NA studies that have been carried out in EFL programs in Japan. Most 

of these have been conducted in conjunction with some form of curriculum 

innovation or revision. Some of these have been targeted for revisions at the senior 

high school level (Orikasa, 1989; Watanabe, 2006), while many more have been 

conducted at the university level (Kikuchi, 2004, 2005; Kumazawa, 2006; 

Kuwabara, et al., 2005; Najar, et al., 1996; Tsuda, 2006). There has been increasing 

interest in NA for English for Medical Purposes (EMP), (e.g., Nagano, 2007; 

Takagi, 2008; Yokoyama, 2005) and English for Business Purposes (EBP) (e.g., 

Iwai, 2004, 2005, 2006; Hilton, 1992; Tanaka, 2001). A sampling of these various 

NA studies is shown in Table 2.



 

 (Table 2 continues.) 

Table 2. Needs Assessment Studies in Japan   

Author Purpose Participants Survey Instrument 
Methods of Reporting 
Results 

     
Cowling 
(2007) 

Develop English language 
materials for intensive English 
course 

Unknown unstructured interview (n = 1),  semi-
structured interviews (n = 4), open-
ended questionnaires 

unknown 

     
Hilton (1992) Examine position of English if 

Japanese business community 
N = 222 (questionnaire); 
Unknown number of 
interviewees 

5-point Likert scale questionnaire (20 
items), open-ended questions, 
interviews 

Reported frequency counts 
from questionnaire data 

     
Iwai (2006) Examine students' perceptions of 

NA 
N = 229 (questionnaire); n = 
1 (interview) 

four questionnaires, interview Incorporated findings 
directly into new 
curriculum 

     
Iwai (2005) Investigate needs in hotel industry N = 55 (questionnaire); n = 8 

(interviews) 
Participant observation, interviews, 
questionnaire (12 item multiple-
choice, closed answer) 

Reported frequency 
percentages  

     
Kikuchi 
(2005) 

Investigate university learner needs n = 434 (student 
questionnaire);  
n = 26 (J L1 teacher 
questionnaire;  
n = 27 (E L1 teacher 
questionnaire) 

5-point Likert scale questionnaire (100 
items: students, 50 items: teachers)   

Reported mean scores of 
survey data 

     
Kumazawa 
(2006) 

Validate a survey instrument for 
General English purposes 

N = 230 students 6-point Likert scale questionnaire (20 
items) 

Reported mean scores,   
reported factor loadings 
from confirmatory factor 
analysis 

Kuwabara, et. 
al. (2005) 

Investigate learner needs in general 
English classes Investigate 
differences by department 

N = 226 Questionnaire Reported frequency 
percentages  
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     (Table 2 continued.) 

 
 

Author Purpose Participants Survey Instrument 
Methods of Reporting  
Results 

     
Nagano 
(2007) 

Investigate differences in 
perceived needs for English of 
nurses, physical and occupational 
therapists and actual needs 

n = 294 nursing students; n = 209 
physical therapists; n = 125 occupational 
therapists; n = 49 nursing teachers; n = 
15 PT teachers; n = 10 OT teachers 

Three open-ended questions  Compared keywords 
from question data in 
frequency percentages  

     
Najar, et. 
al. (1996) 

Investigate task-based language 
needs for real world use after 
graduation from university 

n = 114 teachers; n = 3515 students;  
n = 447 alumni; n = 388 employers 

Interviews, questionnaires Reported mean scores 
and frequency 
percentages, provided a 
summary of interview 
data in prose form 

     
Orikasa 
(1989) 

Redesign English Language 
Program 

n = 48 students; n = 11 teachers; n = 4 
administrators; n = 25 domain experts 

Questionnaire Reported frequency 
percentages 

     
Tanaka 
(2001) 

Investigate needs of business 
communication in Japanese 
business 

N = 489 learners Questionnaire, document analysis, 
interview transcripts and notes, 
field notes, member check 
through video sessions 

unknown 

     
Tsuda 
(2006) 

Investigate needs for English in the 
workplace 

N = 16 alumni Semi-structured interviews Displayed matrix of 
interview data 

     
Watanabe 
(2006) 

Develop curriculum goals and 
objectives in high school language 
program 

n = 1384 students; n = 6 teachers 4-point Likert scale questionnaire, 
open-ended questions 

Reported mean scores, 
displayed keyword 
matrix from interview 
data 

49 



 50 

In addition to these NA projects, universities are also undergoing large-scale 

curriculum reform (e.g., English Reform Working Group, 2002; Najer, et al., 1996; 

Sekiya, 2005) ranging from the implementation of a content-based EFL curriculum 

(Sekiya) to the overhauling of the entire core English program (English Reform 

Working Group). It is evident that a number of Japanese universities are on the 

move in terms of curriculum change and innovation. 

A variety of data collection methods, such as questionnaire and interview 

surveys, participant and on-site observations, and document analyses, were used in 

these needs assessment studies. What is not as clear is how these instruments are 

designed and validated as reliable data collection tools. Also not always evident 

from these studies and reports is the impact and the longevity of the innovations 

that came about as a result of the studies. This is an area that still needs further 

investigation and reporting. 

 

Gaps in the Literature 

A look at the literature available on needs assessment and evaluation studies 

reveals areas of research that are still minimally covered in the field of second 

language acquisition. First, there are still very few NA studies that are designed as 

mixed methods studies, employing source-by-method means of collecting and 

analyzing data. Second, there are very few studies in Japan on curriculum 

development that involve a systematic approach to needs assessment, 

implementation, and evaluation that aids in the continual monitoring and revising 

of the curriculum. Third, in the area of questionnaire development for needs 
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assessment and curriculum evaluation purposes, few researchers have employed 

Rasch analysis as a means of analyzing and validating survey instruments. In the 

current study, I attempt to address these gaps by providing a systematic approach to 

needs assessment and evaluation as part of a language program development 

project. 

 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to design an iterative model for needs assessment 

and evaluation that is useful in developing and revising the second tier of a Core 

English Program at a four-year university in Japan. The needs of various 

stakeholders relevant to the planning and development of an interdepartmental 

“Option English Course” in a four-year university are identified through the 

development and implementation of effective instrumentation. The research 

questions for this study are: 

1. What are the components of an iterative needs assessment/evaluation model, 

and how do these components work within a Japanese university setting? 

2. How can valid questionnaires be developed for an iterative needs 

assessment/evaluation model? 

3. What needs do various stakeholders report for the Option English Course? Do 

the perceptions of needs vary among different stakeholders? 

 

For the purposes of this study, needs assessment is understood to include the 

collection and analysis of information to inform curriculum development and 
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choices within the context of a learning and teaching institution. Needs encompass 

a larger framework than the language needs of the learners. For this study, language 

needs are defined as (a) particular linguistic items and functions; (b) the perceived 

need for English from the perspectives of learners, instructors, administrators and 

domain experts; and (c) goals and expectations for English language learning from 

the perspectives of learners, instructors, administrators, and domain experts. 

Situation needs include other factors at the societal, institutional, instructor, and 

learner levels that potentially influence the development of the Option English 

Course curriculum. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 
Participants 

The Institutional Context 

The main site for this study was a four-year private Japanese university. This 

liberal arts university had four faculties: Commerce, Economics, Law, and 

Literature, with a total student population of approximately 6,000 students. The 

university was a mid-level university, with many of the students coming from the 

surrounding rural areas, as well as students from a nearby urban area, mainly those 

students who failed to get into universities in a larger city. Some of the students 

were from the other islands, but a majority of the students were from the island 

where the university was located.  Most of the students were admitted through their 

results on the university entrance exam. Smaller numbers of students were admitted 

through their scores on the national standardized Center Exam, through the 

Admissions Office (AO) system, which utilizes a personal essay and interview 

process, and a yet smaller number of students admitted as “returnee” students, or 

students who have lived/studied abroad for a number of years, and students 

admitted as shakaijin, or adults who were returning to school after a number of 

years in the working world. 

All students were required to take 8 to 12 credits of foreign language courses 

during their four years of university study, depending on their faculty and course. 

Although English was not a required subject, many students elected to take English 
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to fulfill their foreign language requirements. In previous years, students had been 

divided by faculties into groups and assigned a class based on their enrollment in 

General English (Eigo I) classes. By default, most students had enrolled in Eigo I 

classes, although they were not technically required to do so. Although the Eigo I 

and the second-year Eigo II courses were designed as four-skills courses, the focus 

had historically been placed on reading and writing. 

In 2004, a new administrative body, the Center for Learning and Teaching, 

was established. Among its many responsibilities was the job of creating a new 

unified core curriculum across a wide variety of disciplines that would be open to 

students from all four faculties. The Center for Learning and Teaching was charged 

with unifying the campus through a liberal arts-based core curriculum for students 

of all faculties, including general entrance-level courses such as how to use the 

library, write reports and basic computing skills, as well as remedial classes for 

students who had lower than average levels in certain skill areas such as math and 

Japanese language. 

The English program was also a subject of interest, as the Center for Learning 

and Teaching contemplated the necessity of introducing remedial education for 

English. As a result of discussions in the Center, the English teaching staff of the 

Foreign Language Institute was approached with the idea of replacing the then 

faculty-based Eigo I/II curricula with a unified core curriculum for English 

language study. The English teaching staff then had the task of developing a new 

English Language Program that was to be fully implemented by April 2008. The 

first tier of the program, a fully coordinated general English course, the Core 
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English Course, started in April 2007. The Core English Course was followed by 

the Option English Course, for second-year students and above. As different from 

the Core Course, in which students were required to take one of three levels, this 

second tier program consisted of a variety of class options for the students to 

choose from, thus the name the Option English Course. This study deals with the 

development and implementation of the second tier of the program, the Option 

English Course, which became fully operational in April 2008. 

 

Student Participants 

The majority of the participants involved in this study were students enrolled 

in the university at the time the data were collected. A number of student groups 

were included as participants: (a) first-year students (n = 1027); (b) second-year 

students (n = 497); and (c) third-year (n = 7) and fourth-year students (n = 2) who 

were in the process of job hunting. As of April 2007, with the implementation of 

the new English Language Program, all students planning to study English while at 

the university were required to take a class in the Core English Course as the first 

step into the English Language Program. The Core English Course consisted of 

three levels: basic, intermediate, and advanced, into which students were placed on 

the basis of an in-house placement test designed around the Core English Course 

curriculum. The curriculum for the Core English Course was designed to target 

three exit levels: Basic Level, TOEIC 200-250/Eiken Level 4; Intermediate Level, 

TOEIC 300-400/Eiken Levels 3 to Pre-2, and; Upper-Intermediate Level, TOEIC 

450 and up/Eiken Level 2 and up. 
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The first-year student group consisted of students who were enrolled in this 

first tier of the new English Language Program, the Core English Course. One class 

group from each level was selected as a pilot group for the purposes of piloting a 

combined needs assessment and evaluation questionnaire (Basic level, n = 21; 

Intermediate level, n = 29; Upper Intermediate level, n = 24), and the remaining 

classes were surveyed using the final version of the questionnaire (n = 963). In the 

following year, a sub-section of this population of first-year students was again 

surveyed as second-year students who had moved up into the second tier of the 

English Language Program, the Option English Course (n = 849). Whereas not all 

students who took classes in the Core English Course moved on to take classes in 

the Option Course, 863 of 1204 of these students continued on to this second tier of 

the program. 

Second-year students who were then enrolled in Eigo II under the still 

functioning previous English curriculum were also asked to complete either the 

pilot version (n = 65) or the final version (n = 432) of the needs assessment portion 

of the questionnaire. The third- and fourth-year participants in the study (n = 9) had 

studied English at the university under the old Eigo I/II curriculum system, and 

were not part of the new English Language Program. 

 

Students Participating in Interviews 

As part of the data collection process, nine third- and fourth-year students 

were interviewed in semi-structured group interviews. The purpose of this data 

collection was to gather information about the then-running Eigo II and Oral 
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English classes, and to investigate how these students viewed their experiences 

with English. In order to give a better perspective on the data that these students 

contributed, they are introduced here as individual participants. 

Group 1. Akane (Student 1). Akane was a third-year student in the Faculty of 

Economics. During her first two years, she took Oral English, English for 

Economics, and Internet and English classes, offered through her faculty. She felt 

that the English for Economics class was too difficult, and was dominated by a one-

way teacher-fronted approach. As a result, she noted that the students did not do 

very well on their homework assignments, and did not learn to read a newspaper, 

although this was one of the goals of the class. She commented that if she were to 

read something in English, she would like to read easier books. 

Ukemi (Student 2). Ukemi was a third-year student in the Faculty of Law.  

She had taken English Conversation classes as a child. At the university, she took 

Eigo I and II as well as French I and II. She would have liked to study more 

English, but based on her high school experience, she did not feel that she could. 

She noted that high school was the “peak” of her English knowledge as a result of 

studying for the Center Test. She decided to take French for several reasons: she 

was unsuccessful at English in the university, she would not have the opportunity 

to take French as easily at other places, and she could go to France if she completed 

the French I and II classes. She also took an English Foreign Book Reading 

seminar offered by her faculty that was focused on reading newspapers. 

Atsushi (Student 3). Atsushi was a third-year student in the Faculty of 

Economics. He took no English courses during his time at university; he instead 
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elected to take all of his language requirements in Korean, saying that he chose 

Korean as “a hobby.” He came not to like English from his high school experience, 

where his classes were all centered on grammar study and preparation for the 

university entrance examinations. He said that he wished now that he had taken 

English at the university, and he would like to use English when traveling. 

Ichiro (Student 4). Ichiro was a fourth-year student in the Faculty of 

Economics. He said that he had planned to take English at university, but Chinese 

looked interesting, so he took Chinese courses for four years. He said that he had 

no image of English, except that of the entrance exam English. He took one English 

class at the university, Tourism English, which was offered through the Faculty of 

Economics. The class featured role-playing, which helped him in his part-time job, 

where the number of foreigners has increased recently. 

Group 2. Eiji (Student 5). Eiji was the only Faculty of Literature student 

among the students interviewed. He was a fourth-year student acting as a student 

advisor to other students who came to the Career Office to inquire about finding a 

job after graduation. He noted that in his role as advisor, however, he did not give 

advice to students concerning English language study, figuring that they were 

already aware of English. During his four years at university, he took Eigo I and II, 

Oral English I, and German I. He completed all of these language credits in his first 

two years at the university. His Eigo I class was centered on reading 

comprehension, which he was not sure was really helpful. The Oral English I class 

was like a “game,” and the Eigo II course was a TOEIC-centered class, in which he 

slept most of the time. 
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Eiji had several experiences with English when he was a high school student. 

His high school class trip was to New Zealand, and he felt proud that he was able to 

handle the language and even pick up some of the native pronunciation of English 

while there. He wanted to go on an exchange program while in the university, but 

was unable to afford it. He was also impressed by a high school teacher who spoke 

French and English, and who told his students that he had dreams in English. Eiji 

noted that he would have liked to study English more in the university, but he had 

to put all of his efforts into finding a job. At the time of the interview, he had 

already found a job with a printing company that he would begin upon graduation, 

and mentioned that he would like to work at an overseas branch of the company 

someday, and improve the image of Japanese overseas. He mused that, “one has to 

speak English, don’t they...?” 

Group 3. Kazuhiko (Student 6). Kazuhiko was a third-year student in the 

Faculty of Commerce. As a first- and second-year student, he took Eigo I and II, 

Oral English I, and Chinese I. He noted that the difficulty of the Eigo I classes 

seemed to depend on the teacher. The class that he took was centered on the 

grammar-translation method, and some listening activities. The Oral English class 

seemed more useful to him. 

Eriko (Student 7). Eriko was also a third-year student in the Faculty of 

Commerce. She took Eigo I and II, and because she failed the Eigo I class, took 

Oral English I as well. She commented that almost everyone finishes foreign 

language study by the second year. She also studied TOEIC in her Eigo II class, but 

it was difficult and she felt that no one understood the class. 
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Group 4. Kana (Student 8). Kana was a third-year student in the Faculty of 

Law. She took Eigo I and II, and also took Oral English I because she thought that 

she was required to take it. She noted that in the end she was glad that she had 

taken Oral English I. The Eigo I class was a grammar-translation class, and she did 

not feel that any of her English classes was particularly helpful. Her main purpose 

in taking English was to get the necessary credits. She decided to take English at 

the university because she had already studied English in junior and senior high 

schools, and thought it was better to continue, rather than starting a new language. 

Saori (Student 9). Saori was a third-year student in the Faculty of Economics. 

Saori took the STEP test in high school and was currently teaching English to 

junior high school students at a cram school. She took all of her foreign language 

credits in English, taking Eigo I and II, English for Economics, and Oral English I. 

She took Oral English I because she “wanted to speak fluently,” but she realized 

that it was “impossible.” Her Eigo I class centered on grammar and listening. Her 

Eigo II class textbook looked like a newspaper with a focus on economics. She 

noted that she thought that the teacher was an economics specialist rather than an 

English teacher. The English for Economics class instructor used writings from 

famous economists, such as Adam Smith. The class was focused on specialized 

vocabulary through reading and translating. She said that she did not understand it 

at all. She commented that she was unable to read newspapers or speak English as a 

result of having taken these classes. 
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Other Participants 

As part of the university system that was affected by university-wide changes 

in the curriculum and the results thereof, these groups were defined as stakeholders 

for the purposes of the study: (a) Japanese L1, non-language teaching staff from 

various faculties; (b) English teaching staff (Japanese L1 and English L1); (c) the 

deans and curriculum chairs of the four faculties; (d) the director of the Foreign 

Language Institute; (e) staff of the university Career Office (Shushokuka); (f) staff 

of the university Curriculum Office (Kyoumuka); and (g) the staff and teachers 

belonging to the Center for Learning and Teaching. 

The university employs approximately 150 full-time teaching staff and a 

number of part-time teaching staff. The Institute has approximately 15 full-time 

language teachers, half of whom are English teachers. Of this number, half are 

Japanese L1 and half are English L1. There are also approximately 50 part-time 

English teachers. Part-time English teachers are allowed to carry up to a 3-class 

load, whereas the full-time staff teach between 6 and 8 90-minute classes. 

The Director of the Institute is selected bi-annually from the full-time staff, as 

are the faculty deans. Both types of positions allow for term extensions, and the 

depth of knowledge and experience at this administrative level varies with the 

individual. In a similar manner, the administrators and office staff are rotated 

through the various university offices and departments every 3 to 5 years. Although 

continuity is maintained through documentation of previous years’ policies, the 

management style and subsequent decisions and policies can vary with the 

individuals in position at any given time. At the time that this project was 
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underway, administrators in key positions, such as the head of the Curriculum 

Office, the Institute director, and the Institute Curriculum Committee chair were all 

supportive in promoting curriculum reform. 

Another important source of data was in the field where current graduates of 

the university are working, and particularly the personnel of offices where 

graduates are currently employed. These individuals, as well as the staff of the 

university Career Office and Center for Learning and Teaching, are defined as 

domain experts for the purposes of this study. Domain experts are individuals who 

have expertise concerning how the English language is needed/used in the field, 

without being language teaching experts themselves. As discussed by Long 

(2005b), members of this group are sometimes able to provide an accurate picture 

of how the target language is used in the target field. In contrast to Long’s model, 

however, the domain experts participating in this study were L2 users of the target 

language. 

 

Participant Sampling 

The framework for participant sampling was based on the model of 

purposeful sampling. In purposeful sampling, the groups or sites selected are 

chosen because they can “purposefully inform” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, p. 

125), or add specifically to, the understanding of a certain object of study. 

Participants were selected by incorporating comprehensive sampling, typical case 

sampling, and the sampling of politically important cases (Miles & Huberman, 

1994; Patton, 1990, 2002). Comprehensive sampling involves data collection from 
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everyone in an available group. As the study involved the canvassing of the entire 

cohorts of first- and second-year students enrolled in the English Language 

Program as intact groups, comprehensive sampling was necessary. Typical case 

sampling involves the selection of cases that would be considered a normal or 

average representation of members of the group studied. Typical case sampling was 

employed in order to include smaller numbers of third- and fourth-year students 

who were randomly chosen from the student body at large. Politically important 

cases are specific individuals or groups that are chosen to highlight (or in some 

cases to avoid highlighting) a certain issue or representation of the issue being 

studied. As the study is situated in an educational institution, sampling politically 

important cases provided data on issues of administrative and political importance. 

For this study, this included teachers and administrators in key decision making 

roles, such as the faculty deans, the Institute director, and the heads of the 

Curriculum and Career Offices. 

Large-scale data collection began in the spring of 2007 with the incoming 

group of first-year students, which was considered an intact group. Because the 

number of students was substantial enough to meet the criteria for questionnaire 

development, yet not too large to be cumbersome in data analysis, the Core English 

class groups were approached as intact groups through comprehensive sampling. 

The third- and fourth-year students were selected randomly from lists provided by 

the employment and curriculum office and contacted through introductions by the 

appropriate staff members. The entire part-time (n = 55) and full-time teaching staff 

(n = 10) were asked to complete questionnaires. For more in-depth interview data 
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collection, the selection procedure was limited to finding those who were willing to 

take extra time to meet and be interviewed. Politically important samples for 

interview data were drawn from each office with a staff member in a high 

administrative position. 

Consent to participate in data collection was gained from all participants in 

the study. For those who were contacted for individual interviews, a written 

consent form was signed and documented (see Appendix A). For those who 

participated in large group data collection, a header was placed in the questionnaire 

explaining the overall purpose of the data collection, and teachers were instructed 

to explain to students that the completion of the questionnaire was voluntary and to 

assure them that the data collection had no relation to their course grades. 

 

Instrumentation 

A variety of data collection methods were used throughout the 

implementation of the Iterative Model.  Statistical data were collected through the 

use of questionnaires, which included the collection of biodata, opinion and 

judgment surveying through opened-ended and closed items, test scores from an in-

house placement test, and student data (e.g., student enrollment and failure rates). 

Non-statistical data included information gathered from non-expert and expert 

practitioner intuition, unstructured and semi-structured interviews, the mining and 

analysis of existing information (e.g., records and document analyses, systems 

analyses, means analysis, literature review, correspondence by e-mail and letter), 
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and a variety of meetings including advisory, interest group, planning, and review 

meetings (Brown, 2001, 2009; Long, 2005b). 

The main instruments employed in this study were questionnaires and 

interviews. The questionnaires were written in both English and Japanese, and 

administered in the participants’ L1, with the exception of a few exchange students, 

for whom Japanese is an L2. Interviews were conducted mainly in the L1 of the 

interviewee, with the exception of interviews with English language teaching staff, 

who were given the choice of which language to use. During interviews, either an 

MD recorder and microphone or an MP3 recording device was used to record the 

conversation. Because of the delicate nature of the subject matter and the possible 

negative impact on recruiting participants, interview sessions were not videotaped. 

 

Needs Assessment Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was developed for the needs assessment cycle, which is the 

first cycle of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model. The purpose of this first round of 

surveying was to inform the planning, structure, and content of the Option English 

Course classes in the second tier of the English Language Program. Questionnaire 

items were developed from data from the university literature, related research 

literature, and data from unstructured and semi-structured interviews. Portions of 

the questionnaire were developed from the interviews, and portions were drawn 

from instruments already in use (Gardner, 1985; O’Donnell, 2003). Three experts 

in the field, including researchers in the field of SLA and teaching staff at the 

university, examined the questionnaire for content validity. 
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The questionnaire for the first-year student group was designed to provide 

biodata concerning: (a) year in school, (b) faculty affiliation, (c) gender, (d) class 

level in the Core English Course, (e) years of English studied outside of the regular 

school curriculum, and (f) time spent abroad in an English-speaking country. The 

main portion of the questionnaire was designed to tap three areas: (a) perceived 

need for English at the university level, (b) perceived need for different language 

skills and functions, and (c) interest in specific English class types that might be 

offered at the university. These were later defined as five constructs: (a) Construct 

1: English for Work/Job-related Purposes; (b) Construct 2: English for Overseas 

Travel or Study/Liking of English; (c) Construct 3: English as a Required Subject; 

(d) Construct 4: Interest in English Skills; and (e) Construct 5: Interest in Option 

Classes. 

The pilot version of the Needs Assessment Questionnaire also incorporated 

open-ended questions, such as: (a) After graduating from university, what 

opportunities do you think you will have to use English? (b) What kinds of things 

related to English do you most want to study while at university? (c) What kinds of 

things related to English do you think you need to (should) study while at 

university? 

After numerous drafts, an English version of the questionnaire was produced; 

it was approved by the English Teachers Committee, and was then translated into 

Japanese by one of the teaching staff. The translator did a “conceptual” level 

translation (McKay, Breslow, Sangster, Gabbard, Reynolds, Nakamoto & Tarani, 

1996), by employing language that captures the connotative meaning of the original 
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instrument. After the Japanese version was checked for superficial errors, it was 

given to three translators, one English L1 speaker and two Japanese L1 speakers to 

back-translate (Bernard, 2000) into English. These translators included two English 

teaching professionals as well a higher proficiency university student. (Higher 

proficiency defined as Eiken Step Pre-1 level or higher.) After adjusting the 

Japanese version, the questionnaire was piloted with a small group of students (n = 

7) who participated in exit interviews that helped identify potential problem areas. 

One important change that was made at this stage was the changing of the Likert 

scale numbering system from 1 (agree) to 4 (disagree), to 4 (agree) to 1 (disagree). 

The questionnaire was then piloted with a larger number of students (n = 134) and 

was again revised. The wording of several items and the naming of several of the 

option class types were changed, based on the recommendations of the exit 

interview group and staff. In further discussions with the staff about the 

questionnaire, the numerical answer choice space was yet further changed to a non-

numerical scale, agree = (a), disagree = (d). Several closed-ended items were 

collapsed into one item and some were removed, based on suggestions of staff 

members in the English Teachers Committee. The final version of the questionnaire 

was administered to students at all levels of the Core English Course (n = 963) and 

to second-year students enrolled in the Eigo II classes (n = 432). The final version 

of the Japanese Needs Assessment Questionnaire is shown in Appendix B and the 

English translation in Appendix C. 

A shorter version of the Needs Assessment Questionnaire was produced for 

the part-time and full-time teaching staff (See Appendix D for the Japanese version 
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and Appendix E for the English version). These instruments were given in the L1 

of the teacher, and the items were drawn from the student questionnaire. These 

teacher questionnaires included the same open-ended questions as those found on 

the pilot version of the student Needs Assessment Questionnaire. 

 

Evaluation Questionnaire 

A second important instrument employed in this study was the Evaluation 

Questionnaire, which was implemented in the second, or evaluation, cycle of the 

Iterative NA/Evaluation Model (see Appendix F for the Japanese version and 

Appendix G for the English version). The purpose of this questionnaire was to 

measure student assessment of the Option class that they had taken as second-year 

students in the second tier of the English Language Program. Biodata collected 

with this questionnaire consisted only of faculty affiliation and class name. The 

constructs measured in this questionnaire were assessments of (a) the textbook, (b) 

the content of the class, and (c) the length of the class. These constructs were taken 

from a larger questionnaire that was administered in the previous year of the Core 

English Course (n = 963), which included a larger number of constructs. The 

questionnaire also included a number of open-ended questions such as: (a) What 

were the best aspects of the class? (b) What were the worst aspects of the class? (c) 

What is your opinion of the textbooks used? and (d) What do you think should be 

changed for the upcoming year? 

The Evaluation Questionnaire differs from the Needs Assessment 

Questionnaire in two ways. First, it came to the project as an already-designed 
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questionnaire, which was then rewritten and piloted as part of the study. Second, 

the original version of the Evaluation Questionnaire as designed for use in the Core 

English Course included a much larger number of items and constructs. This 

questionnaire was then reassembled for use in the Option English Course classes as 

part of the evaluatory aspect of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model. A version of 

the questionnaire was also produced for the teaching staff. This version included an 

additional construct, the weighting of the coordinated final exams in the Option 

Course (See Appendix H for the Japanese version and Appendix I for the English 

version). 

 

Interview Instruments 

Two types of interview instruments were employed to gather oral data. The 

first type was unstructured informal, or conversational (Patton, 2003) interviews. 

These interviews were purposefully unstructured, with loosely based topics as the 

guide for the interview, and were designed to be exploratory in nature. These 

interviews lasted anywhere from 10 to 45 minutes, depending on the setting and the 

participant. Rather than follow a set formula for questions, I asked open-ended 

questions on topics of relevance, and then followed with a series of probes, 

including silent probes, echo probes, and uh-huh probes (Bernard, 2000); these 

were hai or so desu ne probes with Japanese interviewees. 

The second type of interview, the semi-structured interview, was a series of 

questions built around the topics discovered in the unstructured interviews as well 

as questions based on constructs that had been created for use in the written 
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questionnaire. The purpose of these interviews was to add supplementary 

information to the larger picture of perceived needs, as well as to more specific 

ideas on what might be offered in the second tier of the curriculum. I presented a 

series of questions, but followed up with questions that were then specific to each 

interviewee, based on their responses. The same types of probes were also used in 

the semi-structured interviews, but in order to elicit longer answers with richer 

information, occasionally a long question probe was employed as well. 

Fowler and Mangione (1990) in their work on structured interviewing, 

suggested that standardized interviewing might not be appropriate for use in 

exploratory research, in case studies, and in cases where the objective is to get as 

much information as possible. It is under this rationale that this round of interviews, 

which helped inform the development of a needs assessment questionnaire, was 

based on less structured interview styles that allowed the interviewer to explore the 

ideas and topics raised by the interviewees. This provided a richer database from 

which to draw information. 

 

Research Design 

The research design used in this study employs a model designed specifically 

for this study. The model is based on the following models that cover needs 

assessment, evaluation, and methodology: Needs Analysis Model (Brown, 2009); 

Curriculum Model (Brown, 1989, 1995); Use-Driven Participatory Evaluation 

Model (Norris & Watanabe, 2007); Mixed Methods Model (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004); and the Iterative Program Planning-Evaluation Model 
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(Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). Of all the models, the Witkin and Altschuld Iterative 

Program Planning-Evaluation Model appeared to best fit the needs of the current 

project. This model cycles through one full iteration before moving into the 

subsequent iteration, always beginning with a needs assessment, and ending with a 

summative evaluation. 

Due to the realities of the university workplace and the time constraints 

placed on busy teaching staff, the Witkin and Altschuld Model (1995) did not seem 

entirely practical, in that it requires a full completion of the cycle with each 

iteration. The Witkin and Altschuld Model was thus altered to provide a model that 

was more user-friendly and conducive to the current project. What resulted from 

this alteration was the Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model (Figure 2). 

The Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model designed for this study includes 

the following components found in two cycles: Cycle One: Needs Assessment, 

Planning, and Implementation; Cycle Two: Evaluation and Revision. Rather than 

cycling back through the entire model at each iteration, the Model allows for a 

choice at the Report/Revise component level. The complete Model with its 

components and aspects is in Appendix J. 

The Model is distinguished by three main strengths. First, the model 

combines a mixed methods approach to a full cycle of curriculum or program 

implementation/management in that it covers every facet from pre-needs 

assessment to evaluation and revision. It is therefore a comprehensive model that 

can be used to cover the full spectrum of program development and evaluation. 

Second, after the evaluation and revision components are completed, the Model 
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allows users to cycle back through either the implementation stage or the needs 

assessment component if further information gathering is necessary. Third, the 

Model allows flexibility in determining what aspects will be incorporated into each 

component of the Model. This allows for adaptation to each specific user-site and 

situation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model. 

 

The Model also has two weaknesses. Because the Model itself is purposefully 

flexible in the way that specific aspects can be included in the various components 

as determined by the context, it is therefore possible to leave out aspects of each 

component as well, which might affect the overall validity and effectiveness of the 

implementation of the Model. In addition, the Model is designed to be participatory 

in nature, given the large scale of what it is able to facilitate, and thus requires 

enormous time commitments from participating personnel. 
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Procedures 

In order to correctly address the research questions, a number of procedures 

were carefully laid out and followed. What follows are procedural explanations for 

each component of the study: the development and implementation of the Iterative 

NA/Evaluation Model, the development of questionnaires for use in data collection 

to accompany other data informing the project, and the compilation and 

implementation of data resulting from the needs assessment portion of the project. 

 

Model Design 

The first aspect of the project involved the design of a model that would serve 

the needs of the program development project. After an extensive literature review 

of the fields of needs assessment, evaluation, curriculum development, and 

program development, a model was designed that encompassed both a needs 

assessment portion for the planning phases of the language course, and an 

evaluatory component, which provided an indication of how the program was 

working in relation to its initial goals and provide a vehicle for continuation of the 

course in subsequent years. This model was revised and adapted throughout the 

entire project. Data collection for the project included literature reviews, systems 

analyses, means analyses, records and document analyses, textbook analyses, 

meetings, including information exchange, planning, and advisory meetings, 

informal and semi-structured interviews, and questionnaires (Brown, 2001, 2009; 

Long, 2005b). 
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Component 1: Preparing for the Needs Assessment  

The farthest-reaching component of this first cycle of program development 

centered on the preparation phase for the needs assessment, which began three 

years before the Option English Course was implemented. The group most actively 

involved at this stage was the full-time English Teachers Committee. The purpose 

of the needs analysis had to be decided upon in order to proceed. Through a series 

of meetings with the Center for Learning and Teaching, the head of the curriculum 

office, the Institute Curriculum Committee, and within the curriculum working 

group of the English Teachers Committee, the need for a second tier to the English 

Language Program was clarified, as well as what type of optional class system 

would be feasible. Through this series of meetings, the stakeholders in the needs 

analysis, as well as the users and possible sources of data and information were 

discussed and decided upon. 

The main sources of data for the project came from the teaching staff and the 

student population. Other sources included university administration officials, non-

English university teaching staff, teaching staff in other universities, and domain 

experts. In order to formulate the questions for the needs analysis, data collection 

began with the collection of printed material. Materials on current and past 

curricula for the various Eigo I/II programs were useful in a systems analysis, 

which gave rise to the identification of some of the problems with the previous 

curricula, and a list of problems and how a new curriculum might help address 

these problems was drawn up. Current materials used for English coursework in the 

faculty-based English courses were also used to assess the current language focus 
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of the faculty English programs, which offer alternative curricula to the curriculum 

program offered by the Institute. The university Career Office was a valuable 

source of records for a document analysis, covering the placement of university 

graduates, magazines targeting university-level job seekers, samples of English 

tests, and the Entry Sheet system used in the hiring process. Through planning 

meetings with the English Teachers Committee, the head of the Curriculum Office, 

and the Center for Learning and Teaching, the limitations to the needs assessment 

project were defined in terms of personnel resources, time limitations, and financial 

resources. 

A literature review was conducted targeting previous work done in needs 

assessment and evaluation at both EGP and ESP levels, in particular looking at 

instrument development (See Table 1). The information from this literature review 

was essential in establishing the type of methodology that would be employed for 

the needs assessment, the type of data to be collected, the analytical methods to be 

employed, and the procedures to be followed when implementing the project. This 

involved a systems analysis of other needs assessment projects completed in Japan 

and elsewhere. Extensive data were collected by site visitations to two universities 

at which large-scale curriculum change had been implemented, by talking with the 

on-site teaching staff responsible for the planning and implementation of the 

curriculum, and collecting materials related to their curriculum programs. The goals 

and objectives for junior/senior high school English curriculum from 

Monbukagakusho were examined, as were the can-do lists of the TOEIC test 

developers. These materials, along with curriculum models from other universities 
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were examined in a series of meetings with the English Teachers Committee as 

well as with the Institute curriculum committee. Advisory meetings with the staff 

involved in the Eigo I/II courses were conducted to explain the goals of the data 

collection and to keep part-time staff members informed of progress in the data 

collection. 

The main data collection instrument employed in the needs assessment 

component of the development project was the questionnaire. One of the first steps 

in formulating ideas for the content of a questionnaire was a series of unstructured, 

or conversational (Patton, 2003) interviews with administrators (n = 3, the head of 

the Career Office, the head of the Curriculum Office, and the head of the Center for 

Learning and Teaching), non-English teachers (n = 9), and representatives of 

companies employing university graduates (n = 7). These conversational interviews 

were designed to probe what non-English teaching staff and employers in the field 

saw as the need for English after students leave the university and enter the 

workplace, and what types of English study might best benefit the students while at 

university. These interviews served to provide baseline data for the development of 

semi-structured interview questions as well as questionnaire items. 

Semi-structured interviews were then conducted with six full-time staff, two 

Career Office administrators, and nine third- and fourth-year students from all four 

faculties. The semi-structured interviews conducted with the third- and fourth-year 

students were built around the previously conducted document analysis, and the 

unstructured interviews, building on keywords and ideas uncovered in the 

interviews. Students were asked questions centered around what their English 
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language learning experience at university had been like, how it differed from their 

high school learning experience, if they had experienced any changes in attitudes 

towards English study, and if they had any plans or anticipated need for using 

English after graduation. 

The semi-structured interviews with the full-time staff were developed from 

constructs that were being discussed in the English Teachers Committee meeting 

for incorporation into the written questionnaire. These interviews with the staff 

targeted what skills students might need to learn in their second through fourth 

years of English study, ideas on strategy training, types of optional courses to offer, 

possible syllabus types, and ideas that might be incorporated into the written 

questionnaire. Interviews were conducted in the L1 of the participants, and the data 

were transcribed and coded. 

In addition to data collected from the staff and student interviews, previous 

versions of needs assessment questionnaires were also studied to inform the 

development of the questionnaire. By incorporating a structure found in previous 

questionnaire designs (Gardner, 1985; O’Donnell, 2003), I introduced a prototype 

of the Needs Assessment Questionnaire at the English Teachers Committee 

meeting. Through a series of electronic exchanges, incorporating a modified Delphi 

process (Witkin & Altchsuld, 1995), a version of the Needs Assessment 

Questionnaire was made and distributed, while staff members submitted 

suggestions for change, which were then redistributed. In this way, all English full-

time staff members were able to participate without necessitating meeting time for 

each round of suggestions and revisions. 
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After a number of revisions were made, a new version was proposed, which 

was accepted by the English Teachers Committee. This working version was 

written in English. A full-time staff member translated the instrument into 

Japanese. Two other full-time staff members and a fourth-year student with 

advanced English proficiency then back-translated the instrument into English. 

These back-translations also involved interviews with the individual translators to 

further ascertain what wording remained problematic. A number of difficulties in 

expressions moving between the English and Japanese versions were identified and 

revised. The pilot version was also pre-piloted with a group of advanced-level 

second-year English students (n = 7) who completed the questionnaire and 

participated in exit interviews. Revisions were made to the Likert scale as a result 

of these exit interviews, reversing the scale numbering system. After a final version 

was drawn up, it was submitted to the English Teachers Committee, was approved 

by the committee, and then went to the Institute Curriculum Committee for 

approval. 

Another focus of data collection was meetings and interviews. After this final 

approval of the working draft of the Needs Assessment Questionnaire, decisions 

were made among the English Teachers Committee members as to who would be 

responsible for the collection and the analysis of the data. The collection of the data 

was to involve all full-time and part-time English teaching staff. Data were to be 

collected from both teachers and students. The questionnaires were to be collected 

through the Curriculum Office via student volunteers in the classes surveyed. The 
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main researcher would analyze the data, and the results would then be presented to 

the English Teachers Committee. 

The Needs Assessment Questionnaires were piloted in six intact classes, three 

classes specifically targeting one level each of the Core English Course (basic, 

intermediate, upper intermediate) (n = 64), and three classes of Eigo II students (n 

= 65), who had not been a part of the Core English Course, but had over one year 

experience studying English at the university. The teachers distributed the 

questionnaires at the end of a 90-minute class. In following with Institute policy on 

the distribution of class questionnaires, the teacher left the classroom, and student 

volunteers collected the questionnaires and brought them to the Curriculum Office. 

A header in the questionnaire explained that the purpose of the questionnaire was to 

collect student opinions about the curriculum to help inform changes to the 

curriculum. The students were also informed by the teacher that the questionnaire 

was to be completed anonymously, that participation was voluntary, and that the 

information collected would in no way affect their course grade. 

After the questionnaires were collected, the items were analyzed using 

Winsteps 3.51. The results were used to determine if the item structure of the 

questionnaire was valid, provide further ideas for revising the final questionnaire, 

and detect problems with the overall layout or content of the questionnaire. 

Short answers from the Needs Assessment Questionnaire were transcribed 

and provided in full to members of the English Teachers Committee. The short 

answers were also analyzed using the online concordance software, AntConc 3.2.1 

(Anthony, 2007) for word frequencies. Word frequency lists were produced for 
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each short answer and were put into a chart. These frequency lists were later used 

as part of the data collection for the needs assessment component. 

 

Component 2: Doing the Needs Assessment 

The next step involved collecting large-scale data using the revised version of 

the Needs Assessment Questionnaire. This final version of the questionnaire 

consisted of 55 Likert-scale items that were answered on computer mark-sheets. 

All students in Core English Course classes, except for those who had participated 

in the piloting of the questionnaire, completed the questionnaire. As the Core 

English Course involves two classes a week with a team-teaching pair, only one of 

the weekly classes was targeted for each class group. Once again, the English 

teaching staff was asked to assist with the distribution of the questionnaires to 

students in intact classes who completed the questionnaire in the last 20-30 minutes 

of their 90-minute classes. The student volunteers collected the questionnaires and 

submitted them to the Curriculum Office. All part-time and full-time teachers were 

also asked to complete the teacher version of the Needs Assessment Questionnaire. 

The teacher questionnaire included open-ended questions that were the same as 

those used on the student pilot version of the questionnaire. The English Teachers 

Committee members decided not to survey staff in any other language group or 

faculty, as a variety of information had been collected and exchanged through 

interviews and the various information collection and planning meetings. 

The data collected from these questionnaires were analyzed in much the same 

way as the pilot instruments. Statistical analyses were run on the closed-ended 
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items. The non-parametric test, Mann-Whitney U analyses were run on the student 

pilot data and the accompanying teacher data using SPSS 10.0 to look for 

differences in perceptions of the different constructs targeted in the questionnaire, 

and if these differences might exhibit statistical significance. Similarly, Differential 

Item Functioning (DIF) analyses were run on the same data in order to identify any 

differences in the way that students and teachers were answering the items. The 

open-ended responses from the teacher questionnaires were made available to the 

staff. Short answer data were transcribed by hand and then analyzed using AntConc 

3.2.1 (Anthony, 2007). Word frequency lists were generated for use in the needs 

assessment discussion at the English Teachers Committee level. 

 

Component 3: Planning 

In preparation for the decision-making and implementation stages of the 

needs assessment cycle, further data were collected from a variety of sources and 

analyzed. In addition to the curricula materials that had been collected previously, 

data on student enrollment at the university and in the Core English Course were 

incorporated to provide an indication of the student numbers that might be 

anticipated in the second tier of the program. Core English Placement Test results 

and current Core English Course enrollment numbers were examined to estimate 

the number of students that could enroll in the English Option Course. 

Data collected from the Needs Assessment Questionnaire provided important 

insight into how students perceived the role of English in their overall class plan 

while at the university, as well as possible class types they might be interested in 
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taking. Using all of the data, decisions were made concerning what types of classes 

to offer in the Option Course, how many of each type of class to offer, and how to 

staff the different class types. These decisions were made after a series of meetings 

with the English Teachers Committee, the Curriculum Committee, and the head of 

the Curriculum Office. This involved presenting the results of the NA, as well as 

gathering further feedback from each group. A final report was made, and the 

results were presented at advisory meetings with the faculties and the Center for 

Learning and Teaching. A review meeting was also conducted with members of the 

English Teachers Committee to go over the needs analysis process, the types of 

data that were collected, and the ways in which the data were collected and 

analyzed. 

The next step was to integrate the data collected into a useable framework. In 

addition to informing the structure of the program, the data and ensuing report 

helped determine objectives for the development of the Option English Course 

curriculum. Data from the student and faculty questionnaires and interviews 

indicated what types of skills students were interested in learning. These data were 

then taken to the English Teachers Committee curriculum working group level, 

where class coordinators worked together to develop the content of the classes, the 

syllabi, texts, supplementary materials, select suitable classrooms, and select 

assessment methods. Planning meetings were conducted among the class 

coordinators, in the working group, and in the Annual Coordination Meeting held 

in January each year involving the full-time and part-time English staff. Decisions 

made through this process were then reported through advisory meetings with the 
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Center for Learning and Teaching, the full Institute membership, the Faculty 

Deans, and the head of the Curriculum Office. 

 

Component 4: Implementation 

The remaining step in the first cycle was to implement the new curriculum. In 

order to accomplish this task, a series of meetings with the head of the Curriculum 

Office was necessary to schedule the Option Course classes in with the class 

scheduling at-large. Meetings and ongoing correspondence with the English part-

time staff were conducted for training in the new classes. The new Option Course 

classes were then implemented in April 2008. 

 

Component 5: Preparing for Evaluation 

Work on evaluation in conjunction with the Core English Course began in 

April 2006, with the implementation of this first tier of the new English Language 

Program. As a result, many of the procedures necessary to conduct an evaluation of 

the second tier of the curriculum had already been decided upon and implemented. 

The purpose and scope of the evaluation of this phase was discussed among the 

members of the English Teachers Committee, at which time the stakeholders, users, 

and sources of the evaluation were decided upon. For the Option Course 

evaluations, the main sources of data came from the students and staff. The 

stakeholders and users of the evaluation results were to be mainly in-house, namely 

the Institute Curriculum Committee, the faculties, and the Center for Learning and 

Teaching. The questions asked in the evaluation reflected concerns for what was 
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happening in the English Option Course curricula. The limitations of the evaluatory 

process were also discussed in the English Teachers Committee, and were 

determined by resources in staffing and budget, as well as time limitations. 

The methodology to be employed was again decided in the English Teachers 

Committee, based on the literature available from the evaluation systems already in 

place within the university itself, at other tertiary institutions, and studies and 

models found in the research literature (e.g., Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; 

Norris & Watanabe, 2007; Stufflebeam, 1983, 2003; Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). 

These different models and methods were discussed at the English Teachers 

Committee meeting. These decisions then informed the types of data collection to 

be used and how the data were to be analyzed. Because of personnel, funding, and 

time limitations, the English Teachers Committee decided that only a questionnaire 

would be used to collect student data for the current round of evaluations. 

However, it was also decided to include other data such as student enrollment 

numbers, collective student grade records, and feedback from teachers at the 

Annual Coordination Meetings in September and January to give a fuller picture of 

the overall functioning of the Course. 

The questionnaire used in the Option English Course evaluation project was 

revised from the original Core English Course Evaluation Questionnaire designed 

for the Core English Course. The questionnaire came to the English Teachers 

Committee in its original form from a senior teaching staff member, and was 

discussed and revised. Several of the items were reworded and rearranged. Similar 

to the NA instrument, suggestions were collected and implemented electronically 



 85 

until a final version for piloting could be agreed on. In this case, the instrument 

came in its original Japanese L1 form, so there was no translation from English to 

Japanese. An English translation was made when the questionnaire was produced 

for the English L1 teaching staff. This initial translation and revision was carried 

out by two members of the English Teachers Committee, was discussed in the 

English Teachers Committee meeting, and as a result, no subsequent back-

translation of this instrument was produced. 

The final version of the original Core English Course Evaluation 

Questionnaire for student use was approved in the Institute Curriculum Committee. 

This original questionnaire was piloted with the same group of students who 

piloted the Needs Assessment Questionnaire at the end of their first semester of the 

Core English Course (n = 64). This questionnaire was analyzed using Winsteps 

3.51, and was revised for use as a large-scale questionnaire in the Core English 

Course. The Option Course Evaluation Questionnaire used in this study was made 

up of items from the Core English Course Evaluation Questionnaire, as well as two 

new items, and open-ended questions. 

 

Component 6: Doing the Evaluation 

Similar to the process for the Needs Assessment Questionnaire administration 

and analysis, responsibilities for the collection and analysis of the Option English 

Evaluation Questionnaire data were decided by the English Teachers Committee. It 

was decided that all students enrolled in and all teachers teaching in the Option 

English Course would be surveyed. The students were surveyed as intact class 
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groups, following the procedures that had been taken in the administration of the 

NA Questionnaire. This Option English Evaluation Questionnaire was not piloted, 

as most of the items had come directly from an already piloted and revised 

questionnaire. After the questionnaires were administered, the results were 

analyzed statistically to confirm the validity and reliability of the instrument, and 

then the data were tabulated for use in the English Teachers Committee to inform 

the Course evaluation. Copies of the responses to the open-ended questions in their 

original form were made available to the Course coordinators. 

The evaluation process was based on data from the questionnaires, as well as 

a number of records that were incorporated into an assessment of the Option 

English Course. Student enrollment numbers, failure and dropout rates, as well as 

the information from the Option English Questionnaire data were all important 

aspects of evaluating the Course. Further feedback from part-time teachers was 

provided through evaluation-focused meetings at the Annual Coordination 

Meetings, mid-year in September and year-end in January. The type of information 

elicited was determined by each Course class coordinator, and then compiled into a 

report through the English Teachers Committee. 

 

Component 7: Reporting and Revising 

Reporting on the Option English Course was carried out through a variety of 

means. Advisory meetings with the Institute Curriculum Committee, the Center for 

Learning and Teaching, and the head of the Curriculum Office provided a valuable 

opportunity to present initial findings, and to offer an avenue for feedback. A 
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presentation through an in-house Faculty Development seminar also provided an 

important avenue to reach the university teaching community, where feedback was 

also welcomed and received. A final evaluation report was prepared for in-house 

use at the university among full-time staff and administrators. Portions of the 

report, such as the Option English Questionnaire data, were made available to part-

time staff as well. 

With the data from the evaluation, consideration of how to change the Option 

English Course for the following year was begun. Decisions about revising the 

Option English Course for the following year were arrived at through a series of 

meetings with the English Teachers Committee, the Institute Curriculum 

Committee, the head of the Curriculum Office, and the part-time staff. These 

decisions included adjustments in the number of each type of class offered, staffing 

of the classes, and changes in the curricula, materials, and syllabi. At the stage of 

this writing, a final, comprehensive report has not been produced for the 2008-2009 

English Language Program, but the information collected and subsequent decisions 

and revisions made will be components of the in-house report. 

 

Component 8: Reiteration Through the Model—Implementation 

The final stage in the evaluation process involved deciding whether to iterate 

into the needs assessment cycle, collecting further information through another 

needs assessment, or to return to the implementation component by incorporating 

revisions into the curriculum before going back through the evaluation. The 

English Teachers Committee decided that the NA cycle of the model would be a bi-
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annual process, and would happen in alternate years, as the changes in the Option 

English Course can continue to be based on the evaluation procedure described 

above. The revision and implementation components would be conducted annually, 

as part of the evaluation cycle, with additional information from the needs 

assessment cycle added every few years to inform possible larger changes to the 

program, and to reflect the changes in student population and attitudes. 

 

Methods of Analysis 

The Rasch Model 

The main vehicle for the analysis of the questionnaire data was the Winsteps 

program (3.51, 3.68.2), a program that operates on the fundamentals of the Rasch 

measurement model. The Rasch model serves as “a mathematical description of 

how fundamental measurement should operate with social/psychological variables” 

(Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 235) and posits two questions for measurement: How well 

do the empirical data fit the requirements of the model? and Can the scale used 

produce measures that are invariant interval-level measures? (p. 265). In this way, 

it is possible for ordinal data, such as the questionnaire data collected in this study, 

to be converted to interval measures. All Rasch models are derived from the 

dichotomous Rasch equation (Rasch, 1960). The formula that is the foundation for 

this questionnaire analysis is the Rating Scale Model (Andrich, 1978) as shown 

below: 

ln(Pnik) = Bn – Di – Fk 
 
Pni(k-1) 
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Where Pnik is the probablity of person n assigning a score k on item i 

Pni(k-1) is the probability of person n assigning item i a score from the score 

category k-1 

Bn is the person ability 

Di is the difficulty of the criterion for item i to be fulfilled 

Fk is the difficulty of score k in relation to score category k-1 

The important features of the Rasch model include the following: The model 

(a) estimates person ability by using data from an individual within the larger 

context of responses from all individuals to all items, (b) configures the relationship 

between person ability and item difficulty based on the estimation of the likelihood 

of responses to particular items by particular individuals, (c) expresses the 

difficulty of an item as a probability that a person of a certain ability will have a 

50% chance of getting an item “right,” and (d) defines person ability as the 

probability of some having a 50% chance of getting an item “right” (McNamara, 

1996, p. 162). Both persons and items are measured on a common scale and the 

estimates of the person ability estimates and item difficulty estimates are 

independent of one another (Bond & Fox, 2007). For the purposes of a 

questionnaire, when an item fits the model, the item succeeds in making a 

distinction, or discriminating, between persons who are less likely to endorse an 

item and those who are more likely to endorse an item in a way that is consistent 

with the way in which other items are being endorsed. 

Missing data were notated with an asterisk, rather than coding them with 0, as 

the Winsteps program sets 0 as the lowest category to be analyzed. The program 
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does not require that missing data be imputed, and does not do casewise or stepwise 

omission when there are missing data. Missing data can lower the precision of the 

measures or the sensitivity of the fit statistics, but they do not add bias into the 

measure estimates (Linacre, 2009). 

In order to present the Rasch output in a user-friendly format, the original 

logit scale was rescaled. The Rasch logits were rescaled in the Winsteps program as 

CHIPs, which have an item mean of 50.0. 

 

Fit to the Rasch Model 

Item fit statistics indicate the extent to which a response from a participant is 

consistent with the way that the participant responded to other items in the scale. 

Two types of fit statistics are calculated: unstandardized and standardized fit 

estimates (Bond & Fox, 2007) and both appear in weighted and unweighted forms. 

Outfit MNSQ, the unweighted sum of the squared standardized residuals, is easily 

affected by outliers (Linacre, 2009). The Infit MNSQ is an information-weighted 

mean square statistic, with the residuals weighted by individual variance; this 

weighting lessens the impact of unexpected responses that fall far from the 

measure. Infit MNSQ reflects unexpected response patterns that are near the person 

ability level, and because such responses can pose a significant threat to valid 

measurement, the Infit MNSQ statistics were examined, rather than the Outfit 

MNSQ statistics. The standardized fit values, ZSTD were not examined because 

the standardized fit indices are too sensitive in detecting minute differences 

between the data and the model with large sample sizes (Bond & Fox, 2007; 
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Linacre, 2009). The following guidelines were used to examine item fit using the 

Infit MNSQ statistic (Linacre, 2009): 

> 2.0: Indicative of underfit, which indicates erratic response patterns and shows 

variation greater than the model predicted, and is considered degrading to 

the measurement 

1.5-2.0: Considered unproductive for measurement construction, but not degrading 

to the measure 

0.5-1.5: Considered most productive for measurement 

< 0.5: Indicative of overfit, possibly leading to the conclusion that the item is 

functioning better than it is (Bond & Fox, 2007). Whereas not degrading 

to the measure, it may mean that the data are too predictable, or an 

indication of redundancy between the item and other items (Linacre, 

2009). 

The point-measure correlation, the correlation between observations on the 

person measures and the response to individual items, was also taken into 

consideration. The point-measure correlation exhibits values ranging from -1.00 to 

+1.00. Positive values suggest that the items are measuring the same latent variable. 

The size of this positive correlation is considered to be less important than the 

mean-square fit statistics, which indicate response fit to the Rasch model (Linacre, 

2007, p. 298). 
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Rasch Principal Components Analysis of Item Residuals 

In contrast to a traditional exploratory principal components analysis (PCA), 

the purpose of the PCA of item residuals analysis in the Rasch model is not to 

construct variables, but to explain the variance found in the constructs. The data 

accounted for by the Rasch model make up the first dimension. However, the 

degree of unidimensionality depends on the amount of variance in the second 

dimension, not the variance explained by the first dimension (Bond & Fox, 2007). 

Winsteps produces the following variance figures: 

Raw variance explained by measures: the raw score variance in observations 

explained by item difficulties, person abilities and rating scale structure 

Raw variance explained by persons: the raw score variance in observations 

explained by person abilities 

Raw variance explained by items: the raw score variance in the observations 

explained by the item difficulties 

Raw unexplained variance (total): the raw score variance in the observations 

not explained by the Rasch measures 

Unexplained variance in the first contrast: the variance that is not explained 

by the Rasch measure, but that is explained by the contrast 

The criteria used in this study are those suggested by Linacre (2009) for use 

with Winsteps 3.68.2: (a) the variance explained by the Rasch measures is greater 

than 30% for a 4-category rating scale; (b) the first contrast has an eigenvalue of 

less than 3.0 (good) or less than 1.5 (excellent), and; (3) the unexplained variance 
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in the first contrast should be smaller than the variance explained by the item 

difficulties. 

 

Rasch Separation and Reliability Indices 

Rasch separation and reliability statistics for persons and items add further 

information for the assessment of the construct validity for the questionnaire 

instrument (Bond & Fox, 2007). The separation indices are an indicator of how 

well the measures are separated on a line in terms of increasing intensity, and are 

calculated both as item separation indices and person separation indices. Because 

Rasch analysis places both items and persons on the same measurement scale, 

reliability can be estimated for both persons and items. Different from traditional 

reliability indices, such as Cronbach’s alpha, which employs an analysis of 

variance approach, the Rasch model in the Winsteps 3.51 program uses the 

standard errors of the measures to analyze variance.  

Person and item reliability indices were judged using the following criteria: 

< .67  poor reliability 

.68-.80 fair reliability 

.81-.90 good reliability 

.91-.94 very good reliability 

> .94  excellent reliability 

Whereas the boundaries for reliability indices fall between 0 and 1.00, the 

values for the separation index do not fall between these boundaries, and a larger 

number is more desirable, indicating a greater dispersion of persons or items along 
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the scale. Fox and Bond (2007) suggested that the item person separation indices 

should be at least 2.0. Indices between 2.0 and 3.0 indicate fair separation, between 

3.0 and 4.0 good separation, between 4.0 and 5.0 very good separation, and values 

over 5.0 excellent separation (Fisher, 2007). 

The item-person map produced by the Winsteps program provides a visual 

representation of how well the item difficulty estimates match the person ability 

estimates. A ceiling effect, or too many persons gathered at either the top of the 

map, where more difficult to endorse items are located, or a floor effect, or too 

many persons at the bottom of the map, where easier to endorse items are located, 

can indicate that the instrument does not have enough items at the right difficulty 

levels to separate the persons. This means that the items are unable to distinguish 

among different attitudes of the persons being measured in the case of an attitude 

survey (Bond & Fox, 2007). Fisher (2007) suggested the following criteria for an 

acceptable percentage of maximum or minimum extreme scores in diagnosing 

ceiling and floor effects: 

> 5% of total: poor 

5%-2%:  fair 

2%-1%:  good 

1%-0.5%:  very good 

< 0.5%:  excellent 
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Rating Scale Functioning 

The rating scale employed on the questionnaire is the quantitative backbone 

of the instrument, so it is necessary to determine that the categorizations are 

functioning as intended. In the Rasch model, the analysis centers on the measure of 

the transition from one category to the next and how difficult it is to observe a 

category, not how difficult it is to use it. In checking the functioning of rating scale 

categories, Linacre (2002) suggested six criteria: (a) there should be at least 10 

observations in each category; (b) there should be no irregularities in observation 

frequency of the categories, that is, the probability curves should be peaked for 

each category; (c) the average measures should increase monotonically with each 

category; (d) the Outfit MNSQ values of the categories should be close to 1.0 and 

less than 2.0, which indicates a somewhat uniform level of randomness in the data; 

(e) threshold calibrations should increase with the rating scale category; and (f) the 

category thresholds should be at least 1.4 logits (6.37 CHIPs) and no more than 5 

logits (22.75 CHIPs) apart. 

 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) 

In order to be able to investigate the differences in perceptions of needs 

between groups taking the Needs Assessment Questionnaires, differential item 

functioning (DIF) was employed. DIF allows researchers to examine which items 

carry statistically significant differences, which serves to invalidate the null 

hypothesis that there are no differences between groups (Johanson & Johanson, 

1996). DIF as it functions in the Rasch model models the invariance of item 
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difficulty estimates by comparing these item estimates across the two samples 

(Linacre, 2007). 

In the current study, a triangulation of DIF methods was employed to derive 

results on which to base decisions related to the planning of the Option English 

Course. The DIF contrast statistics produced by the Rasch model appear as a logit 

measure. Values of .5 logits or more are considered indications of DIF at p < .05 

(Linacre, 2007). The use of the chi-square statistic, also produced by the Winsteps 

3.68.2 program was also employed. Chi-square statistics for one degree of freedom 

at p < .01 need a critical value of 6.63 (Hatch & Lazeraton, 1991, p. 603). A third 

method of investigation, the Mann Whitney U nonparametric procedure, which 

produces a z-score was also used. The critical value for the z score is 2.57 for p < 

.01, or 1.96 for p < 0.05 (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991, p. 277).  The strength of this 

association was calculated using eta2. 

The implementation of DIF calculations in survey research is not without 

problems. DIF statistical significance is influenced by both the size of the DIF and 

the size of the groups, but is not heavily influenced by fit to the model (Linacre, 

2007). As such, the comparison of two groups does not require that the groups are 

matched in ability levels, and any subsets of larger groups can be used to calculate 

DIF (Linacre & Wright, 1987). Although there is no minimum size required by the 

Rasch model, sample sizes of less than 30 are extremely difficult to interpret and 

cannot be considered dependable (Linacre, 2007). Unlike the Rasch DIF Contrast, a 

commonly used DIF procedure, the Mantel DIF statistic was not used in this study, 

as it requires a minimum of 100 participants in the focal group, with 500 in the 
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combined groups (Johanson & Johanson, 1996).  For this reason, the Mantel DIF 

statistic was not part of the triangulated data informing the differences in item 

functioning between the groups investigated for this project. 

The other issue that is of concern in working with DIF statistics is that in the 

current study, the student and teacher groups compared were both making 

assessments based on student perceptions of needs and interests. In that regard, the 

students were indicating self-expressed needs and interests, whereas the teacher 

group was indicating their perceptions of student needs and interests, rather than 

their own. In this way, it is difficult to abide stringently to the requirements of a 

true DIF framework, and these particular results should be interpreted with caution. 

 

Written Short Answer and Interview Coding 

The Data Analysis Spiral (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2007) was used for the 

coding and analysis of written short answer and interview data. In this model, data 

are processed through multiple stages starting with data collection and ending with 

an accounting of the results. The model is made up of the following steps: (a) data 

collection of text or images; (b) managing and organizing the data; (c) reading and 

memoing, including writing notes and reflection; (d) describing, classifying, and 

interpreting the data, using context, categories, and comparisons; (e) representing 

and visualizing the data in the form of matrices or propositions; and (f) accounting 

for the data (p. 151). 

Through the use of counting, noting patterns, clustering, splitting and 

factoring variables, and looking for relations between these variables (Miles & 
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Huberman, 1994), the data were analyzed for use in informing the development of 

the Needs Assessment Questionnaire as well as the decision-making process 

surrounding the planning and implementation of the Option English Course classes. 

 

Preliminary Analyses 

Systems Analysis 

Identifying Problems in the University English Curriculum 

In order to arrive at a better understanding of the types of issues that should 

be dealt with in the planning and implementation of the second tier of the English 

Language Program, it was important to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the 

then current English curriculum. Through a series of meetings, document analysis, 

and information sessions with the Curriculum Office, the English Teachers 

Committee identified the weaknesses of the current system to be as follows: 

1. No set goals or objectives are specified for Oral English classes or for most of 

the Eigo I/II curriculum programs. 

2. Course content is left largely to the instructors’ discretion. 

3. No set criteria are specified for the students’ course grades; thus, fairness in 

grading across different class sections of the same course might not be 

achieved. 

4. It is not possible to produce evidence of course success other than unmeasured 

student satisfaction, which may or may not become evident in individual 

teacher evaluations completed by students at the end of the semester. 
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5. Student needs might not be adequately reflected in the types and distribution of 

upper level courses. 

6. There are few advanced courses for third- and fourth-year students. 

 

Identifying the General Goals of the Faculties and the Teaching Staff 

In addition to identifying the problems with the curriculum, the concerns of the 

faculty and staff needed to be addressed. Through a series of meetings with the 

heads of each faculty, their faculty representatives in the curriculum committees, 

and the monthly faculty and Institute staff meetings, the goals and requests of the 

various faculties could be identified. Their concerns for the changes in the English 

curriculum are listed in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Goals and Requests of the Faculties 
Goals and Requests 
Let students take other languages. 
Prevent conflict with seminar times or other faculty-required classes. 
Possibly incorporate faculty-based English classes in options. 
Make the system of option class levels easy to understand. 
Offer more ESP option courses. 
Keep open the option not to take English classes. 
Reform the current oral curriculum. 
Determine how many audits are necessary to become proficient in English. 
Provide adequate part-time teacher training for staff teaching in new Option curriculum. 
Provide a teacher training handbook for teachers teaching in the Option Course. 
Incorporate an evaluation program. 
Plan for a low-cost and cost-efficient program. 
 

In addition to the discussions in the various faculties, the English Teachers 

Committee also proposed ideas and questions that needed to be addressed in the 

development of the new curriculum: (a) How many option classes should be 
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provided? (b) What courses are popular at present? (c) What courses would best 

meet student needs? (d) What courses would provide equal benefit for all faculty 

members? and (e) What about students who wish to continue with a four-skills 

course? 

The overreaching umbrella under which the discussions and proposals 

concerning the development of the new curriculum took place, was the English 

Language Program Goals, which are as follows: 

1. Help students improve their English communicative skills so that they can use 

English effectively in practical situations by providing them with relevant 

learning tools and experiences. 

2. Foster global understanding by offering students opportunities to learn about 

various cultures and to support them in expressing matters of their own culture. 

3. Encourage the development of the students’ English language and related skills 

as part of promoting learner autonomy and preparing them for lifelong learning. 

Consideration of these program-level goals was an important backdrop for the 

planning of the Core English and Option English Course objectives. 

 

Proposing Changes for the Option English Course 

Through the development of the English Language Program, the needs and 

concerns expressed above were dealt with in a systematic and comprehensive 

manner with the various stakeholders in the project. As a result of the input from 

teaching staff and administrators, the English Teachers Committee decided that the 

structure of the Option English Course would include the following: 
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1. The Option English Course should be open to all second- through fourth-year 

students, and should be open to students of all faculties, rather than faculty-

separate groups. 

2. The Option English Course should be composed of various class types, which 

would each run as a separate class type with its own name, rather than the 

ubiquitous Eigo I/II names. 

3. The Option English Course should run yearlong classes with a fully coordinated 

curriculum, and with fully coordinated goals and objectives, materials, and 

assessment methods for each type of option class. 

4. The Option English Course should function as an open system, so that students 

can take any combination of and as many different types of option classes as 

they like. 

5. Introductory and intermediate levels of several option class types should be 

opened so that students can select classes of the appropriate ability level for 

them and continue to take option classes past their second year of study. 

6. Full-time English teaching staff should act as coordinators for each of the 

option class types, creating a system that necessitates faculty development and 

training through the coordination with the part-time staff on curriculum, 

materials development, and coordinated assessment procedures. 

7. An evaluation system should be employed that provides accountability and 

transparency for the Option English Course. 
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English teachers were asked to submit their ideas for what types of option 

classes might be opened up in the second tier of the program. The suggested list 

appears below on the left side of Table 4. The staff subsequently refined the list and 

produced the list appearing on the right side of Table 4. It was this second list that 

was presented to the Institute members, the faculties, and the Center for Teaching 

and Learning. This list was refined again after the complete collection of needs 

assessment data and further discussions with the teaching and administrative staff. 

 

Table 4. Option English Course Classes 

Original Option Class Suggestions  Revised Option Class Suggestions 
Advanced 
Discussion Intensive Listening  Business English Eiken: Intermediate 
 
Advanced Writing Intensive Reading  CALL Eiken: Introductory 

Business English 

 
Intercultural 
Understanding  Creative Writing Essay Writing 

CALL Internet English  

 
English for Public 
Officers News English 

 
Creative Writing News English  English through Films Report Writing 

Eiken Poetry Writing  

 
English through 
Music 

TOEIC: 
Intermediate 

 
English for Public 
Officers Professional Writing  Extensive Reading TOEIC: Introductory 
 
English Through 
Films Report Writing  Internet English  
 
English Through 
Music Speech    
 
Eiken Strategic Listening    
 
Essay Writing TOEIC    
 
Extensive Reading Tourist English    
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Document and Materials Analyses 

Identifying the Role of Textbooks in the Current Curriculum 

One of the weaknesses of the original English curriculum was identified as 

the lack of coordination across the curriculum, including the lack of course 

objectives and assessment methods. In order to provide background information on 

this issue in the hopes of better investigating possibilities for the further 

development of the new curriculum, a textbook analysis was conducted on 

textbooks that were being used in the Eigo I classes. Under the generic course title 

of Eigo I, the following types of English textbooks used in different class sections 

of Eigo I were identified: (a) TOEIC training, (b) British culture, (c) Reading skills, 

(d) Listening, (e) English literature, (f) American literature, (g) American culture, 

(h) News English, (i) Four skills English, (j) Writing, (k) Australian culture, (l) 

Interviewing skills, (m) Grammar, and (n) English through music. It became 

evident that further investigation was needed as to not only the types of English 

classes that could be offered in the new Option English Course, but also as to what 

types of class objectives, syllabi, and materials would be appropriate for each class 

type offered in the Course. 

 

Identifying the Role of English in Post-graduation Job Search and Employment 

In order to identify some of the major trends in hiring from the university, 

and the role that English might play in those trends, a document analysis was 

conducted on the written documents available through the Career Office. Of 

particular interest was the role that English played in preparing the students for job 
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searches and the application process. Sample English tests were examined, as was 

the role of the Entry Sheet system (“Entry Sheet,” 2002). An initial examination 

showed that the English tests used were very similar to the university entrance 

examination style tests, with a focus on grammar-translation, or isolated grammar 

points. The Entry Sheet system includes a section where students are asked to 

“promote themselves,” (自己PR). Students often list their accomplishments in this 

section, including certificate levels on standardized English tests such as the 

TOEIC and the Eiken (STEP test), currently the largest standardized test of English 

proficiency in Japan (Eiken, 2009). There was also a section in a journal published 

for persons seeking work that promoted the attendance at a senmon gakko, or 

technical school, to increase TOEIC scores (“Foreign Language Ability,” 2002). 

One particularly valuable source of data was the Report on Hiring 

Procedures published by the Career Office. This report features a two-page format 

that students fill out after they have completed an interview with a company. These 

reports are then compiled annually to produce a bound document that students can 

access to get an idea of how different companies handle pre-interview testing and 

the interview process itself. Data on the role of English testing at this pre-interview 

stage was considered informative for the role of English in the university 

curriculum, which resulted in a document analysis of a report published in 2005. 

The results of the document search are listed in Table 5. It was evident that English 

plays a role in the initial screening process for some of the companies hiring 

university graduates, and this became a factor in determining further investigation 

into the role of English in the hiring process in Japan. 
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Table 5. Companies Testing in English for Pre-Screening Purposes 

Type of Company 
Total Number of 

Companies 
Companies Reported 

Testing English 
Housing  3 1 
Suppliers 8  2 
Travel/Delivery  4 3 
Wholesalers 12 2 
Sales 24 8 
Financial 15 7 
Real Estate 2 1 
Service 19 6 
Public Office 2 1 
Group Planning 2 1 

 

Written Short Answer and Interview Data 

The open-ended responses from the pilot Student Needs Assessment 

Questionnaire and the final Teacher Needs Assessment Questionnaires were made 

available to the staff. The handwritten responses were also analyzed using AntConc 

3.2.1 (Anthony, 2007). Word frequency lists were produced for each short answer 

and were put into a simplified table form (Table 6). The word frequency lists and 

table were generated for use in the needs assessment discussion at the English 

Teachers Committee level and were later used as part of the larger set of data 

collected for the needs assessment cycle. 

The unstructured and semi-structured interview data from students (n = 9), 

teachers (n = 6), Career Office staff (n = 2), non-language teachers in the faculties 

(n = 9), and local employers (n = 7) constituted an important type of data that went 

beyond that which could be collected through closed-response methods. The data 

from the interviews were transcribed, coded, and categorized (Cresswell & Plano 
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Clark, 2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994); the results are shown in Table 7. Lengthier 

responses from the student data can be found in Appendix K. 

 

Needs Assessment and Evaluation Questionnaires 

After the pilot versions of the Student Needs Assessment Questionnaires and 

the Student Core English Evaluation Questionnaire were collected, the closed-

answer Likert scale items were analyzed with Winsteps 3.51 using the five 

constructs that were incorporated into the construction of the questionnaires. This 

information was used to determine the item structure of the questionnaires, provide 

further ideas for revision of the final questionnaires, and detect problems with the 

overall structure or content of the questionnaire. 

The final versions of the Needs Assessment and Option English 

Questionnaires were analyzed in much the same way as the pilot instruments. 

Statistical analyses were run on the closed-ended items. Mann-Whitney U analyses 

were run on the student pilot data and the accompanying teacher data to investigate 

differences in perceptions of the different constructs targeted in the questionnaire, 

and if these differences might exhibit statistical significance. Similarly, Rasch 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analyses were run on the same data. The 

results of these analyses are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. 
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Table 6. Short Answer Tokens from Needs Assessment Questionnaire 
Question 1.14: After graduating from university, what opportunities do you think (you) will have to 
use English? 

 
Work 

Tokens 
Overseas 
Tokens 

Communication 
Tokens 

Skill-
based 

Tokens 
Other 

Tokens   
Students 49 51 17 4 3   
Teacher
s 17 15 5 1    
        
Question 4.14: What do you think (you) WANT to study at university? 
 

 

Conversa
tion 

Tokens 

Specialized 
English 
Tokens 

Standardized 
Test Tokens 

Skills 
Tokens 

Other 
Tokens   

Students 19 17 15 12 7   
Teacher
s 18 4 0 4 2   
        
Question 4.15: What do you think (you) NEED to study at university? 
 

 

Conversa
tion 

Tokens 

Specialized 
English 
Tokens 

Work-related 
Tokens 

Nothing 
Tokens 

Basic 
English 
Tokens 

Skill-
based 
Token

s 

Standard
ized Test 
Tokens 

Students 31 16 14 13 11 11 4 
Teacher
s  7 0 1 0 14 35 2 
Note. Students n = 64; Teachers n = 24. 
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Table 7. Interview Data from Teachers, Staff, and Domain Experts: Need for 
English 

Teachers (n = 6)  Career Office Staff 
(n = 2) 

Faculty Teachers (n = 9) Local Employers      
        (n = 7) 

Basic English Basic English English certification 
(TOEIC) 

No need for 
English in the 
workplace 
 

Certificate-based classes Eiken English (ESP major) related to 
own English for majors  
 

 

Conversation English conversation Need more choices in 
the curriculum 
 

 

Don't need much 
reading 

English for company 
testing 
 

  

Movies Internet English 
 

  

Narrow focus of skills Newspaper reading 
 

  

News English No need for writing 
 

  

Not single-skill classes No need for 
"specialized" English for 
majors  
 

  

Practical/real world 
English 
 

Reading comprehension   

"Producing English" 
rather than "Learning 
English" 
 

   

Singing 
 

   

Some TOEIC/TOEFL 
 

   

Speaking/writing/ 
listening 
 

   

Students thinking about 
interests, not future 
 

   

Tourism/Travel-related 
English 
 

   

Writing biography, 
fiction, non-fiction 
 

   

Writing, singing, 
speaking 
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CHAPTER 4 

INSTRUMENT VALIDATION 

 
Questionnaires 

Instrument validation is the foundation on which questionnaires are based. As 

Bond and Fox (2007) noted, construct validity provides the “theoretical argument 

that the items are actual instantiations or operationalizations of the theoretical 

construct or latent trait under investigation; that is that the instrument measures 

exactly what it claims to measure” (p. 309). How this is to be built into an 

instrument is conceptualized in what Wilson (2005) refers to as four “building 

blocks” of constructing measures: (a) a description of the constructs and the latent 

variables that are to be measured; (b) a description of the items that will be used to 

measure these constructs; (c) the choice of an outcome space, which includes the 

scoring scheme and categories for measurement; and (d) the measurement model 

and the instrument used in analyzing these constructs. A validity argument to 

superimpose on these building blocks as proposed by Wilson includes (a) evidence 

based on the instrument content (as listed above); (b) evidence based on response 

processes, information gathered from exit interviews or think-aloud protocols that 

add to the perspective of how response categories are structured; (c) evidence based 

on internal structure, employing data from construct mapping and item parameters, 

and including evidence that supports item design, such as an examination of how 

category functions are working and item fit; and (d) evidence based on the 
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consequences of the instrument being used. It is within this framework that the 

arguments for this project are drawn. 

 

Needs Assessment Questionnaire 

One purpose of this study was to design questionnaires that could serve the 

needs of the Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model. One instrument was 

needed to collect information on students’ perceived needs for English in the 

curriculum. Out of this questionnaire, another shorter instrument was created to 

collect the ideas and opinions of English teachers in the English Language 

Program. 

The following issues were investigated with the Needs Assessment 

Questionnaire: (a) Why are the students studying English at the university level? 

(b) What do the students think about how English should be structurally 

incorporated into the curriculum? (c) What types of skills do students think should 

be incorporated into a university English curriculum? and (d) What types of classes 

would the students like to see offered in the English curriculum? In order to 

investigate these ideas, items were written to measure the following five constructs: 

Construct 1: Interest in English for Work/Job-related Reasons 

Construct 2: Interest in English for Overseas Travel/Study or General Liking 

of English 

Construct 3: Interest in English Only as a Required Subject (Students only) 

Construct 4: Interest in Specific English Skills 

Construct 5: Interest in Specific English Class Offerings (Students only)
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Option English Course Evaluation Questionnaire 

In the Option English Course Evaluation Questionnaire, the following ideas 

were investigated: (a) What do students think about the content of the course? Did 

it match their proficiency level? Did it help them improve their English skills? (b) 

What did the students think of the textbooks? and (c) Did the students prefer the 

option class be a one-year or one-semester class? Teachers were also asked what 

they thought of the 25% weight given to the final coordinated examinations given 

as part of the Option English Course coordinated curriculum. In order to answer 

these questions, items were written to measure four constructs: 

Construct 1: Satisfaction with Class Content 

Construct 2: Satisfaction with the Textbook 

Construct 3: Satisfaction with Course Length 

Construct 4: Weighting of Coordinated Final Exam (Teachers only) 

The rating scale that was chosen for the questionnaires was a 4-point Likert 

scale (a = agree, b = somewhat agree, c = somewhat disagree, d = disagree). 

Choices of further categories, including “neither agree nor disagree” or “I don’t 

know” were excluded from the scale. As Fisher (2000) wrote in his paper on 

questionnaire development, it is better to have respondents chose an option that 

indicates a clear preference than to “offer them the opportunity in every item to 

seem to provide data, but without having to make a decision” (p. 58). 
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Validity Evidence Based on Internal Structure 

Student Needs Assessment Questionnaire 

Construct 1. In the item-person map, item difficulty estimates, rather than threshold 

estimates, are used to show the items in relation to the person distribution (Bond & 

Fox, 2007). In the map shown in Figure 3, the persons are situated on the left side 

of the map, with the items on the right side. Persons at the bottom of the map were 

less willing to endorse the items and items at the bottom of the map were easier to 

endorse. Persons at the top of the map were more willing to endorse the items and 

items at the top of the map were more difficult to endorse. The following points are 

important to note when inspecting the item-person map: (a) the distribution of the 

tail of person measures in relation to item difficulties; (b) whether or not the 

majority of the persons are located across from a majority of the items; (c) signs of 

redundancy, with more than one item occupying the same location on the map; and 

(d) signs of ceiling or floor effects, in which case persons collect at either end of 

the scale, indicating that the items are not sufficiently measuring those persons 

(Wilson, 2005). 

For Construct 1, Student Interest in English for Work/Job-related Reasons 

(Figure 3), the items are fairly well centered on the student distribution as 

evidenced by the mean Rasch person ability estimate (M = 51.59, SD = 6.28), 

which is similar to the item mean (M = 50.00, SD = 3.13). There is a slight 

distention of the tail in the direction of “more willing to endorse” for the student 

sample. There is also a slight ceiling effect (2%), which is considered acceptable, 
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and redundancy in terms of item difficulty for item 7 “for future work” and item 8 

“for job hunting,” as they share the same location on the scale. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
More willing to endorse  |  More difficult to endorse 
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Note. Each '#' = 9 persons; Each . = 1 person. (n = 901) 
Figure 3. Item-person map for Student Interest in English for Work/Job-related 
Reasons. 
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The person separation index for Student Interest in English for Work/Job-

related Reasons is 1.60, with a Rasch person reliability estimate of .72, indicating 

that many of the students had similar person ability estimates. This is evident in the 

item-person map. The item separation index of 13.39 and Rasch reliability estimate 

of .99 indicate that the item difficulties are spread out widely in relation to the 

standard error of measurement. 

Table 8 shows the rating scale category function data for Construct 1. In 

addressing the points raised by Linacre (2002), the average measures advance 

monotonically, going from -13.29 to -4.29 between the first two categories, up to 

4.17 and 13.49 between the second and third and the third and fourth categories 

respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 1.00 and less than 2.00; the 

threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale category, going from -7.71 to 

8.00; and the category thresholds are between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs apart. This 

evidence suggests that the rating scale categories are functioning effectively for this 

construct. 

 
Table 8. Category Function Statistics for Student Interest in English for Work/Job-
related Reasons Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 738 (13) 1.01 1.05 None -13.29 
c Somewhat Disagree 1579 (29) .95 .96 -7.71 -4.29 
b Somewhat Agree 1972 (36) .93 .97 -.30 4.17 
a Agree 1210 (22) 1.07 1.07 8.00 13.49 
 

As shown in Table 9, the Infit MNSQ values for all of the items are between 

0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the items display acceptable fit to the Rasch model. The 
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point-measure correlations are all above .50, indicating that the item responses are 

highly correlated and are therefore likely measuring the same latent variable. 

 

Table 9. Rasch Statistics for Student Interest in English for Work/Job-related 
Reasons Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 14 55.4 .2 1.06 1.02 .72 
Item 15 52.6 .2 .91 .89 .76 
Item 19 50.1 .2 1.44 1.59 .55 
Item 8 48.0 .2 .82 .82 .74 
Item 7 47.5 .2 .73 .73 .77 
Item 10 46.4 .2 1.00 1.01 .67 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 10 shows that the raw variance explained by measures is 51.9%, which 

is well above the 30% criterion level; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in 

the first contrast is 2.0, which is considered good; and the unexplained variance in 

the first contrast (16.0%) is less than that of the raw variance explained by the 

items (24.8%). This indicates that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable 

degree. 

 

Table 10. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Interest in English for Work/Job-related Reasons Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 12.5 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 6.5 51.9% 
Raw variance explained by persons 3.4 27.1% 
Raw variance explained by items 3.1 24.8% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 48.1% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.0 16.0% 
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Construct 2. The items measuring Student Interest in English for Overseas 

Travel/Study are well centered on the student distribution as evidenced by the mean 

Rasch person ability estimate (M = 50.45, SD = 6.75), which is similar to the item 

mean (M = 50.00, SD = 3.29) (Figure 4). There are slight ceiling and floor effects 

(both 2%), but these are still with an acceptable range. 

The person separation index for Student Interest in English for Overseas 

Travel/Work is 1.74, with a Rasch person reliability estimate of .75, indicating once 

again that many students have similar ability estimates, which is evident in the 

item-person map. The item separation index of 13.91 and Rasch reliability estimate 

of .99 indicate that the item difficulties are spread out widely in relation to the 

standard errors of measurement, and that the item estimates are reliable. 

Table 11 shows the rating scale category function statistics for Construct 2. 

The average measures advance monotonically, going from -13.74 to -4.26 between 

the first two categories, up to 4.40 and 13.50 between the second and third and the 

third and fourth categories respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 

1.00 and less than 2.00; the threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale 

category, going from -8.28 to 7.94; and the category thresholds are between 6.37 

and 22.75 CHIPs apart. This evidence suggests that the rating scale categories are 

functioning effectively for this construct. 
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Note. Each '#' = 8 persons; Each . = 1 person. (n = 897) 
Figure 4. Item-person map for Student Interest in English for Overseas 
Travel/Work. 
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 Table 11. Category Function Statistics for Student Interest in English for Overseas 
Travel/Study Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Disagree 901 (17) 1.10 1.19 None -13.74 
2 Somewhat Disagree 1764 (32) .94 .96 -8.28 -4.26 
3 Somewhat Agree 1763 (32) .93 .92 -.34 4.40 
4 Agree 1054 (19) 1.02 1.02 7.94 13.50 
 

As shown in Table 12, the Infit MNSQ values for all of the items are between 

0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model. 

Point-measure correlations are all positive and above .60, indicating that the items 

are likely measuring the same latent variable. 

 

Table 12. Rasch Statistics for Student Interest in English for Overseas Travel/Study 
Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 12 54.6 .2 .98 .97 .73 
Item 16 53.0 .2 .96 .93 .76 
Item 20 50.7 .2 .83 .84 .77 
Item 13 49.9 .2 1.05 1.06 .72 
Item 17 46.2 .2 1.36 1.54 .62 
Item 9 45.5 .2 .82 .80 .76 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 13 shows that the following conditions are met: The raw variance 

explained by measures is above 30%, at 54.8%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained 

variance in the first contrast is 1.8, which is considered good; and the unexplained 

variance in the first contrast (13.6%) is less than that of the item difficulties 

(24.8%). These results indicate that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable 

degree. 
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Table 13. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Interest in English for Overseas Travel/Study Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 13.3 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 7.3 54.8% 
Raw variance explained by persons 4.0 29.9% 
Raw variance explained by items 3.3 24.8% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 45.2% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.8 13.6% 
 

Construct 3. The items measuring Student Interest in English as a Required Subject 

are fairly well centered on the student distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch 

person ability estimate (M = 53.93, SD = 7.25), item mean (M = 50.00, SD = 2.80), 

and by the item-person map (Figure 5). There is a strong ceiling effect (20%), 

which is considered poor, with a large number of students located above the items, 

indicating that the items are not measuring those students precisely. This is 

unsurprising given that the construct is defined by only two items. 

The person separation index for Student Interest in English as a Required 

Subject is .43, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is very low at .15, both of 

which indicate poor separation, as seen in the item-person map with large numbers 

of students located at the same point on the CHIPs scale. The item separation index 

of 9.53 and Rasch reliability estimate of .99 indicate that the persons are giving 

more information about the items than the items are giving about the persons. 

Table 14 shows the rating scale category function data for Construct 3. In 

addressing the points raised by Linacre (2002), the average measures advance 

monotonically, going from -16.08 to -6.16 between the first two categories, up to 

5.46 and 17.33 between the second and third and the third and fourth categories 
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Figure 5. Item-person map for Student Interest in English as a Required Subject. 
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respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 1.00 and less than 2.00; the 

threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale category, going from -10.67 to 

12.16; and the category thresholds are between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs apart in 

distance. This evidence suggests that the rating scale categories are functioning 

effectively for this construct. 

 

Table 14. Category Function Statistics for Student Interest in English as a Required 
Subject Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 103 (7) 1.20 1.17 None -16.08 
c Somewhat Disagree 352 (48) .79 .78 -10.67 -6.16 
b Somewhat Agree 700 (22) .84 .86 -1.49 5.46 
a Agree 317 (23) 1.19 1.14 12.16 17.33 
 

As shown in Table 15, the Infit MNSQ values for both of the items are 

between 0.5 and 1.5, and the point-measure correlations are positive, indicating that 

the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model. 

 

Table 15. Rasch Statistics for Student Interest in English as a Required Subject 
Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 18 52.8 .3 .94 1.04 .80 
Item 11 47.2 .3 1.06 .91 .84 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 16 shows that the raw variance as explained by measures is above 30%, 

at 52.1%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first contrast is 0.0; and 

the unexplained variance in the first contrast (.1%) is less than that of the item 
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difficulties (18.3%). These results indicate that the construct is unidimensional to 

an acceptable degree. 

 

Table 16. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Interest in English as Required Subject Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 4.2 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 2.2 52.1% 
Raw variance explained by persons 1.4 33.8% 
Raw variance explained by items .8 18.3% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 2.0 47.9% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast .0 .1% 
 

Construct 4. For the Student Interest in Specific English Skills construct, the items 

are well centered on the student distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch 

person ability estimate (M = 50.38, SD = 6.28), which is similar to the item mean 

(M = 50.00, SD = 3.03) (Figure 6). There is a slight distention of the tail in the 

direction of “more willing to endorse” for the student sample. There are also slight 

ceiling and floor effects (2%), and there is some redundancy in terms of item 

difficulty. 

The person separation index for Student Interest in Specific English Skills is 

3.37, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .92; this indicates that the students 

are spread out along the scale, a finding that is evident in the item-person map 

(Figure 6). The item separation index of 13.54 and Rasch reliability estimate of .99 

indicate that the item difficulty estimates show excellent separation. 

.
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Figure 6. Item-person map for Student Interest in Specific English Skills. 
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Table 17 shows the rating scale category function data for Construct 4. The 

average measures advance monotonically, going from -12.49 to -3.56 between the 

first two categories, up to 3.86 and 12.00 between the second and third and the 

third and fourth categories respectively. The category thresholds all separated by 

between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs. The Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 1.00 and 

less than 2.00, and the threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale category, 

going from -6.93 to 6.16. This evidence suggests that the rating scale categories are 

functioning effectively for this construct. 

 

Table 17. Category Function Statistics for Student Interest in Specific English 
Skills Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Disagree 3478 (18) .99 1.04 None -12.49 
2 Somewhat Disagree 6094 (32) .92 .90 -6.93 -3.56 
3 Somewhat Agree 5437 (29) .93 .95 -.78 3.86 
4 Agree 4052 (21) 1.13 1.23 6.16 12.00 
 

As shown in Table 18, the Infit MNSQ values for all of the items are between 

0.5 and 1.5. Additionally, the point-measure correlations are all positive and above 

.60, indicating that the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model. 

Table 19 shows that the raw variance explained by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 52.2%. The eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 3.3, which is considered excellent, and the unexplained variance in the 

first contrast (7.6%) is less than that of the item difficulties (25.9%). These results 

indicate that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable degree. 
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Table 18. Rasch Statistics for Student Interest in Specific English Skills Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 37 55.1 .2 .84 .78 .71 
Item 32 54.1 .2 1.11 1.09 .66 
Item 31 54.0 .2 .76 .70 .73 
Item 36 53.9 .2 .88 .92 .70 
Item 30 53.3 .2 .77 .73 .73 
Item 27 51.5 .2 .73 .71 .75 
Item 33 51.3 .2 1.02 1.04 .68 
Item 34 51.2 .2 1.05 1.11 .67 
Item 26 51.0 .2 .98 1.11 .70 
Item 25 50.3 .2 .84 .87 .73 
Item 29 50.2 .2 .79 .78 .74 
Item 41 49.5 .2 1.06 1.20 .68 
Item 38 49.1 .2 1.01 .99 .70 
Item 22 49.0 .2 1.19 1.20 .65 
Item 40 48.5 .2 1.05 1.08 .69 
Item 24 48.3 .2 1.04 1.20 .66 
Item 21 48.0 .2 1.25 1.25 .65 
Item 23 47.7 .2 1.37 1.71 .60 
Item 28 45.2 .2 .96 .96 .69 
Item 35 44.5 .2 1.15 1.10 .66 
Item 39 44.3 .2 1.27 1.27 .64 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 19. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Interest in Specific English Skills Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 44.0 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 23.0 52.2% 
Raw variance explained by persons 11.6 26.4% 
Raw variance explained by items 11.4 25.9% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 21.0 47.8% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 3.3 7.6% 
 

Construct 5. The items measuring Student Interest in Specific Class Offerings are 

fairly well centered on the student distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch 

person ability estimate (M = 51.07, SD = 6.00), which is similar to the item mean 

(M = 50.00, SD = 2.37). There is a slight distention of the tail in the direction of 
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“more willing to endorse” for the student sample, and a slight ceiling effect (2%) 

and floor effect (3%), but neither are problematic at these values (Figure 7). 

The person separation index for Student Interest in Specific Class Offerings is 

2.56, which is fair, with a Rasch person reliability estimate of .87, which is 

considered acceptable. As evident in the item-person map, there are a large number 

of students with similar ability estimates. The item separation index of 10.49 and 

Rasch reliability estimate of .99 indicate that the items are well separated and 

reliable. 

Table 20 shows the rating scale category function data for Construct 5. In 

addressing the points raised by Linacre (2002), the average measures advance 

monotonically, going from -12.89 to -3.73 between the first two categories, up to 

4.04 and 12.37 between the second and third and the third and fourth categories 

respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 1.00 and less than 2.00; the 

threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale category, going from -7.39 to 

6.59; and the category thresholds are separated by between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs. 

This evidence suggests that the rating scale categories are functioning effectively 

for this construct. 

 

Table 20. Category Function Statistics for Student Interest in Specific Class 
Offerings Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 1807 (14) 1.00 1.04 None -12.89 
c Somewhat Disagree 4088 (32) .89 .87 -7.39 -3.73 
b Somewhat Agree 4054 (32) .93 .96 .79 4.04 
a Agree 2730 (22) 1.12 1.22 6.59 12.37 
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Figure 7. Item-person map for Student Interest in Specific Class Offerings. 
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As shown in Table 21, all of the Infit MNSQ values except those for item 53 

are between 0.5 and 1.5, indicating that these items displayed acceptable fit to the 

Rasch model. All of the point-measure correlations are positive and above .55. Item 

53, with an Infit MNSQ of 1.78, can be considered unproductive for measurement 

of the construct, but is not degrading to the measurement of this variable. 

 

Table 21. Rasch Statistics for Student Interest in Specific Class Offerings Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 54 54.0 .2 .94 .9 .69 
Item 52 53.2 .2 1.20 1.32 .62 
Item 50 52.2 .2 .87 .87 .70 
Item 55 51.8 .2 1.05 1.13 .67 
Item 49 51.4 .2 1.09 1.15 .65 
Item 51 51.2 .2 .90 .93 .70 
Item 46 49.6 .2 .87 .89 .72 
Item 42 49.3 .2 .87 .89 .71 
Item 48 49.1 .2 .73 .70 .76 
Item 44 48.9 .2 .86 .87 .72 
Item 47 48.7 .2 1.15 1.25 .65 
Item 45 48.1 .2 .95 .96 .72 
Item 43 47.7 .2 .88 .90 .71 
Item 53 44.8 .2 1.78 1.17 .56 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 22 shows that the following conditions are met: the raw variance is 

explained by measures above 30%, set at 47.8%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained 

variance in the first contrast is 2.4, which is considered good; and the unexplained 

variance in the first contrast (8.8%) is less than that of the item difficulties (23.3%). 

These results indicate that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable degree. 
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Table 22. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Interest in Specific Class Offerings Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 26.8 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 12.8 47.8% 
Raw variance explained by persons 6.5 24.4% 
Raw variance explained by items 6.3 23.3% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 14.0 52.2% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.4 8.8% 
 

Teacher Needs Assessment Questionnaire 

Construct 1. The items measuring Interest in English for Work/Job-related Reasons 

(Teacher) are fairly well centered on the teacher distribution as evidenced by 

similar Rasch person ability mean (M = 48.97, SD = 9.68) and the item mean (M = 

50.00, SD = 6.18). This is also evident in the item-person map. There is a slight 

ceiling effect (4%), which is related to the small number of persons in the sample; 

even one person at the extreme end of the scale can cause a noticeable ceiling effect 

(Figure 8). 

The person separation index for Interest in English for Work/Job-related 

Reasons (Teacher) is 1.61, with a Rasch person reliability estimate of .72, 

indicating that the teachers are not as spread out along the scale as they might be. 

The item separation index of 2.74 and Rasch reliability estimate of .88 indicate that 

the item difficulties also do not provide maximum information, possibly because of 

the small number of persons (n = 24) in this sample. 

Table 23 shows the rating scale category function data for Construct 1. In 

addressing the points raised by Linacre (2002), the average measures advance 
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Figure 8. Item-person map for Interest in English for Work/Job-related Reasons 
(Teacher). 
 

monotonically, going from -24.96 to -9.80 between the first two categories, up to 

9.97 and 24.64 between the second and third and the third and fourth categories 

respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 1.00 and less than 2.00; the 

threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale category, going from -19.92 to 

19.59; and the category thresholds are separated by between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs. 

These results suggest that the rating scale categories are functioning effectively for 

this construct. 
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Table 23. Category Function Statistics for Interest in English for Work/Job-related 
Reasons Items (Teacher) 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 10 (8) .99 1.01 None -24.96 
c Somewhat Disagree 54 (45) .99 .99 -19.92 -9.80 
b Somewhat Agree 49 (41) .97 1.18 .33 9.97 
a Agree 7 (6) .91 .88 19.59 24.64 
 

Combining categories a (agree) and b (somewhat agree) improves the 

category functioning slightly (Table 24). The Infit and Outfit MNSQs come closer 

to 1.00 and the threshold calibration and category thresholds also improve when 

collapsing from four to three categories. 

 

Table 24. Category Function Statistics for Interest in English for Work/Job-related 
Reasons Items (Teacher) 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 10 (9) 1.06 1.07 None -15.86 
c Somewhat Disagree 54 (47) 1.00 1.12 -10.83 .00 
b Somewhat Agree 51 (44) .92 .90 10.83 15.86 
 

As shown in Table 25, the point-measure correlations are all positive, and the 

Infit MNSQ values for all of the items are between 0.5 and 1.5, except for item 6 

(MNSQ = 1.61). Although this item is not as productive for measurement as the 

other items, it is not degrading to the measurement of the variable. 

Table 26 shows that the raw variance explained by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 59.9%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 2.0, which is considered good; and the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast (16.0%) is less than that of the variance attributed to the item difficulties 
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(24.5%). This indicates that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable 

degree. 

 
Table 25. Rasch Statistics for Interest in English for Work/Job-related Reasons 
Items (Teacher) 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 10 61.6 2.1 1.12 1.10 .76 
Item 11 50.5 1.9 .85 .82 .71 
Item 3 48.0 2.0 .56 .51 .83 
Item 6 46.3 2.0 1.61 2.05 .34 
Item 4 43.7 2.0 .76 .72 .84 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 26. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Interest in 
English for Work/Job-related Reasons Items (Teacher) 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 12.5 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 7.5 59.9% 
Raw variance explained by persons 4.4 35.4% 
Raw variance explained by items 3.0 24.5% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 5.0 40.1% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.0 16.0% 
 

Construct 2. The items measuring Interest in English for Overseas Travel/Study 

(Teacher) are not well centered on the teacher distribution as evidenced by the 

item-person map in Figure 9 and by the difference between the mean Rasch person 

ability estimate (M = 53.79, SD = 16.87), and the item mean (M = 50.00, SD = 

9.51). There is a distention of the tail in the direction of “more willing to endorse” 

for the sample. There are no signs of ceiling or floor effects, although it is evident 

that a large number of teachers have ability estimates that differ from the item 

difficulties. 
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Figure 9. Item-person map for Interest in English for Overseas Travel/Study 
(Teacher). 
 

The person separation index for Interest in English for Overseas Travel/Study 

(Teacher) is 2.15, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .82, both of which are 
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indicators of fair reliability and separation. The item separation index of 3.47 and 

Rasch item reliability estimate of .99 are acceptably high. 

Table 27 shows the rating scale category function data for Construct 2. The 

average measures advance monotonically, going from -41.12 to -16.04 between the 

first two categories, up to 18.06 and 37.09 between the second and third and the 

third and fourth categories, respectively. Categories c and b have Outfit MNSQ 

values close to 1.00 and less than 2.00, but category d shows a low outfit MNSQ 

(.47). The threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale category, going from 

-36.12 to 32.09, however the threshold calibrations between all of the categories 

exceed 22.75 CHIPS, indicating a problem with the response categories. The count 

column shows that categories 1 and 4 were underutilized, as only 6 and 5 of the 

responses were in these categories, respectively. This shows effect on category 

measures, as Linacre (2009) suggests that each category have a minimum of 10 

observations, and neither categories 1 nor 4 fulfill this requirement. 

 

Table 27. Category Function Statistics for Interest in English for Overseas 
Travel/Study Items (Teacher) 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 6 (6) 1.04 .47 None -41.12 
c Somewhat Disagree 35 (37) 1.06 .91 -36.12 -16.04 
b Somewhat Agree 48 (51) 1.06 .92 4.04 18.06 
a Agree 5 (5) .76 .69 32.09 37.09 
 

Combining categories d (disagree) and c (somewhat disagree) and categories 

a (agree) and b (somewhat agree) provided the sufficient number of observations 



 135 

(Table 28). The Infit MNSQ and Outfit MNSQ improved, indicating that this set of 

items might be better measured with two categories rather than four. 

 

Table 28. Category Function Statistics for Interest in English for Overseas 
Travel/Study Items (Teacher) 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

  
Coherence 

Estimated 
Discrim. 

d Disagree 33 (46) .98 .66 .78 - 
a Agree 39 (54) 1.07 .76 .82 1.03 
 

As shown in Table 29, the Infit MNSQ values for all of the items were 

between 0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch 

model. In addition, the point-measure correlations were all positive and above .60. 

Taken together, the results suggest that the items are measuring the same latent 

variable. 

 

Table 29. Rasch Statistics for Interest in English for Overseas Travel/Study Items 
(Teacher) 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 8 64.8 3.1 1.06 .59 .79 
Item 12 49.6 2.3 1.30 1.36 .65 
Item 9 47.2 2.2 .84 .69 .84 
Item 5 38.4 2.3 .87 .76 .83 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 30 shows that the following conditions for fundamental 

unidimensionality are met: the raw variance is above 30%, at 70.0%; the eigenvalue 

of the unexplained variance in the first contrast is 1.8, which is considered good; 

and the unexplained variance in the first contrast, 13.1%, is less than that of the 
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item difficulties (23.5%). These results indicate that the construct is unidimensional 

to an acceptable degree. 

 

Table 30. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Interest in 
English for Overseas Travel/Study Items (Teacher) 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 13.4 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 9.4 70.0% 
Raw variance explained by persons 6.2 46.6% 
Raw variance explained by items 3.1 23.5% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 4.0 30.0% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.8 13.1% 
 

Construct 3. The items measuring Interest in English for Specific English Skills 

(Teacher) are not well centered on the teacher distribution as evidenced by the 

mean Rasch person ability estimate (M = 54.36, SD = 7.63), which is not as close to 

the item mean (M = 50.00, SD = 5.58) as desired. There are slight distentions of the 

tails in both directions toward “more willing to endorse” and “less willing to 

endorse,” with a small ceiling effect (4%) evident (Figure 10). 

The person separation index for Interest in Specific English Skills (Teacher) is 

3.66, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .93, which is considered good. 

The item separation index of 2.97 and Rasch reliability estimate of .90 indicate 

good item separation. 

Table 31 shows the rating scale category function data for Construct 3. The 

average measures advance monotonically, going from -18.54 to -6.64 between the 

first two categories, up to 6.74 and 18.35 between the second and third and the 

third and fourth categories respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close 



 137 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
More willing to endorse | More difficult to endorse 
                     X  | 
                        | 
   70                  T+ 
                        | 
                     X  | 
                     X  | 
                        | 
                     X S|T 
   60                   + 
                     X  |  ITEM 33  ITEM 37 
                    XX  |  ITEM 18  ITEM 22  ITEM 32 
                XXXXXX M|S ITEM 26  ITEM 28 
                   XXX  |  ITEM 27 
                   XXX  | 
   50                X  +M ITEM 29  ITEM 34 
                    XX  |  ITEM 19  ITEM 21  ITEM 23  ITEM 35 
                       S|  ITEM 24  ITEM 36 
                        |S ITEM 17  ITEM 30 
                        |  ITEM 20 
                        |  ITEM 25 
   40                X  + 
                       T|T ITEM 31 
                        | 
                     X  | 
                        | 
                        | 
   30                   + 
Less willing to endorse | Easier to endorse 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Note. Each '#' = 1 person. (n = 24) 
Figure 10. Item-person map for Interest in Specific English Skills (Teacher). 

 

to 1.00 and less than 2.00; the threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale 

category, going from -13.37 to 13.16; and the category thresholds are separated by 

between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs. These results indicate that the rating scale 

categories are functioning effectively for this construct. 

 

Table 31. Category Function Statistics for Interest in Specific English Skills Items 
(Teacher) 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 31 (6) .92 .93 None -18.54 
c Somewhat Disagree 144 (29) 1.07 1.12 -13.37 -6.64 
b Somewhat Agree 215 (44) .92 1.13 .22 6.74 
a Agree 104 (21) .96 .97 13.16 18.35 
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As shown in Table 32, the point-measure correlations are all positive, and the Infit 

MNSQ values for many of the items are between 0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the 

items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model. Item 22 (Infit MNSQ = .43) 

overfits the model, which indicates that the item is too predictable, or it is 

redundant with other items. Item 18 (Infit MNSQ = 1.73) is unproductive for 

measurement, but including item 18 is not degrading to measurement. 

 

Table 32. Rasch Statistics for Interest in Specific English Skills Items (Teacher) 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 33 58.4 1.7 .78 .74 .81 
Item 37 57.7 1.7 .57 .78 .71 
Item 22 57.2 1.7 .43 .41 .84 
Item 32 56.0 1.6 .70 .68 .82 
Item 18 55.9 1.7 1.73 1.70 .48 
Item 28 55.7 1.7 1.08 1.03 .75 
Item 26 54.9 1.6 1.23 1.29 .67 
Item 27 53.9 1.7 1.01 1.0 .72 
Item 34 50.2 1.6 1.20 1.15 .59 
Item 29 50.2 1.6 1.06 1.12 .64 
Item 35 49.0 1.6 .80 .77 .77 
Item 19 48.2 1.7 .82 1.37 .49 
Item 21 47.8 1.7 1.19 1.15 .63 
Item 23 47.8 1.7 .98 1.06 .65 
Item 24 47.2 1.7 1.02 1.02 .75 
Item 36 46.6 1.7 .53 .54 .79 
Item 17 44.8 1.8 1.15 2.49 .32 
Item 30 44.7 1.7 .99 .91 .72 
Item 20 42.7 1.7 1.18 1.07 .49 
Item 25 41.7 1.8 1.20 1.04 .63 
Item 31 39.1 1.9 1.04 1.03 .63 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 33 shows that the raw variance accounted for by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 57.6%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 4.2, which is somewhat high; and the unexplained variance in the first 
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contrast (8.4%) is less than that of the item difficulties (28.5%). Even with the large 

eigenvalue of 4.2 for unexplained variance in the first contrast, the other indices 

indicate that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable degree, although the 

construct needs further investigation, particularly in light of the misfitting items. 

 

Table 33. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Interest in 
Specific English Skills Items (Teacher) 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 49.5 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 28.5 57.6% 
Raw variance explained by persons 14.4 29.1% 
Raw variance explained by items 14.1 28.5% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 21.0 42.4% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 4.2 8.4% 
 

Student Option English Course Evaluation Questionnaire 

Construct 1. The items measuring Student Satisfaction with Class Content are not 

well centered on the student distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch person 

ability estimate (M = 56.17, SD = 8.24), which is relatively far from the item mean 

(M = 50.00, SD = 3.89). There is a distention of the tail in the direction of “more 

willing to endorse,” with a large ceiling effect (9%), indicating that the items are 

endorsed too easily by the student group (Figure 11). 

The person separation index for Student Satisfaction with Class Content is 

1.61, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .72, indicating that the students 

are not as spread out along the scale as they might be. This is evident on the item-

person map, which shows a large number of students with similar ability estimates. 

The item separation index of 11.79 and Rasch reliability estimate of .99 indicate  
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Figure 11. Item-person map for Student Satisfaction with Class Content.
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that the item difficulties are spread out widely in relation to the standards errors of 

measurement. 

Table 34 shows the rating scale category function statistics for Student 

Satisfaction with Class Content. In addressing the points raised by Linacre (2002), 

the average measures advance monotonically, going from -17.36 to -6.93 between 

the first two categories, up to 6.10 and 18.87 between the second and third and the 

third and fourth categories respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 

1.00 and less than 2.00; the threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale 

category, going from -12.03 to 13.76; and the category thresholds are separated by 

between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs. This evidence suggests that the rating scale 

categories are functioning effectively for this construct. 

 

Table 34. Category Function Statistics for Student Satisfaction with Class Content 
Items 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Disagree 180 (5) .89 .94 None -17.36 
2 Somewhat Disagree 790 (21) .88 .88 -12.03 -6.93 
3 Somewhat Agree 1860 (49) .89 1.03 -1.73 6.10 
4 Agree 962 (25) 1.18 1.13 13.76 18.87 
 

 As shown in Table 35, the Infit MNSQ values for all of the items except item 

4 are between 0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the items displayed acceptable fit to the 

Rasch model. Item 4 (Infit MNSQ = 1.62) might be unproductive for measurement, 

but is not degrading to the model. The point-measure correlations are all positive 

and above .50, indicating that the items are plausibly measuring the same latent 

variable. 
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Table 35. Rasch Statistics for Student Satisfaction with Class Content Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 8 54.8 .3 .70 .71 .85 
Item 9 53.6 .3 .87 .87 .81 
Item 5 49.8 .3 .79 .81 .79 
Item 3 47.5 .3 1.02 1.04 .72 
Item 4 44.2 .2 1.62 1.62 .56 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 36 shows that the raw variance explained by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 56.2%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 1.6, which is considered good; and the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast (13.8%) is less than that of the item difficulties (20.1%). These results 

indicate that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable degree. 

 

Table 36. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Satisfaction with Class Content Items  
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 11.4 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 6.4 56.2% 
Raw variance explained by persons 4.1 36.0% 
Raw variance explained by items 2.3 20.1% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 5.0 43.8% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.6 13.8% 
 

Construct 2. The items measuring Student Satisfaction with the Textbook are not 

well centered on the student distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch person 

ability estimate (M = 55.73, SD = 10.10), and the item mean (M = 50.00, SD = 

3.49). There is a distention of the tail in the direction of “more willing to endorse” 

for the student sample, with a large ceiling effect (11%), indicating that the items 
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are too easily endorsable for this group; the group of students at the top of the item-

person map are not measured well by the current items (Figure 12). 

The person separation index for Student Satisfaction with the Textbook is 

2.13, which is considered fair, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .82. The 

item separation index of 10.19 and Rasch reliability estimate of .99 indicate that the 

item difficulties are spread out widely in relation to the standards errors of 

measurement. 

Table 37 shows the rating scale category function statistics for Construct 2. 

The average measures advance monotonically, going from -20.47 to -8.45 between 

the first two categories, up to 7.68 and 21.92 up between the second and third and 

the third and fourth categories respectively; the Outfit MNSQ values are all close to 

1.00 and less than 2.00; the threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale 

category, going from -15.31 to 16.86; and the category thresholds are separated by 

between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs. This evidence suggests that the rating scale 

categories are functioning effectively for this construct. 

 

Table 37. Category Function Statistics for Student Satisfaction with Textbook Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 226 (5) 1.02 1.08 None -20.47 
c Somewhat Disagree 1058 (24) .97 .95 -15.31 -8.45 
b Somewhat Agree 2303 (52) .89 .90 -1.56 7.68 
a Agree 884 (20) 1.10 1.05 16.86 21.92 
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Figure 12. Item-person map for Student Satisfaction with the Textbook. 
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As shown in Table 38, the point-measure correlations are all positive, and the 

Infit MNSQ values for all of the items were between 0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the 

items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model. 

 

Table 38. Rasch Statistics for Student Satisfaction with Textbook Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 15 56.8 .30 1.02 1.06 .82 
Item 12 51.2 .30 .96 .95 .84 
Item 14 50.4 .30 .79 .77 .85 
Item 10 48.0 .30 .97 .98 .79 
Item 13 47.6 .30 1.25 1.22 .75 
Item 11 46.0 .30 .94 .9 .79 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 39 shows that the raw variance accounted for by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 51.9%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 1.5, which is considered excellent; and the unexplained variance in the 

first contrast (16.0%) is less than that of the item difficulties (24.8%). These results 

indicate that the construct is unidimensional to an acceptable degree. 

 

Table 39. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Satisfaction with Textbook Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 14.9 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 8.9 51.9% 
Raw variance explained by persons 6.8 27.1% 
Raw variance explained by items 2.1 24.8% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 6.0 48.1% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.5 16.0% 
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Construct 3. The items measuring Satisfaction with Class Length are well centered 

on the student distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch person ability estimate 

(M = 50.66, SD = 12.34), which is similar to the item mean (M = 50.00, SD = 4.90). 

There is a ceiling effect (7%) and a large number of students whose ability 

estimates are above the item difficulty estimates, indicating that the items are not 

measuring this group of students precisely (Figure 13). 

The person separation index for Student Satisfaction with Class Length is 

1.08, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .54, which are both poor. The item 

separation index of 12.96 and Rasch reliability estimate of .99 indicate that the item 

difficulties are spread out widely in relation to the standard errors of measurement. 

The low person separation index is partly a function of the small number of items 

used to measure this latent variable. 

Table 40 shows the rating scale category function data for Student 

Satisfaction with Class Length. The average measures advance monotonically, 

going from -23.75 to -9.71 between the first two categories, up to 9.35 and 24.44 

between the second and third and the third and fourth categories respectively; the 

outfit MNSQ values are all varied, with categories 2 and 3 under 1.0 (outfit MNSQ 

= .56 and .63). This indicates these response categories overfit the model. The 

threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale category, going from -18.69 to 

19.40; and the category thresholds are separated by between 6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs. 

These results indicate that the rating scale categories are not detrimental to 

measurement, but there is some overfit for the two middle response categories. 
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Figure 13. Item-person map for Student Satisfaction with Class Length. 
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Table 40. Category Function Statistics for Student Satisfaction with Class Length 
Items 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 139 (11) 1.46 1.48 None -23.75 
c Somewhat Disagree 448 (35) .58 .56 -18.69 -9.71 
b Somewhat Agree 537 (42) .60 .63 -.72 9.35 
a Agree 144 (11) 1.54 1.50 19.40 24.44 
 

As shown in Table 41, the Infit MNSQ values for both of the items were 

between 0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch 

model. The point-measure correlations are also positive, indicating that the item-

level scoring is in accordance with the latent variable. 

 

Table 41. Rasch Statistics for Student Satisfaction with Class Length Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 6 54.9 .4 .95 .93 .91 
Item75 45.1 .4 .96 .98 .91 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 42 shows that the raw variance explained by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 68.4%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 0.0; and the unexplained variance in the first contrast (0.0%) is less than 

that of the item difficulties (15.3%). These results indicate that the construct is 

unidimensional to an acceptable degree. 

 

Teacher Option English Course Evaluation Questionnaire 

Construct 1. The items measuring Teacher Satisfaction with Class Content are not 

well centered on the person distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch person 
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ability estimate (M = 61.16, SD = 18.55), which is considerably different from the 

item mean (M = 50.00, SD = 14.57) (Figure 14). The teacher population is divided 

into large groups, with a large ceiling effect (25%) and a large number of teachers 

found below two of the items on the scale. Item 3 is at the bottom end of the scale, 

indicating that it is not effectively measuring the teachers. 

 

Table 42. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Student 
Satisfaction with Class Length Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 6.3 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 4.3 68.4% 
Raw variance explained by persons 3.4 53.1% 
Raw variance explained by item 1.0 15.3% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 2.0 31.6% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast .0 .0% 
 

The person separation index for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Content is 

0.0, with a Rasch person reliability estimate of 0.0, indicating that the person ability 

estimates were extremely similar in relation to the standard errors; as a result, the 

ability estimates cannot be differentiated with confidence. In addition, Figure 14 

clearly shows that the teachers form a bimodal distribution with approximately half 

at the very top end of the scale and half slightly above the item mean. The item 

separation index of 1.85 and Rasch item reliability estimate of .77 indicate that the 

item difficulties exhibit a reasonably stable hierarchical structure, although none of 

the items are well centered on the sample. 
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Figure 14. Item-person map for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Content. 
 

Table 43 shows the rating scale category function data for Teacher 

Satisfaction with Class Content Items. The average measures advance 

monotonically, going from -26.04 to -21.61 between the first two categories, up to 

1.05 and 48.22 between the second and third and the third and fourth categories, 

respectively. However, the threshold calibrations show unusual threshold levels, 
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going from null in category two to -43.22 in category three and 43.22 in category 

four. The Outfit MNSQ values are also not close to 1.00, indicating a problem with 

the thresholds. This evidence suggests that the rating scale categories are not 

functioning effectively for this construct. This could be a function of the small 

number of participants, as well as the problem with the category structure. 

 

Table 43. Category Function Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Content 
Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 1 (3) .41 .03 None -26.04 
c Somewhat Disagree 0 (0) .00 .00 Null -21.61 
b Somewhat Agree 30 (86) .62 .41 -43.22 1.05 
a Agree 4 (11) .88 .12 43.22 48.22 
 

One way to address the problem with the category thresholds is to collapse 

the categories. Table 44 shows what the category thresholds look like when 

category 1 and 2 are collapsed. The Infit MNSQ values improve slightly, but the 

average measures and threshold calibrations are still quite large. As there are still 

less than 10 observations per category, further collapsing of the categories would 

be desirable, but given the low number of observations in categories c and a, 

combined with the low number of questionnaire respondents (n = 16), the items and 

the answer structure need to be re-evaluated. 

 

Table 44. Category Function Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Content 
Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

c Somewhat Disagree 1 (3) .83 .07 None -43.22 
b Somewhat Agree 30 (86) .83 .42 -38.22 .00 
a Agree 4 (11) .65 .09 38.22 43.22 
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As shown in Table 45, the point-measure correlations are all strongly 

positive. Although the Infit MNSQ values for items 1 and 2 are acceptable as they 

are between 0.5 and 1.5, item 3 overfits the model (Infit MNSQ = .03), indicating 

that the data are too predictable. While this does not present a measurement 

problem, it does inflate the reliability estimates for this variable somewhat. 

 

Table 45. Rasch Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Content Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 2 62.0 4.0 .61 .17 .78 
Item 1 58.5 4.2 .62 .17 .77 
Item 3 29.5 10.2 .03 .02 .92 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 46 shows that the raw variance explained by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 80.5%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 2.0, which is considered good; however, the unexplained variance in the 

first contrast (12.8%) is larger than that of the item difficulties (7.8%). Although  

 

Table 46. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Teacher 
Satisfaction with Class Content Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 15.4 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 12.4 80.5% 
Raw variance explained by persons 11.2 72.7% 
Raw variance explained by items 1.2 7.8% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 3.0 19.5% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.0 12.8% 
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the construct is reasonably unidimensional, there is a problem with the items 

measuring the construct, as seen in the item fit indices and the item-person map. 

 

Construct 2. The items measuring Teacher Satisfaction with the Textbook are not 

well centered on the teacher ability distribution as evidenced by the mean Rasch 

person ability estimate (M = 53.22, SD = 7.95), which is somewhat different from 

the item mean (M = 50.00, SD = .73). There is a slight distention of the tail in the 

direction of “more willing to endorse” for the teacher sample with both ceiling 

(13%) and floor (6%) effects, both of which are considered poor (Figure 15). There 

is considerable redundancy in the items, as they all have similar difficulty 

estimates. 

The person separation index for Teacher Satisfaction with the Textbook is 

1.75, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .75. The item separation index of 

0.0 and Rasch item reliability estimate of .00 indicate that the item difficulties are 

not spread out in relation to their standard errors. This result is partly related to the 

small number of participants (n = 16), as well as to possible redundancy in the 

items in terms of their endorsability. 

Table 47 show the rating scale category functioning for Teacher Satisfaction 

with Textbook. The average measures advance monotonically, going from -14.09 to 

-6.20 between the first two categories, and up to 4.29 and to 17.33 between the 

second and third, and the third and fourth categories, respectively. The Outfit 

MNSQ values are less than 2.00, although category 1 exhibits a noticeably 
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Figure 15. Item-person map for Teacher Satisfaction with the Textbook. 
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smaller Outfit MNSQ. The threshold calibrations increase with the rating scale 

category, going from -8.02 to 12.24, with the category thresholds are separated by 

6.37 and 22.75 CHIPs, except for the threshold between categories 2 and 3 (3.8 

CHIPs). This evidence suggests there is too small of an advancement between the 

step difficulties between these two categories. 

 

Table 47. Category Function Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Textbook 
Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 6 (9) .58 .50 None -14.09 
c Somewhat Disagree 13 (20) 1.05 .99 -8.02 -6.20 
b Somewhat Agree 32 (50) .98 .97 -4.22 4.29 
a Agree 13 (20) 1.59 1.24 12.24 17.33 
 

Combining categories d and c (Table 48) greatly improves the Infit and Outfit 

MNSQs, which all move closer to 1.00. The threshold calibration increases from  

-7.97 to 7.97, and the category thresholds indicate acceptable advancement between 

the step difficulties. 

 

Table 48. Category Function Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Textbook 
Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Somewhat Disagree 19 (30) .92 .92 None -13.07 
c Somewhat Agree 32 (50) .92 .95 -7.97 .00 
b Agree 13 (20) 1.13 1.21 7.97 13.07 
 

As shown in Table 49, the point-measure correlations are all positive, the Infit 

MNSQ values for all of the items were between 0.5 and 1.5, except for item 9, 

indicating the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model. Item 9 (Infit 
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MNSQ = 1.92) underfits the model; this indicates the presence of a great deal of 

unmodeled variance. 

 

Table 49. Rasch Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Textbook Items  
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 9 50.6 2.0 1.92 1.85 .66 
Item 10 50.6 2.0 .74 .75 .88 
Item 6 50.4 2.1 .73 .64 .87 
Item 8 49.7 2.1 .67 .54 .87 
Item 7 48.7 2.1 .92 .88 .84 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 50 shows that the raw variance explained by the Rasch measures is 

above 30%, at 48.4%, and the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 2.2, which is considered good. However, the unexplained variance in the 

first contrast (23.1%) is greater than that of the item difficulties (14.3%), indicating 

a problem with the variance in the model being explained by the items, which 

echoes the problems seen in the item separation and reliability indices. 

 

Table 50. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Teacher 
Satisfaction with Textbook Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 9.7 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 4.7 48.4% 
Raw variance explained by persons 3.3 34.1% 
Raw variance explained by items 1.4 14.3% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 5.0 51.6% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 2.2 23.1% 
 

Construct 3. The items measuring Teacher Satisfaction with Class Length 

were not well centered on the person ability estimates. The mean of the Rasch 
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person ability estimates (M = 46.61, SD = 29.41) was below the item difficulty 

mean (M = 50.00, SD = 3.13) (Figure 16). There are problems both with a large 

ceiling effect (43%) and a large floor effect (19%), indicating that persons at both 

ends of the scale are not being measured precisely by the items. 

The person separation index for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Length is 

2.19, and the Rasch person reliability estimate is .83, indicating that the teachers 

are spread out along the scale; however, the item separation index of 1.26 and 

Rasch item reliability estimate of .61 indicate that the item difficulty estimates are 

similar in relation to their standard errors. This is caused in large part by the small 

number of participants. 

Table 51 shows the rating scale category functioning for Teacher Satisfaction 

with Class Length. The average measures advance monotonically, going from  

-50.45 to -21.72 between the first two categories, up to 22.73 and 48.43 between 

the second and third and the third and fourth categories, respectively. The Outfit 

MNSQ values are all less than 2.00, but are not close to 1.00, possibly indicating 

some problem with the category use. The threshold calibrations indicate where 

these problems are located, with the rating scale category going from -45.45 to 

43.43. The category thresholds are separated by more than 22.75 CHIPs. 

 

Table 51. Category Function Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Length 
Items 
 
Category 

 
Count (%) 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Disagree 1 (8) .05 .04 None -50.45 
2 Somewhat Disagree 6 (50) .09 .13 -45.45 -21.72 
3 Somewhat Agree 4 (33) .12 .09 2.02 22.73 
4 Agree 1 (8) .06 .06 43.43 48.43 



 158 

 

The categories are not functioning well. Although a minimum of 10 

observations per category is suggested (Linacre, 2009), in this sample there are 

only 12 observations across four categories, making it evident that a larger sample 

is needed in order to arrive at reliable estimates, the construct is not sufficiently 

measured by the available items, and the construct itself needs a new measurement 

model. 

As shown in Table 52, the Infit MNSQ values for both of the items are 

between 0.5 and 1.5, indicating that the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch 

model. However, as has been seen in the item separation and reliability indices, 

there are problems with the measurement of the persons primarily because of the 

small number of items measuring this construct. 

 

Table 52. Rasch Statistics for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Length Items 

 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

 
P-M Corr 

Item 4 61.1 6.9 .09 .08 .99 
Item 5 38.9 6.9 .09 .08 .99 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 

 

Table 53 shows that the raw variance accounted for by the Rasch model is 

above 30%, at 98.9%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast is 0.0; and the unexplained variance in the first contrast (0.0%) which is 

less than that of the item difficulties (24.8%). These results indicate that the 

construct is unidimensional to an acceptable degree. 
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Figure 16. Item-person map for Teacher Satisfaction with Class Length. 
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Table 53. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue units) for Teacher 
Satisfaction with Class Length Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 189.6 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 187.6 98.9% 
Raw variance explained by persons 142.7 75.3% 
Raw variance explained by items 44.9 23.7% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 2.0 1.1% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast .0 0% 
 

Construct 4. The items measuring Teacher Weighting of Coordinated Exam are not 

well centered on the teacher distribution as evidenced by difference in the mean 

Rasch person ability estimate (M = 45.59, SD = 6.57) and the item mean (M = 

50.00, SD = 2.40). There are small ceiling and floor effects (6%) and a slight tail in 

the direction of “less willing to endorse” for the teacher sample. There is some 

redundancy in item 11 “weighting is just right” and item 12 “weighting is too 

high,” as they share the same location on the scale (Figure 17). 

The person separation index for Teacher Weighting of Coordinated Final 

Exam is .99, with a Rasch person reliability estimate of .50, indicating that the 

teachers are not as spread out along the scale as they might be, which was evident 

in the item-person map, showing a large number of teachers with similar ability 

estimates. The item separation index of .66 and Rasch item reliability estimate of 

.31 also indicate that the item difficulty estimates are not distinguished in relation 

to their standard errors. 

Table 54 shows the rating scale category functioning for Teacher Weighting 

of Final Coordinated Exam. The average measures advance monotonically, going 



 161 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Figure 17. Item-person map for Teacher Weighting of Coordinated Final Exam.  
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from -16.21 to -3.59 between the first two categories, up to 5.66 and 12.80 between 

the second and third and the third and fourth categories, respectively. However, the 

threshold calibration increase shows that between categories c and d there is an 

increase smaller than 6.37 CHIPs, and the Outfit MNSQ for category b is .28, 

indicating a problem with category b. 

 

Table 54. Category Function Statistics for Teacher Weighting of Final Coordinated 
Exam Items 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

d Disagree 6 (14) 2.24 1.40 None -16.21 
c Somewhat Disagree 20 (48) .69 .77 -11.10 -3.59 
b Somewhat Agree 9 (21) .36 .28 4.88 5.66 
a Agree 7 (17) .86 .80 6.22 12.80 
 

Collapsing categories d and c, and b and a addresses this problem somewhat 

(Table 55). The Infit MNSQ values come to 1.00, and the average measures and 

threshold calibrations become smaller. This construct might also be better 

measured by two outcome spaces, and as with all of the items in the questionnaire, 

would be better informed by a larger response population. 

 

Table 55. Category Function Statistics for Teacher Weighting of Final Coordinated 
Exam Items 
 
Category 

 
Count 

 
Infit MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Coherence Estim 
Discrim 

d Disagree 8 (33) 1.00 1.00 .62  - 
a Agree 16 (67) 1.00 1.00 .81 1.00 
 

As shown in Table 56, the point-measure correlations are positive, and the 

Infit MNSQ values for items 13 and 11 are between 1.5 and 0.5, but item 12 

overfits the model as shown by Infit MNSQ statistic of .37. 
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Table 56. Rasch Statistics for Teacher Weighting of Final Coordinated Exam Items 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

P-M 
Corr 

Item 13 53.3 1.9 1.32 1.03 .66 
Item 11 49.0 1.7 1.33 1.17 .63 
Item 12 47.7 1.8 .37 .35 .88 
Note. P-M Corr = Point-measure correlation. 
 

Table 57 shows that the raw variance explained by the Rasch model is above 

30%, at 45.0%; the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the first contrast is 

1.9, which is considered good; however, the unexplained variance in the first 

contrast (35.0%) is larger than that of the item difficulties (4.0%), giving evidence 

to the low item separation and reliability indices. As this is the case, there might be 

unidimensionality problems with this construct. 

 

Table 57. Standardized Residual Variance (in Eigenvalue Units) for Teacher 
Weighting of Final Coordinated Exam Items 
Criterion Eigenvalue % of variance 
Total raw variance in observations 5.5 100.0% 
Raw variance explained by measures 2.5 45.0% 
Raw variance explained by persons 2.2 41.0% 
Raw variance explained by items .2 4.0% 
Raw unexplained variance (total) 3.0 55.0% 
Unexplained variance in 1st contrast 1.9 35.0% 
 

Interview Instruments 

The use of interview instruments was another important aspect of data 

collection for this project. Not only do interviews provide information that cannot 

be readily collected through a questionnaire, but they also allow for more in-depth 

probing of issues, as well as immediate flexibility, in that unstructured and semi-
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structured interviews can unfold as the interview is underway, allowing for a richer 

database from which to draw from. 

As qualitative data collection instruments, interviews are subject to validity 

measures themselves, although different ones than those used for quantitative data. 

For the purposes of this study, the framework for checking on the validity of the 

interview instruments was based on work by Lincoln and Guba (1985) and found in 

the work of many other researchers (e.g., Brown, 2001, 2009; Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2007; Lynch, 1996; Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2003; Stabb, Harris, & Talley, 

1995). Four categories were investigated in order to account for the validity of this 

portion of the project: (a) credibility, or the ability to demonstrate that the data 

collection identified and described the object of study as accurately as possible; (b) 

dependability, or the ability to account for any changes either in the object of study 

or the design of the study; (c) confirmability, or the ability to leave data such that 

they are accessible during and after the time that the data collection and research 

are being conducted; and (d) transferability, or the ability to generalize the results 

of the data and findings to another setting or context. 

The interview instruments used in this study were designed as semi-structured 

interviews, and consisted of two instruments. The first interview instrument was 

designed for the English teaching staff, and was designed to gather the following 

types of information: (a) the types of skills necessary for the students to develop 

during their second through fourth years at the university; (b) the role of strategy 

training; (c) the kinds of courses that should be offered to the students; (d) syllabus 
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types to accompany those courses; and (e) the types of information that should be 

collected from the students in a needs assessment questionnaire. 

The second interview instrument was designed for third- and fourth-year 

students. The concepts that were touched on in these semi-structured interviews 

centered around English study and their perceived needs for English, and were 

focused on the following issues: (a) experience with English at the university; (b) in 

what ways English classes at the university differ from high school English classes; 

(c) changes in attitude towards English or in feelings of the need for English during 

three or four years at the university; and (d) plans or the perceived need for English 

after graduation from the university. Rather than adhering strictly to a set list of 

questions that were used inflexibly, these questions were mixed and expounded 

upon, depending on the interviewee, resulting in a wider array of data than would 

have been obtained using a closed set of questions. 

In addressing issues of validity for these interview protocols, each of the 

components listed above were considered: credibility, dependability, 

confirmability, and transferability. As the main researcher involved in the project, I 

was the interviewer for this portion of the data collection, and a regular member of 

the teaching staff. This allowed for the built-in features of prolonged engagement in 

and persistent observation of the setting where the data were collected, as I had 

been on staff for over five years at the time of the data collection. As part of the 

participatory framework of the study as a whole, the data that were collected 

through the interview process were then shared with the English Teachers 

Committee members, who were responsible for making decisions on what data to 
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use and how to use it in implementing decisions. The interview data were collected 

from a variety of sources, providing source triangulation, as well as member 

checking, as the data were discussed in the English Teachers Committee meetings. 

The data were also subject to progressive subjectivity (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 

2007) through the continual comparisons of developing constructs or ideas, and the 

initial ideas raised by the group, aiding in the credibility of the data collected. 

Overlapping methods of data collection and the documentation of decisions 

that were made in relation to the data helped assure the dependability of the data. 

The interview data was complimentary to data collected by other means, and served 

to enhance data that had already been collected, as well as to indicate new 

directions for further data collection. As all data collected were saved in the form of 

recordings and transcripts, confirmability of the instruments and data is assured for 

future use and analysis if necessary. The transferability of the interview data and 

the ensuing decisions made related to the collection and analysis of the data are yet 

to be established. Two ways that the issue of transferability is being addressed are 

through the write-up of an in-house project report and through the write-up of this 

study. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

 

This chapter provides answers to the research questions that were posed in 

Chapter 2. Each research question is restated with a summary of the data that 

served to answer the question. 

 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1: What are the components of an iterative needs 

assessment/evaluation model, and how will these components work within a 

Japanese university setting? 

The development of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model was based upon the 

work of previous needs assessment and evaluation models, and combined elements 

from several of these models to create a new model that would serve the needs of 

the current language program development project. As seen in Figure 2 and 

Appendix J, the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model consists of eight components, with 

the eighth component the decision to recycle through to the needs assessment 

component again, or to continue on with the implementation component, skipping 

the needs assessment cycle. In order to ascertain the success or failure of this model 

as a whole, three types of inquiry were employed: (a) evaluation of the iterative 

model design; (b) confirmation of the successful incorporation of each component 

of the model as used in the process of implementing the Option English Course; 
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and (c) the evaluation of the end product, an evaluation of the new Option English 

classes and curriculum at the second tier of the English Language Program. 

The evaluation of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model is based on the 

Checklist for Judging the Adequacy of an Evaluation Design (Sanders & Nafziger, 

1985). This checklist was chosen because of the comprehensive scope it provided 

for evaluation of a model. To better align with the components of the 

NA/Evaluation Model, the checklist design was modified for use in this study. The 

checklist includes four broad categories that are to be investigated, (a) the design of 

the model itself, (b) the adequacy of the model in its ability to facilitate data 

collection and analysis, (c) the adequacy of the model to facilitate the presentation 

and reporting of information, and (d) issues of ethics and protocol which will be 

encountered in application of the model. More specifically, the checklist deals with 

these issues in the evaluation of a model: (a) the scope and relevance of the 

information collected, the flexibility in the model to adapt to new needs, and the 

feasibility of utilizing the model; (b) the reliability and objectivity of the findings 

that are to be obtained by use of the model; (c) the timeliness and scope of the 

reporting process for disseminating results obtained by the use of the model; and 

(d) the ethics of participation and confidentiality, as well as the protocol followed 

in obtaining and reporting data. 

I evaluated the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model using three categories 

suggested by Sanders and Nafziger (1985): (a) Yes, fulfills requirements; (b) Needs 

improvement; and (c) No, does not fulfill requirements.  The completed checklist is 

shown in Table 58. In the design and implementation of the Iterative 
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NA/Evaluation Model, areas that were found to need improvement related in 

particular to issues of resources (time and personnel) and the validity issues found 

in the Teacher Option English Evaluation Questionnaire. Other features of the 

Model met the necessary requirements, and as the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model 

fulfills these criteria, it was considered a viable and acceptable model for the 

purposes of this inquiry. Further discussion of the evaluation of the Model is found 

in Chapter 6. 

As shown in Table 59, each component was employed in the application of 

the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model. Multiple sources of information and 

participation are indicated at the right side of the table. The participatory design of 

the Model is evident by the various stakeholders that participated in each aspect. 

The English Teacher Committee members were actively involved in every 

component and aspect of the Model. Other groups contributed to various aspects, 

but it is important to note that there were multiple levels of involvement in each 

component. These findings indicate that the components of the Model as designed 

for use in this specific Japanese university setting in the implementation of the 

second tier of the English Language Program was feasible and successful. 

Another indicator of the success of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model is the 

evaluation of the Option English Course by students and staff who participated in 

the Course. The results from the evaluation of the Option Course classes are shown 

in Table 60. The table is based on the Rasch measures and on response percentage 

frequencies for both students (n = 849) and teachers (n = 16). The items in the table 

 



 

Table 58. Evaluation Design Checklist       
            Yes Needs Improvement No 
I.  The Adequacy of the Model Conceptualization       

 
A. Scope:  Does the range of information to be provided include all the significant aspects of the program 

or product being investigated?    
  1.  Is a description of the program or product presented?    ✔   

  
2.  Are the intended outcomes of the program or product specified and does the model address 
them?  ✔   

  3.  Are any likely unintended effects from the program or product considered?     ✔  
  4.  Is cost information about the program or product included?    ✔   

 B.   
Relevance:  Does the information to be provided adequately serve the needs of the intended 
audiences?     

  1.  Are the audiences for the results identified?    ✔   
  2.  Are the objectives of the investigation explained?    ✔   

  
3.  Are the objectives of the investigation congruent with the information needs of the intended 
audiences?  ✔   

  
4.  Does the information to be provided allow necessary decisions about the program or product to 
be made?  ✔   

 C. Flexibility:  Does the model allow for new information needs to be met as they arise?       
  1.  Can the design be adapted easily to accommodate new needs?    ✔   
  2.  Are known constraints on the model discussed?    ✔   
  3.  Can useful information be obtained in the face of unforeseen constraints?    ✔   
 D. Feasibility:  Can the various aspects of the model be carried out as planned?       
  1.  Are the resources (time, money, personnel) adequate to carry out the projected activities?    ✔  
  2.  Are management plans specified for conducting each aspect of the model?    ✔   
  3.  Has adequate planning been done to support the feasibility of particularly difficult aspects?    ✔  
II.  Criteria Concerning the Adequacy of the Collection and Processing of Information       
 A. Reliability:  Is the information to be collected in a manner such that findings are replicable?      
  1.  Are data collection procedures described well enough to be followed by others?    ✔   
  2.  Are scoring or coding procedures objective?    ✔   
  3.  Are the data collection instruments reliable?    ✔   
 B.  Objectivity:  Have attempts been made to control for bias in data collection and processing?      
  1.  Are sources of information clearly specified?    ✔   
  2.  Are possible biases on the part of data collectors adequately controlled?     ✔  
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(Table 58 continued.) 
 C. Representativeness:  Do the information collection and processing procedures ensure that the results accurately portray the 

program or product?    
  1.  Are the data collection instruments valid?    ✔   
  1.  Are the data collection instruments valid?    ✔   
  2.  Are the data collection instruments appropriate for the purposes of the evaluation?    ✔   
  3.  Does the model design adequately address the questions it was intended to answer?    ✔  
III.  Criteria Concerning the Adequacy of the Presentation and Reporting of Information       
 A.  Timeliness:  Is the information provided timely enough to be of use to the audiences for the model outcome?     
  1.  Does the time schedule for reporting meet the needs of the audiences?     ✔  
  2.  Is the reporting schedule shown to be appropriate for the schedule of decisions?     ✔  
 B.  Pervasiveness:  Is information to be provided to all who need it?       
  1.  Is information to be disseminated to all intended audiences?    ✔   

  
2.  Are attempts being made to make information available to relevant audiences beyond those directly affected by the model 
outcome?  ✔  

IV.  General Criteria       
 A.  Ethical Considerations:  Does the model implementation strictly follow accepted ethical standards?     
  1.  Do data collection and test administration procedures follow professional standards of ethics?   ✔   
  2.  Have protection of human subjects guidelines been followed?    ✔   
  3.  Has confidentiality of data been guaranteed?    ✔   
 B.  Protocol:  Are appropriate protocol steps planned?       
  1.  Have appropriate persons been contacted in the appropriate sequence?    ✔   
  2.  Have department policies and procedures been followed?    ✔   
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are arranged by construct and by item measure, from easiest to most difficult to 

endorse. Results are reported in Rasch CHIPs. Item measures with smaller values 

are easier to endorse, indicating agreement with the item statement, while items 

with higher values are more difficult to endorse. The measures were calculated by 

construct, and are not linked across constructs. 

Frequencies are also given as simple percentages in Table 60, combining the 

percentages of Agree and Somewhat Agree. The full record of percentages by 

response category can be found in Table 61. The results indicate that both 

  

Table 59. Implementation of the Components of the NA/Evaluation Iterative Model 
Component Aspect ELT Ss UF Adm DE 
NA Cycle:       
1 Prepare for 
the NA       
 Define the purpose of the NA ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Identify stakeholders, users, and sources ✔     
 Define questions ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Recognize limitations ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Decide on methodology ✔     
 Decide on data collection and analysis methods ✔     
 Design instrumentation ✔ ✔ ✔   

 
Decide responsibilities for collection and data 
analysis ✔     

 Pilot instruments ✔ ✔  ✔  
 Revision of survey instrument ✔     
2 Do the NA       
 Collect data ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

 Analyze data ✔   ✔  
 Interpret data ✔  ✔   
 Evaluate NA and NA survey instrument ✔     
 Report on data ✔  ✔ ✔  
3 Plan 
curriculum       
 Integrate data into useable framework ✔     
 Determine objectives ✔     

 
Use data to inform decisions on content, syllabus, 
materials, texts, assessment methods ✔     

 Report on decisions made ✔  ✔ ✔  
(Table 59 continues.) 



 

 173 

(Table 59 continued.) 
Component Aspect ELT Ss UF Adm DE 
4 Implement  ✔     
 Implement curriculum ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  
Evaluation 
Cycle:       
5 Prepare for 
Evaluation       
 Define the purpose and scope of the evaluation ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Identify stakeholders, users, and sources ✔     
 Define questions ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Recognize limitations ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Decide on methodology ✔     
 Decide on data collection and analysis methods ✔     
 Design instrumentation ✔ ✔ ✔   

 Decide responsibilities for collection and data analysis ✔     
 Decide on reporting methods ✔     
 Pilot instruments ✔ ✔  ✔  
 Revision of survey instrument ✔     
6 Do Evaluation       
 Collect data ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  
 Analyze data ✔   ✔  
 Interpret data ✔  ✔   
 Evaluate and revise evaluation instrument ✔     
7 Report/Revise       
 Report on data ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Collect feedback ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  
 Revise (curriculum) ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Determine action for going on to next step ✔  ✔ ✔  
 Prepare final evaluation report ✔     
8  Back to NA 
Cycle 1 or NA 
Cycle 4             

Note. ELT = English language teachers; Ss = students; UF = university faculty; Adm = 
administrators; DE = domain experts. 
 

students and teachers are generally satisfied with the course goals, textbooks, and 

length of the course as well as with the Course as a whole as it was implemented in 

its first year of operation. The findings of these three types of inquiry, the 

evaluation of the model design, the incorporation of each component of the Model, 

and the successful completion of the first two cycles of the Model indicate that the 

Model was appropriate and successful for use in a Japanese university setting.
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Table 60. Results of Option English Questionnaire for Students (S) and Teachers (T) 

Item Description N 
Measure 

(S) SE 
% of Agree/ 

Somewhat Agree 
 Construct 1     
S4 My English proficiency level increased 849 44.2 0.3 89.4 
S3 The level of the class matched my level 847 47.5 0.3 83.9 
S5 The class helped to improve my skills 843 49.8 0.3 79.8 
S9 I want to recommend this Option course to a 

friend 
848 53.6 0.3 68.5 

S8 I like English more than before this course 848 54.8 0.3 63.3 
 Construct 2     

S7 It is better to have the Option class as a one year 
course 

845 45.1 0.4 56.5 

S6 It is better to have the Option class as a one 
semester course 

846 54.9 0.4 54.5 

 Construct 3     
S11 The textbook matched the purpose of the class 849 46.0 0.3 84.7 
S13 The pace used for the textbook was good 848 47.6 0.3 80.1 
S10 The difficulty level of the textbook was 

appropriate 
847 48.0 0.3 81.2 

S14 Overall, the textbook was good 846 50.4 0.3 74.8 
S12 The textbook contents caught my interest 848 51.2 0.3 69.5 
S15 I like English more than before after using this 

textbook 
844 56.8 0.3 55.8 

            

    N 
Measure 

(T) SE 

% of 
Agree/Somewhat 

Agree 
 Construct 1     
T3 The class focused on the targeted skills 16 29.5 10.5 100.0 
T1 The level of the class matched the students' level 14 58.5 4.2 87.6 
T2 The students' English proficiency increased 15 62.0 4.0 87.5 

 Construct 2     
T5 It is better to have the Option class as a one year 

course 
16 38.9 6.9 62.5 

T4 It is better to have the Option class as a one 
semester course 

16 61.1 6.9 43.8 

 Construct 3     
T7 The textbook matched the purpose of the class 16 48.7 2.1 75.0 
T8 The textbook contents caught the students' 

interest 
16 49.7 2.1 75.0 

T6 The difficulty level of the textbook was 
appropriate 

15 50.4 2.1 62.6 

T9 The pace used for the textbook was appropriate 16 50.6 2.0 68.8 
T10 Overall, the textbook was good 16 50.6 2.0 62.5 

 Construct 4     
T13 The weighting of the final exam (25%) is too 

low 
15 47.7 1.8 75.0 

T11 The weighting of the final exam (25%) is just 
right 

16 49.0 1.7 43.8 

T12 The weighting of the final exam (25%) is too 
high 

15 53.3 1.9 50.0 

Note. Students n = 849; Teachers n = 16. 
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Table 61. Results of Option English Questionnaire (Student and Teacher Percentage 
Results) 

Section 1 (Students): Thinking back on the Option xx class, please answer the questions below: 

 Item Agree   
Somewhat 

Agree   
Somewhat 
Disagree   Disagree 

1 The level of the class matched my 
level. 

38.4  45.5  14.6  1.5 

2 My English proficiency increased. 49.9  39.5  9.1  1.5 
3 The class focused on the targeted 

skills. 
30.5  49.3  17.3  2.8 

4 It is better to have the Option xx class 
as a one-semester course. 

28.8  25.7  31.4  14.1 

5 It is better to have the Option xx class 
as a one-year course. 

25.4  32.1  27.3  15.1 

6 The difficulty level of the textbook 
was appropriate. 

22.3  41.0  28.5  8.1 

7 I came to like English more from 
taking this class. 

24.2  44.3  23.7  7.8 

8 I would recommend this class to my 
friend. 

30.6  50.6  15.6  3.2 

9 The textbook matched the purpose of 
the class. 

35.1  49.6  13.2  2.1 

10 The textbook contents caught my 
interest. 

29.2  40.3  24.3  6.1 

11 The pace used for the textbook was 
appropriate. 

33.6  46.5  17.0  2.9 

12 Overall, the textbook was good. 27.5  47.3  20.1  5.1 
13 I came to like English more because 

of this textbook. 
18.2  37.6  34.8  9.4 

Section 1 (Teachers): Thinking back on the Option xx class, please answer the questions below: 

 Item Agree   
Somewhat 

Agree   
Somewhat 
Disagree   Disagree 

1 The level of the class matched the 
students' level. 

18.8  68.8  0.0  0.0 

2 The students' English proficiency 
increased. 

25.0  62.5  6.3  0.0 

3 The class focused on the targeted 
skills. 

43.8  56.3  0.0  0.0 

4 It is better to have the Option xx class 
as a one-semester course. 

25.0  18.8  12.5  43.8 

5 It is better to have the Option xx class 
as a one-year course. 

50.0  12.5  18.8  18.8 

6 The difficulty level of the textbook 
was appropriate. 

18.8  43.8  25.0  6.3 

7 The textbook matched the purpose of 
the class. 

37.5  37.5  6.3  18.8 

8 The textbook contents caught the 
students' interest. 

25.0  50.0  12.5  12.5 

9 The pace used for the textbook was 
appropriate. 

25.0  43.8  18.8  12.5 

10 Overall, the textbook was good. 37.5  25.0  18.8  18.8 

   (Table 61 continues.) 
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 Item Agree   
Somewhat 

Agree   
Somewhat 
Disagree   Disagree 

11 The weighting of the final exam 
(25%) is just right. 

18.8  25.0  43.8  12.5 

12 The weighting of the final exam 
(25%) is too high. 

12.5  37.5  25.0  18.8 

13 The weighting of the final exam 
(25%) is too low. 

31.3  43.8  6.3  12.5 

Note. Students n = 849; Teachers n = 16, results given in percentages. 

 

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2: How can valid questionnaires be developed for the Iterative 

Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model? 

The main questionnaires employed in the study were large-scale 

questionnaires that could provide information about students’ perceived needs and 

satisfaction with the Option English Course. The development and validation of 

these questionnaires has been discussed extensively in Chapters 3 and 4. Basing 

validity arguments on the work of Wilson (2005), the questionnaires need to stand 

up to four measures of validity, incorporating evidence based on: (a) instrument 

content, (b) response processes, (c) internal structure, and (d) the consequences of 

the instrument being used. Table 62 shows the various questionnaires that were 

developed for this study, and whether or not each questionnaire met these standards 

for validity. As is seen in the table, the Needs Assessment and Option Evaluation 

Questionnaires for students met these standards successfully. Neither the Needs 

Assessment nor the Option Evaluation Questionnaire for teachers fulfilled the 

validity requirements in terms of internal structure, item fit, and subsequently, the 

consequences of using the instruments. Further discussion of the results of this full 

validation process as laid out by Wilson is found in Chapter 6.  
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Table 62. Validation of Procedures for Needs Assessment and Option Evaluation 

Questionnaires 

  

Needs Assessment 
Questionnaire 

(Students) 

Needs Assessment 
Questionnaire 

(Teachers) 

Option Evaluation 
Questionnaire 

(Students) 

Option Evaluation 
Questionnaire 

(Teachers) 
     
Instrument Content ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
  Description of  
      construct ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
  Description of 
      set of items ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
  Scoring scheme 
      & measurement 
      categories ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
  Measurement 
      model ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

     
Response Processes     
  Use of exit 
      interviews ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

     
Internal Structure     
  Construct 
      mapping ✔  ✔  
  Separation and  
      reliability 
      indices ✔  ✔  

     
Item Design, 
Consistency, 
Category 
Functions     
  Item fit statistics ✔  ✔  
  Category function 
      statistics ✔  ✔  

     
Consequences of 
Using the 
Instrument ✔  ✔  
Note. ✔ = fulfilled requirements;  = did not fulfill requirements 

 

Research Question 3 

Research Question 3: What needs will various stakeholders report for the Option 

English Course?  Do the perceptions of needs vary among stakeholders?  

The investigation of the needs of various stakeholders in this project was 

conducted from a multi-source, multi-method perspective. The largest groups of 
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stakeholders in the project were the students enrolled in classes in the English 

Language Program and the teaching staff of the same program. Students who were 

enrolled in the then still-running Eigo II classes were surveyed as well to provide 

information from students with experience studying English at the university, but 

who were not part of the new English Language Program. These three groups were 

surveyed using the Student Needs Assessment Questionnaire and the Teacher 

Needs Assessment Questionnaire, the results of which are shown in Table 63. 

The table is arranged in the same way as the previous Option English 

Evaluation Questionnaire, with the results listed by construct, and arranged in 

accordance with the first-year student item measures, from easiest to endorse to 

most difficult to endorse. The measures were calculated by construct. It is 

interesting to note that the measures from the second-year students and the teacher 

groups do not follow the same patterns. This phenomenon is explored further in the 

next chapter. For a further perspective on the response patterns of each group, a full 

recording of the percentages by response category for each of the three groups can 

be found in Tables 64-66. 

Differences in perceived needs for and interest in English are reported in 

Tables 67 and 68. These differences were investigated using differential item 

functioning (DIF), as well as Rasch-produced chi-square statistics, and Mann 

Whitney U calculations. Items that were considered representative of DIF for the 

purposes of this study were items that were flagged as statistically significant (p < 

.01) by all three estimates, DIF Construct, χ2, and Mann Whitney U. Table 67 

shows that three items showed such a difference between the first-year students and 
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the English teaching group, flagging three items. Table 68 shows two items that 

indicated a difference between the first-year and second-year student groups, in two 

of the three indices, the χ2 and Mann Whitney U scores. This indicates that 

perceptions of the need for English varied among different groups of stakeholders. 

 

Table 63. Results of Needs Assessment Questionnaire for Students and Teachers 
   1st  

Year 
   2nd 

Year 
   Teacher  

Item Description N Measure SE  N Measure SE  N Measure SE 
 Section 1: I am studying 

English: 
           

10 It is necessary for 
members of society 

962 46.4 0.2  432 45.2 0.4  24 46.3 20 

7 For future work 960 47.5 0  431 48.2 0.3  24 48.0 20 
8 For job hunting 963 48.0 0  430 48.6 0.3  24 43.7 2 
19 English for specific 

majors should be a part of 
the curriculum 

961 50.1 0.2  432 49.0 0.3  NA NA NA 

15 To be able to work in a 
job where English is 
required 

961 52.6 0.2  428 52.7 0.3  24 50.5 2.1 

14 To be able to work 
overseas 

961 55.4 0.2  432 56.2 0.4  24 61.6 2.2 

             
9 In order to be able to 

speak English better 
963 45.5 0.2  431 45.2 0.4  24 38.4 2.3 

17 English should be a 
required part of the 
university curriculum 

959 46.2 0.2  432 44.2 0.4  NA NA NA 

13 To travel overseas 960 49.9 0.2  431 50.6 0.3  24 47.2 3.1 
20 I plan to take as many 

credits in English as 
possible before 
graduating 

962 50.7 0.2  432 52.6 0.3  NA NA NA 

16 Because I like English 960 53.0 0.2  431 51.9 0.3  23 49.6 1.9 
12 To study overseas 961 54.6 0.2  432 55.4 0.4  23 64.8 2.2 
             

11 Because it is a required 
course 

960 47.2 0.3  432 46.6 0.5  24 NA NA 

18 I plan to take only the 
required number of 
credits for English 

961 52.8 0.3  432 53.4 0.5  NA NA NA 

             
 Section 2: Through the 

English Curriculum at 
MN university, I would 
like to: 

           

(Table 63 continues.) 
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(Table 63 continued.) 
             
             

39 Increase comprehension level of English 
movies, videos, DVDs 

960 44.3 0.2  431 43.9 0.3  24 56.0 1.6 

35 Increase conversational English ability 959 44.5 0.2  427 44.9 0.3  24 39.1 1.7 
28 Read more quickly 961 45.2 0.2  432 44.7 0.3  24 47.2 1.7 
23 Increase STEP (Eiken) score 961 47.7 0.2  431 49.2 0.3  22 48.2 1.7 
21 Increase TOEIC score 

 
961 48.0 0.2  429 48.1 0.3  22 44.8 1.8 

24 Increase knowledge of specialized 
vocabulary 

961 48.3 0.2  431 49.0 0.3  24 42.7 1.6 

40 Understand announcements in English 959 48.5 0.2  432 47.9 0.3  24 46.6 1.7 
22 Increase TOEFL score 962 49.0 0.2  430 49.9 0.3  22 55.9 1.7 
38 Understand English TV and radio news 

broadcasts 
960 49.1 0.2  431 48.5 0.3  24 50.2 1.7 

41 Understand academic lectures in English 959 49.5 0.2  432 49.1 0.3  23 57.7 1.7 
29 Write letters and e-mail in English 962 50.2 0.2  429 50.4 0.3  23 41.7 1.6 
25 Read English newspapers and 

magazines 
960 50.3 0.2  430 49.8 0.3  24 47.8 1.6 

26 Read novels in English 961 51.0 0.2  431 51.0 0.3  24 57.2 1.8 
34 Use internet sites in English 961 51.2 0.2  432 50.4 0.3  24 44.7 1.7 
33 Learn to use PC software to study 

English 
960 51.3 0.2  430 51.7 0.3  24 50.2 1.7 

27 Read articles and reports in English 962 51.5 0.2  432 51.5 0.3  24 47.8 1.7 
30 Write papers and reports in English 960 53.3 0.2  432 53.8 0.3  24 54.9 1.7 
36 Give presentations in English 961 53.9 0.2  432 54.1 0.3  24 50.0 1.6 
31 Write business reports in English 962 54.0 0.2  432 50.9 0.3  23 53.9 1.7 
32 Write a diary/essay in English 963 54.1 0.2  432 54.4 0.3  23 55.7 1.9 
37 Discuss a variety of issues in English 959 55.1 0.2  432 54.3 0.3  24 58.4 1.7 
             
 Section 3: If these classes were offered once a 

week for the next year, I would like to take: 
 

          

53 Movies and Music in English 955 44.8 0.2  427 44.9 0.3  NA NA NA 
43 Reading (Comprehension) 958 47.7 0.2  430 48.1 0.3  NA NA NA 
45 TOEIC 960 48.1 0.2  429 47.8 0.3  NA NA NA 
47 Eiken (STEP) 959 48.7 0.2  427 50.1 0.3  NA NA NA 
44 Writing 960 48.9 0.2  428 49.6 0.3  NA NA NA 
48 Comprehensive English (4 skills: 

reading, listening, writing, speaking) 
960 49.1 0.2  429 49.3 0.3  NA NA NA 

42 Reading (Speed Reading) 960 49.3 0.2  428 49.4 0.3  NA NA NA 
46 TOEFL 960 49.6 0.2  428 49.9 0.3  NA NA NA 
51 Business English 957 51.2 0.2  429 50.4 0.3  NA NA NA 
49 Internet English 959 51.4 0.2  429 51.2 0.3  NA NA NA 
55 English for Majors (ESP) 958 51.8 0.2  422 51.8 0.3  NA NA NA 
50 News English 959 52.2 0.2  428 51.3 0.3  NA NA NA 
52 English for Teaching License 958 53.2 0.2  426 53.0 0.3  NA NA NA 
54 Intensive English (4 times a week/4 

credits) 
958 54.0 0.2  427 53.3 0.3  NA NA NA 

Note. 1st year = First-year students; 2nd year = Second-year students; Teachers = English Teachers. 
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Table 64. Results of Needs Assessment Questionnaire for First-year Students  
Section 1: I am studying English:        

 Item Agree  
Somewhat 

Agree  
Somewhat 
Disagree  Disagree 

7 For future work 31.1  38.7  20.7  9.1 
8 For job hunting 28.0  40.5  22.7  8.7 
9 In order to be able to speak 

English better 
34.2  37.2  19.6  8.8 

10 It is necessary for members of 
society 

33.3  42.2  17.8  6.4 

11 It is a required course 45.6  34.9  13.6  5.5 
12 To study overseas 10.5  19.8  41.7  27.7 
13 To travel overseas 19.8  33.8  28.4  17.5 
14 To be able to work overseas 12.3  22.1  34.4  30.8 
15 To be able to work in a job 

where English is required 
19.0  25.2  35.3  20.2 

16 Because like English 15.2  23.3  34.4  26.6 
17 English should be a required 

course 
31.5  36.8  21.6  9.5 

18 I plan only to take the required 
number of English classes 

29.9  37.8  22.9  9.1 

19 Specialized English for majors 
should be included 

21.1  35.9  32.8  10.0 

20 I plan to take as many English-
related classes as I can 

17.8  29.0  37.2  15.7 

         
Section 2: Through the English curriculum at NM University, I would like to: 
21 Increase TOEIC score 29.7  28.9  25.8  15.2 
22 Increase TOEFL score 25.0  28.7  29.6  16.5 
23 Increase STEP (Eiken) score 29.1  31.7  25.2  13.6 
24 Increase knowledge of 

specialized vocabulary 
23.5  34.3  30.0  11.8 

25 Read English newspapers and 
magazines 

19.9  28.5  30.8  20.3 

26 Read novels in English 19.9  26.1  29.1  24.5 
27 Read articles and reports in 

English 
16.3  27.4  32.3  23.9 

28 Read more quickly 36.8  37.6  15.6  9.8 
29 Write letters and e-mail in 

English 
21.2  25.4  35.0  18.3 

30 Write papers and reports in 
English 

12.4  20.3  38.2  28.6 

31 Write business reports in 
English 

11.0  18.5  40.1  30.2 

32 Write a diary/essay in English 12.0  18.2  37.0  32.7 
33 Learn to use PC Software to 

study English 
15.4  28.3  35.1  20.9 

34 Use internet sites in English 17.0  25.7  35.8  21.2 

(Table 64 continues.) 
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(Table 64 continued.) 
35 Increase conversational English ability 41.4  34.4  14.1  9.5 
36 Give presentations in English 10.9  18.4  41.0  29.5 
37 Discuss a variety of issues in English 9.1  15.5  41.3  33.6 
38 Understand English TV and radio news broadcasts 26.7  27.1  27.2  18.7 
39 Increase comprehension level of English movies, videos, 

DVDs 
44.0  31.4  14.2  10.0 

40 Understand announcements in English 27.8  28.7  26.3  16.6 
41 Understand academic lectures in English 23.4  28.7  28.5  18.8 
         
Section 3: If these classes were offered once a week from next year, which would you like to take? 
42 Reading (Speed) 22.5  34.6  29  13.4 
43 Reading (Comprehension) 27.1  38.7  22.9  10.7 
44 Writing 23.3  35.7  28.1  12.4 
45 TOEIC 31.2  30.0  24.3  14.1 
46 TOEFL 23.4  31.3  29.5  15.4 
47 Eiken 26.9  32.8  26.1  13.7 
48 Comprehensive English (4 skills: reading, listening, 

writing, speaking) 
23.9  34.9  27  13.9 

49 Internet English 15.1  31.4  35.2  17.7 
50 News English 13.8  27.5  38.2  20.0 
51 Business English 16.7  30.0  35.6  17.0 
52 English for Teaching License 12.7  23.2  39.9  23.5 
53 Movies and Music in English 47.7  25.3  15.8  10.3 
54 Intensive English (4 times a week) 13.3  18.5  39.4  28.2 
55 English for Majors (ESP) 17.5  26.7  33.1  22.1 

Note. N = 963; results given in percentages. 
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Table 65. Results of Needs Assessment Questionnaire for Second-year Students  
Section 1: I am studying English:        

 Item Agree  
Somewhat 

Agree  
Somewhat 
Disagree  Disagree 

7 For future work 22.5  42.0  26.7  8.8 
8 For job hunting 20.7  41.2  30.0  8.1 
9 In order to be able to speak English 

better 
30.4  43.9  19.7  6.0 

10 It is necessary for members of society 30.3  45.8  20.4  3.5 
11 It is a required course 49.3  35.9  11.3  3.5 
12 To study overseas 7.2  19.9  47.0  25.9 
13 To travel overseas 14.2  37.6  33.2  15.1 
14 To be able to work overseas 7.4  23.4  39.1  30.1 
15 To be able to work in a job where 

English is required 
15.2  27.1  38.1  19.6 

16 Because like English 14.8  28.1  38.3  18.8 
17 English should be a required course 36.6  39.1  19.4  4.9 
18 I plan only to take the required number 

of English classes 
35.9  34.0  23.4  6.7 

19 Specialized English for majors should be 
included 

19.0  41.0  31.9  8.1 

20 I plan to take as many English-related 
classes as I can 

10.9  29.4  41.0  18.8 

         
Section 2: Through the English curriculum at NM University, I would like to: 
21 Increase TOEIC score 28.4  31.0  23.5  17.0 
22 Increase TOEFL score 20.9  30.7  29.1  19.3 
23 Increase STEP (Eiken) score 22.0  32.0  30.2  15.8 
24 Increase knowledge of specialized 

vocabulary 
19.0  37.6  29.5  13.9 

25 Read English newspapers and magazines 20.7  29.1  34.2  16.0 
26 Read novels in English 18.1  25.1  37.6  19.3 
27 Read articles and reports in English 16.0  28.5  38.0  17.6 
28 Read more quickly 35.9  39.8  16.9  7.4 
29 Write letters and e-mail in English 16.8  30.1  37.3  15.9 
30 Write papers and reports in English 10.0  19.7  44.9  25.5 
31 Write business reports in English 8.1  21.1  43.3  27.5 
32 Write a diary/essay in English 10.0  19.2  39.6  31.3 
33 Learn how to use PC software to study 

English 
11.4  32.3  36.0  20.2 

34 Use internet sites in English 16.9  31.5  33.8  17.8 
35 Increase conversational English ability 37.5  35.6  18.5  8.4 
36 Give presentations in English 8.8  20.8  42.8  27.5 
37 Discuss a variety of issues in English 10.9  16.0  44.0  29.2 

(Table 65 continues.) 
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(Table 65 continued.) 

 Item Agree  
Somewhat 

Agree  
Somewhat 
Disagree  Disagree 

38 Understand English TV and radio news 
broadcasts 

24.6  32.9  27.6  14.8 

39 Increase comprehension level of 
English movies, videos, DVDs 

39.9  37.8  15.3  7.0 

40 Understand announcements in English 24.5  36.6  25.9  13.0 
41 Understand academic lectures in 

English 
22.0  34.3  26.9  16.9 

         
Section 3: If these classes were offered once a week from next year, which would you like to take? 
42 Reading (Speed) 22.4  36.2  26.6  14.7 
43 Reading (Comprehension) 26.3  39.5  21.9  12.3 
44 Writing 19.2  36.7  32.2  11.9 
45 TOEIC 31.7  33.3  21.2  13.8 
46 TOEFL 20.8  34.3  29.4  15.4 
47 Eiken 20.8  34.4  27.2  17.6 
48 Comprehensive English (4 skills: 

reading, listening, writing, speaking) 
21.9  34.0  32.6  11.4 

49 Internet English 14.0  34.3  35.7  16.1 
50 News English 15.0  32.0  36.9  16.1 
51 Business English 20.3  30.3  33.6  15.9 
52 English for Teaching License 12.9  27.2  34.3  25.6 
53 Movies and Music in English 43.8  30.9  18.0  7.3 
54 Intensive English (4 times a week) 11.2  26.7  37.0  25.1 
55 English for Majors (ESP) 16.1  29.9  32.0  22.0 
Note. N = 432; results given in percentages. 
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Table 66. Results of Needs Assessment Questionnaire for Teachers 
Section 1: What do you think are the reasons/purposes that Kurume University students are taking 
English? 

 Item Agree  
Somewhat 

Agree  
Somewhat 
Disagree  Disagree 

3 For future work 4.2  50.0  41.7  4.2 
4 For job hunting 12.5  54.2  29.2  4.2 
5 In order to be able to speak 

English better 
16.7  66.7  12.5  4.2 

6 It is necessary for members of 
society 

4.2  54.2  41.7  0 

7 It is a required course 91.7  8.3  0.0  0 
8 To study overseas 0.0  16.7  70.8  8.3 
9 To travel overseas 4.2  62.5  25.0  8.3 

10 To be able to work overseas 4.2  8.3  58.3  29.2 
11 To be able to work in a job 

where English is required 
4.2  37.5  54.2  4.2 

12 Because they like English 0.0  54.2  37.5  4.2 
         
Section 2: Through the English curriculum at XX University, what things do you think the students 
should be able to do? 
13 Increase TOEIC score 20.8  62.5  8.3  0 
14 Increase TOEFL score 8.3  29.2  41.7  12.5 
15 Increase STEP (Eiken) score 8.3  66.7  16.7  0 
16 Increase knowledge of 

specialized vocabulary 
37.5  54.2  8.3  0 

17 Read English newspapers and 
magazines 

25.0  50.0  20.8  4.2 

18 Read novels in English 4.2  29.2  58.3  8.3 
19 Read articles and reports in 

English 
20.8  58.3  16.7  4.2 

20 Read more quickly 29.2  50.0  12.5  8.3 
21 Write letters and e-mail in 

English 
45.8  41.7  4.2  4.2 

22 Write papers and reports in 
English 

16.7  20.8  54.2  8.3 

23 Write business reports in 
English 

8.3  45.8  29.2  12.5 

24 Write a diary/essay in English 12.5  25.0  45.8  12.5 
25 Study English using PC 

software 
16.7  50.0  29.2  4.2 

26 Use internet sites in English 37.5  45.8  12.5  4.2 
27 Increase conversational 

English ability 
62.5  25.0  12.5  0 

28 Give presentations in English 8.3  33.3  45.8  12.5 
29 Discuss a variety of issues in 

English 
8.3  20.8  54.2  16.7 

(Table 66 continues.) 
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(Table 66 continued.) 

 Item Agree  
Somewhat 

Agree  
Somewhat 
Disagree  Disagree 

30 Understand English TV and 
radio news broadcasts 

16.7  50.0  29.2  4.2 

31 Increase comprehension level 
of English movies, videos, 
DVDs 

20.8  50.0  25.0  4.2 

32 Understand announcements in 
English 

20.8  66.7  8.3  4.2 

33 Understand academic lectures 
in English 

4.2  20.8  66.7  4.2 

Note. N = 24; results given in percentages. 

 

Table 67. DIF, χ2,and Mann-Whitney υ Statistics for First-Year Students and 
Teachers 

Student Needs Assessment 
Questionnaire Items                     
S 
item  

T 
item    n 

DIF 
Contrast 

Joint 
S.E. ρ  χ2 df ρ Z ρ η2 

Section 1: I am studying 
English:           

7 3 For future 
work 

48 1.04*  0.41 0.015 5.864 1 0.015 -0.79 0.428 0.013 

8 4 For job 
hunting 

48 0.28 0.41 0.494 0.464 1 0.496 1.06 0.287 0.024 

9 5 In order to be 
able to speak 
English better 

48 0.95 0.43 0.033 4.515 1 0.034 0.43 0.666 0.004 

10 6 It is necessary 
for members 
of society 

48 1.33* 0.42 0.003 9.000** 1 0.003 1.46 0.144 0.045 

11 7 It is a required 
course 

48 2.82* 0.82 0.001 11.853** 1 0.001 4.18** 0.000 0.000 

12 8 To study 
overseas 

46 0.65* 0.43 0.133 2.230 1 0.135 0.29 0.769 0.002 

13 9 To travel 
overseas 

48 0.18 0.41 0.659 0.192 1 0.661 1.13 0.260 0.027 

14 10 To be able to 
work overseas 

48 0.66* 0.43 0.136 2.206 1 0.138 0.26 0.794 0.001 

15 11 To be able to 
work in a job 
where English 
is required 

48 0.13 0.41 0.753 0.098 1 0.754 1.95 0.051 0.081 

16 12 Because like 
English 

47 0.35 0.42 0.411 0.669 1 0.413 2.29 0.022 0.114 

             

Section 2:  Through the English 
curriculum at XX University, I 
would like to: 

          

21 13 Increase 
TOEIC score 

46 0.89* 0.44 0.047 3.915 1 0.048 2.76** 0.006 0.000 

22 14 Increase 
TOEFL score 

46 0.93* 0.42 0.031 4.601 1 0.032 0.31 0.757 0.002 

23 15 Increase STEP 
(Eiken) score 

46 0.31 0.43 0.463 0.532 1 0.466 1.76 0.078 0.069 

(Table 67 continues.) 
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(Table 67 continued.) 
S 
item  

T 
item    n 

DIF 
Contrast 

Joint 
S.E. ρ  χ2 df ρ Z ρ η2 

24 16 Increase 
knowledge of 
specialized 
vocabulary 

48 1.33* 0.44 0.004 8.233** 1 0.004 3.63** 0.000 0.000 

25 17 Read English 
newspapers and 
magazines 

48 0.84* 0.42 0.053 3.722 1 0.054 2.57 0.010 0.140 

26 18 Read novels in 
English 

48 1.17* 0.41 0.007 7.345** 1 0.007 0.75 0.452 0.012 

27 19 Read articles and 
reports in 
English 

48 1.01* 0.42 0.020 5.336 1 0.021 3.01** 0.003 0.000 

28 20 Read more 
quickly 

48 0.21 0.42 0.620 0.244 1 0.622 1.13 0.258 0.027 

29 21 Write letters and 
e-mail in English 

47 1.48* 0.45 0.002 9.559** 1 0.002 3.33** 0.001 0.000 

30 22 Write papers and 
reports in 
English 

48 0.21 0.41 0.614 0.252 1 0.616 1.73 0.083 0.064 

31 23 Write business 
reports in 
English 

47 0.43 0.42 0.315 0.999 1 0.318 2.19 0.029 0.104 

32 24 Write a 
diary/essay in 
English 

47 0.09 0.42 0.827 0.048 1 0.828 1.24 0.217 0.033 

33 25 Study English 
using PC 
software 

48 0.41 0.41 0.330 0.938 1 0.333 2.25 0.024 0.108 

34 26 Use internet sites 
in English 

48 0.94* 0.43 0.033 4.514 1 0.034 2.72** 0.007 0.000 

35 27 Increase 
conversational 
English ability 

48 0.39 0.48 0.417 0.652 1 0.420 2.01 0.044 0.086 

36 28 Give 
presentations in 
English 

48 0.22 0.41 0.594 0.282 1 0.596 1.03 0.305 0.022 

             

37 29 Discuss a variety 
of issues in 
English 

48 0.17 0.42 0.678 0.170 1 0.680 1.22 0.224 0.032 

38 30 Understand 
English TV and 
radio news 
broadcasts 

48 0.20 0.41 0.628 0.232 1 0.630 0.97 0.331 0.020 

39 31 Increase 
comprehension 
level of English 
movies, videos, 
DVDs 

48 0.93* 0.42 0.034 4.468 1 0.035 0.42 0.674 0.004 

40 32 Understand 
announcements 
in English 

48 0.14 0.42 0.736 0.112 1 0.738 1.70 0.089 0.062 

41 33 Understand 
academic 
lectures in 
English 

47 0.89* 0.41 0.037 4.312 1 0.038 0.31 0.756 0.002 

                          
 * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Table 68. DIF, χ2, and Mann-Whitney υ Statistics for First- and Second-Year 
Students 

Student Needs Assessment 
Questionnaire Items n 

DIF 
Contrast 

Joint 
S.E. ρ χ2 df ρ Z ρ η2 

Section 1: I am studying 
English:           

 7 For future work 863 0.24 0.09 0.007 5.18 1 0.007 3.38** 0.001 0.000 

 8 For job hunting 862 0.18 0.09 0.038 4.29 1 0.038 2.97** 0.003 0.000 

 
9 In order to be able to 

speak English better 
863 0.14 0.09 0.133 2.26 1 0.133 2.21 0.027 0.006 

 
10 It is necessary for 

members of society 
863 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 2.09 0.036 0.005 

 11 It is a required course 863 0.05 0.10 0.625 0.24 1 0.624 2.29 0.022 0.006 

 12 To study overseas 863 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 1.84 0.066 0.004 

 13 To travel overseas 863 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 2.47 0.013 0.007 

 
14 To be able to work 

overseas 
863 0.07 0.09 0.462 0.54 1 0.462 1.91 0.056 0.004 

 

15 To be able to work in a 
job where English is 
required 

860 0.07 0.09 0.463 0.63 1 0.427 1.66 0.097 0.003 

 16 Because like English 862 0.24 0.09 0.007 7.25** 1 0.007 1.12 0.264 0.001 

 
17 English should be a 

required course 
863 0.18 0.09 0.047 3.95 1 0.047 2.01 0.044 0.005 

 

18 I plan only to take the 
required number of 
English classes 

864 0.13 0.09 0.175 1.84 1 0.175 2.64** 0.008 0.000 

 

19 Specialized English for 
majors should be 
included 

864 0.06 0.09 0.475 0.51 1 0.475 0.14 0.887 0.000 

 

20 I plan to take as many 
English-related classes 
as I can 

863 0.19 0.09 0.029 4.79 1 0.029 3.66** 0.000 0.000 

             
Section 2:  Through the English 
curriculum at MN University, I 
would like to:           
           
 21 Increase TOEIC score 861 0.06 0.09 0.483 0.49 1 0.483 1.34 0.180 0.002 

 22 Increase TOEFL score 862 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 2.12 0.034 0.005 

 
23 Increase STEP (Eiken) 

score 
863 0.26 0.09 0.004 8.47** 1 0.004 3.16** 0.002 0.000 

 
24 Increase knowledge of 

specialized vocabulary 
863 0.12 0.09 0.174 1.84 1 0.175 1.62 0.106 0.003 

 

25 Read English 
newspapers and 
magazines 

862 0.13 0.09 0.154 2.03 1 0.154 0.26 0.793 0.000 

 
26  Read novels in 

English 
863 0.07 0.09 0.415 0.67 1 0.415 0.37 0.715 0.000 

 
27 Read articles and 

reports in English 
864 0.05 0.09 0.580 0.31 1 0.580 0.86 0.387 0.001 

 28 Read more quickly 864 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 0.82 0.414 0.001 

 
29 Write letters and e-

mail in English 
860 0.04 0.09 0.643 0.21 1 0.643 0.82 0.413 0.001 

 
30 Write papers and 

reports in English 
862 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 0.89 0.373 0.001 

 
31 Write business reports 

in English 
864 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 0.60 0.549 0.000 

 
32 Write a diary/essay in 

English 
864 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 0.81 0.420 0.001 

 
33 Study English using 

PC software 
862 0.06 0.09 0.490 0.48 1 0.490 1.48 0.138 0.003 

(Table 68 continues.) 
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(Table 68 continued.) 
 

  
n 

DIF 
Contrast 

Joint 
S.E. ρ χ2 df ρ Z ρ η2 

 
34 Use internet sites in 

English 
864 0.16 0.09 0.075 3.16 1 0.075 0.68 0.496 0.001 

 
35 Increase conversational 

English ability 
859 0.11 0.09 0.246 1.35 1 0.246 1.98 0.047 0.005 

 
36 Give presentations in 

English 
864 0.08 0.09 0.698 0.71 1 0.398 0.37 0.713 0.000 

 
37 Discuss a variety of 

issues in English 
864 0.22 0.09 0.019 5.53 1 0.019 0.99 0.322 0.001 

 

38 Understand English 
TV and radio news 
broadcasts 

863 0.05 0.09 0.602 0.27 1 0.602 0.15 0.881 0.000 

 

39 Increase 
comprehension level of 
English movies, 
videos, DVDs 

863 0.05 0.09 0.618 0.25 1 0.617 1.93 0.054 0.004 

 

40 Understand 
announcements in 
English 

864 0.13 0.09 0.137 2.22 1 0.137 0.66 0.509 0.001 

 
41 Understand academic 

lectures in English 
864 0.10 0.09 0.272 1.21 1 0.272 0.00 0.998 0.000 

             
Section 3:  If these classes were offered 
once a week from next year, which 
would you like to take?          

 42 Reading (Speed) 860 0.07 0.09 0.416 0.66 1 0.417 0.33 0.742 0.000 

 
43 Reading 

(Comprehension) 
861 0.14 0.09 0.121 2.40 1 0.121 0.38 0.702 0.000 

 44 Writing 860 0.10 0.09 0.257 1.28 1 0.257 2.29 0.022 0.006 

 45 TOEIC 861 0.21 0.09 0.018 5.63 1 0.018 1.47 0.141 0.003 

 46 TOEFL 860 0.07 0.09 0.439 0.60 1 0.439 1.99 0.047 0.005 

 47 Eiken 859 0.27 0.09 0.003 9.09** 1 0.003 2.65** 0.008 0.000 

 

48 Comprehensive 
English (4 skills: 
reading, listening, 
writing, speaking) 

861 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 1.59 0.113 0.003 

 49 Internet English 861 0.09 0.09 0.303 1.06 1 0.303 1.04 0.299 0.001 

 50 News English 860 0.17 0.09 0.054 3.70 1 0.054 0.95 0.340 0.001 

 51 Business English 861 0.14 0.09 0.106 2.62 1 0.106 0.64 0.525 0.000 

 
52 English for Teaching 

License 
858 0.00 0.09 1.000 0.00 1 1.000 0.27 0.784 0.000 

 
53 Movies and Music in 

English 
858 0.02 0.10 0.809 0.12 1 0.733 1.74 0.082 0.004 

 
54 Intensive English (4 

times a week) 
859 0.20 0.09 0.028 4.86 1 0.028 0.04 0.968 0.000 

 
55 English for Majors 

(ESP) 
854 0.05 0.09 0.574 0.32 1 0.574 0.03 0.738 0.000 

                          
 p < .05, ** p < .01 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

Summary of the Findings 

The Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model was designed for language 

program development based on a variety of models already in use (e.g., Brown, 

1995; Graves, 2000; Queeny, 1995; Witkin & Altshculd, 1995). The main features 

of the model are two-fold: (a) the model is iterative with a two-pronged iteration 

cycle, where users can choose to cycle back through the needs assessment after 

completing the first full cycle, or can alternatively choose to move back through the 

evaluation cycle; and (b) the model is designed for use in a participatory 

framework, drawing on multiple sources and methods, as well as involvement from 

the stakeholders themselves in contributing to the different components of the 

model, thereby participating in the development and assessment of the program or 

curriculum. An important facet of the model concerns the instruments that are used 

to gather information. Two large-scale questionnaires were designed for use in the 

current application of the model. 

The needs of different groups of stakeholders were determined through a 

variety of methods. These needs varied, and bringing them to light added a richer 

database from which to draw on for decision-making processes related to the 

planning and implementation of the Option English Course. The research questions 

posed, the results obtained, and the implications of these results are discussed 

below. 
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Research Question 1: Components of the Model 

Research Question 1: What are the components of an iterative needs 

assessment/evaluation model, and how will these components work within a 

Japanese university setting? 

 

In confirming what the components of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model 

should be, and how well these components would work in a Japanese university 

setting, three types of inquiry were employed. The first involved the evaluation of 

the model design itself (Table 58). The criteria for determining the adequacy of the 

model were centered around the following issues: (a) the scope of the model, (b) 

the relevance of the information provided, (c) the flexibility of the model, (d) the 

feasibility of the model, (e) the reliability of the collection methods, (f) objectivity 

in data collection, (g) the representativeness of the data, (h) the timeliness of 

reporting, (i) the pervasiveness of the results, (j) caution concerning ethical 

standards, and (k) appropriate protocol steps (Sanders & Nafziger, 1985). 

One of the most important facets of the Model leading to its successful 

implementation is that it is participatory in design, leading to the active 

involvement and thereby investment of the various stakeholder groups. Through the 

implementation of a participatory framework, a large number of stakeholders and 

participants were actively involved in every component and aspect of the Model. 

This helped ensure that the parameters of what the Model was to cover, and the 

types of information that were to be collected were of sufficient scope to cover the 

needs of all the stakeholders. Because the Model was designed with a few basic 
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components and aspects that could be incorporated or replaced as demanded by the 

situation, the flexibility of the Model was both a strength and a weakness, in that it 

could not only be adapted to context-specific situations, but could also be abused if 

not implemented correctly. 

Incorporating the Model in its entirety demanded an enormous amount of 

time, energy, planning, and personnel because of the large number of aspects that 

made up the Model, influencing its feasibility in implementation. This demand 

contributed to the context-specific nature of the Model and its correct employment. 

The instruments that were designed for data collection were rigorously tested for 

validity and reliability to ensure that the results were representative of the data 

sources, and that the same instruments could produce valid results in upcoming 

administrations. The reporting of the data and the results, as well as involving the 

stakeholders in the reporting phase, were all accounted for in the Model. The timely 

preparation and dissemination of information, and the necessary ethical and 

protocol considerations depend on the context in which the Model is used. 

A second type of inquiry involved determining whether or not the Iterative 

NA/Evaluation Model would function well in a Japanese university setting. There 

were five main sources of information and participation in this project: the English 

Teachers Committee, the university students, the university faculty, the university 

administration, and domain experts, who for the purposes of this study were 

defined as staff in the university Career Office and local employers. By employing 

a multiple source-by-method approach, the number of stakeholders that could be 

involved in the project, as well as the methods used to collect and process data 
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were maximized. Through a full iteration of the needs assessment cycle and the 

evaluatory cycle, it became clear that the Model was compatible with the needs and 

limitations of the university setting. 

Upon one full iteration through the Model, it was decided by the English 

Teachers Committee that a subsequent iteration through the Model would go 

through the implementation component, without cycling back through the needs 

assessment component. This was due to several factors: (a) the staff felt that the 

second year of the Option English Course was too early for a full needs assessment, 

(b) the quality of the evaluation data that had been collected was sufficient for 

decision making necessary for implementation in the second year of the 

curriculum, and (c) that the time needed to conduct a full needs assessment could 

be better spent in revisions for the upcoming year. As a result of this decision, the 

needs assessment component of the Model will be addressed in alternate years of 

the program. This speaks positively to the two-pronged feature of the Iterative 

NA/Evaluation Model, which allows users to cycle through a second iteration at 

either the needs assessment or the implementation phase. 

A third method of inquiry into the successful implementation of the Model 

involved the use of the results of the Student and Teacher Option English 

Evaluation Questionnaires. The main areas examined through the questionnaires 

were assessments of the content and effectiveness of the Option English Course, 

the textbooks employed, and the length of the Course. As is evident in the 

Questionnaire results (Tables 60, 61), both students and teachers were generally 

satisfied with the Option English Course. This offers evidence of the effectiveness 
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of the needs assessment data collection and the implementation of the findings into 

curricula that served the needs of the classes that were part of the Option English 

Course. Although only one aspect of the evaluatory framework in which the 

success of the Option English Course is presented here, it is an important aspect in 

that it involves the largest number of stakeholders, the students. 

 

Issues in Developing and Implementing the Model 

One of the most salient features of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model is that 

is provides the opportunity for a large number of people to work together towards 

the same goal. In the case illustrated in this study, one of the results of 

implementing this Model was that it brought people together to work on the 

collection and interpretation of information, decision making related to the 

structure, design, and implementation of classes in the Option English Course, and 

decision making related to the relaying of results and further changes that needed to 

be made for the second iteration of the Model. This included staff working toward 

the completion of a new Course that offered different types of classes, but with a 

curriculum that was fully coordinated within each class type. This required 

implementing new aspects of staff cooperation, including teacher training, frequent 

staff meetings, committed contact with part-time staff, and a commitment to the 

collection of feedback about the Course. In this regard the implementation of the 

Model was extremely successful in bringing together groups of people to work 

together that had previously had little need to work together. 
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The other feature of this framework, however, is the enormous amount of 

time and energy that must be devoted to the development, monitoring, and 

continuation of such a model. The full and continued implementation of a model 

this size requires constant work and effort on the part of all of the stakeholders, in 

particular, the teaching staff. In her writing on needs analysis for English for 

academic purposes, Jordan (1997) includes a visual representation of all that is 

involved in conducting a needs analysis by depicting a lone juggler attempting to 

keep multiple balls in the air simultaneously, taking into account the students, 

teachers, course designers, and major stakeholders (p. 40). Teaching staff began to 

show signs of “questionnaire fatigue” and “meeting fatigue” in the second cycle of 

the Model, the evaluation cycle. The timeliness of gathering the data necessary to 

compile a comprehensive report is also a factor in the overall success of the Model. 

This can be particularly challenging when staff fatigue sets in at the end of both 

cycles. These issues are important aspects of the implementation and monitoring 

processes that are necessarily built into the Model, and should be dealt with in ways 

that are responsive to stakeholder needs as well as to the overall maintenance of the 

program. 

Although every attempt was made to include multiple sources and methods 

for data collection and analysis, there are a host of other aspects relevant to the 

Model that could be incorporated at various levels, many of which are found in the 

needs assessment and evaluation literature (e.g., Brown, 1995; Long, 2005b; 

Lynch, 1996; Norris & Watanabe, 2007; Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). Several 

aspects of the Model would have been considered a valuable part of data collection, 
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but they were not feasible in this current application. As part of data collection for 

both the needs assessment cycle and the evaluation cycle, access to classrooms 

through classroom observation is a powerful tool. In this application of the Model, 

however, the English Teachers Committee deemed this data collection method 

unfeasible. In a similar vein, no classroom settings or meetings were allowed to be 

videotaped. 

Another aspect of the Model that was difficult to introduce was the course-

wide use of pre- and posttesting to ascertain student gains through the course of the 

yearlong classes. The purpose of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model functioning as 

a model of participatory involvement is to allow for every possible opportunity for 

staff members to work together in the planning of curricula based on the results of 

the data collection in the needs assessment component. However, when it came to 

the structuring of the curriculum for each Option class type, the full-time staff 

member in charge of a particular Option class type had the final call on how the 

students were assessed. 

English language instructors can come to the field of EFL and to the realities 

of classroom teaching with very different sets of beliefs, arising from their 

experiences as language learners, experiences in the classroom, personality factors, 

and individual principles of teaching and language learning (Richards & Lockhart, 

1996). No matter how complete a model is in its design to inform curriculum or 

language program development, it cannot serve as the overarching director of how 

all is to be decided at the class goal and objective level, as its main purpose is to 
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provide information to help teachers and administrators make more informed 

decisions. 

In the current study, the Planning Component (component 3) was done at the 

individual and group coordinator levels. The basis for the English language 

program was a focus on communicative language ability, or CLA, which Bachman 

(1990) describes as “… in addition to knowledge of grammar rules, the knowledge 

of how language is used to achieve particular communicative goals, and the 

recognition of language use as a dynamic process” (p. 83). The English Option 

classes were designed to offer a variety of classes that could tap into these facets of 

communicative competence. What resulted at the Option class level was each 

coordinator bringing to the program their own interpretation of how these ideas of 

communicative competence could best be built into the curriculum and the teaching 

methodology employed. It is the specific dynamic found in each institutional 

setting where the Model might be utilized that determines the boundaries for how 

the data collected information can best serve the overall needs of the end goals. 

Another gatekeeping difficulty was encountered in the quest for data outside 

the campus border, access to employers and university alumni was limited by the 

office that had the power to provide such access. These are aspects of the Model 

that did not lend themselves to facilitation in its current application. Punch (1998), 

writing on politics and ethics in research, referred to gatekeepers as “crucial in 

terms of access and funding” (p. 163). McKillip (1987, 1998) and McDavid and 

Hawthorn (2006), in their work on needs assessment and evaluation place so much 

importance on the political ramifications of gatekeepers and the power that they 
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hold, that they suggest that the first step in needs assessment is to familiarize 

oneself with the political context of the situation. 

Punch (1998) defined politics as “everything from the micropolitics of 

personal relations to the cultures and resources of research units and universities...” 

(p. 159). It would be a naïve assumption to think that the workings of a model as 

intricate as the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model could function within the vacuum of 

a non-political environment, as the relations between individual staff members, 

faculties, teachers, and administrators are the realities of everyday work life in the 

Japanese university setting. Through the implementation of a participatory 

framework that gave voice to a large number of groups, every attempt was made to 

broaden the base from which decisions were made and consensus could be drawn. 

There will always be those at the center of power bases, however, who hold the 

keys to the final decisions that can be made on certain aspects of any component in 

the model. 

A smaller, yet equally important, facet of the Model concerned the role of the 

researcher as the main facilitator of its implementation. Unlike a program that 

employs outside experts or the use of an external evaluatory body, the work on the 

design of the Model, its implementation and overall evaluation were done in-house 

by staff and teachers. The main facilitator of this project was wearing many hats: 

teacher, researcher, colleague, junior staff member, foreigner, and woman. It is 

impossible to escape the realities that such identities can bring to the workplace and 

to the research field. In their seminal work on the role of intercultural factors in the 

working/research environment, Samovar and Porter (1991) elucidated seven 
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principles for intercultural work: (a) know the attitudes, opinions, and biases that 

influence the way the world looks at you; (b) understand how you are perceived by 

others; (c) encourage feedback, which allows the opportunity to change and adapt 

future behaviors; (d) ask questions that encourage participation; (e) cultivate 

nonverbal behaviors for displaying open attitudes; and (f) make an honest effort to 

learn the language/discourse of those with whom you communicate (p. 54). 

Such intercultural factors played an important role in the current application 

of the Model. Utilizing the correct channels to gain access to information and 

meetings was vital coming from the position of junior colleague. Acting as the 

representative of the English Teachers Committee as a young(er) foreign woman in 

meetings with senior full professors dictated a certain protocol in the collection and 

dispersion of information and ideas, not the least of which was the mastery of the 

polite use of Japanese L2 language and meeting protocol. It was important in these 

situations to be seen as a representative of a larger decision making/advisory body, 

present at the meeting to disperse information that had been decided upon in a 

group larger than the individual, and likewise, solicit ideas and opinions to carry 

back to other groups for further discussion and decision making. 

The role of teacher came into play as interviewer when speaking with 

students. In the collection of interview data, the asymmetry of the power 

relationship can affect the content of the interview, and can have a bearing on the 

language that is used (Nunan, 1986); this issue is particularly relevant to the 

interviews between teacher and student. The purposeful use of the students’ L1 and 

the employment of the proper pragmatic techniques such as the use of probes 
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familiar in Japanese discourse, e.g., the silent probe, the “uh huh” probe (Bernard, 

2000) were also important features in opening doors to the collection of 

information, encouraging students to express their real feelings on their language 

education, and not tailor their responses to what they might think the “English 

teacher” would want to hear. 

One of the most important roles that the researcher and other English staff 

members played was that of “boundary spanners” (Carkin, 1997), or those who 

work as facilitators between the administration and the teachers. It was crucial to 

have members of the English Teachers Committee who could function as conduits 

of information exchange between the English Teachers Committee staff, the 

faculties, and the administrators, and it is the inclusion of this role that might 

ultimately help determine the success or failure of the implementation of the 

program or the major decisions linked to the implementation of the Model. 

In the end, however, the most important litmus test of this or any other model 

concerns how long the effects of the implementation of the model last. Holliday 

(1992) described this phenomenon as “tissue rejection,” which refers to the 

inability of an ELT project to innovate change that is long term, meaningful, and 

found acceptable to the institution in which it was employed. Holliday makes the 

distinction between “formal order,” which is the “official” view of what should 

happen, and “informal order,” or what actually happens. In the world of curriculum 

development and language program innovation, it can be far too easy to fall into the 

trap of how the program looks “on paper” rather than how it is functioning in the 

day-to-day world of teaching and learning. 
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O’Dowd (2003) addresses this issue in his work on curriculum innovation in 

Japanese universities. He describes several “models” of innovation that are of 

particular relevance. One is the “Window Dressing” model in which administrators 

try to follow what another school has done, without full staff understanding or 

support, resulting in only token changes to the curriculum. Another is the 

“Bureaucratic Top-Down” model, which is instigated by external factors. Changes 

to the curriculum are “announced”, and the syllabi continue as before, or the syllabi 

“change”, but the classes continue as before (p. 36). The understanding of where 

and how the changes are coming from is a crucial element in the continued success 

of any curriculum innovation or language program development project, and 

involves the careful understanding of the context of the proposed innovation, and 

the careful planning and maintenance of any such program. 

In the current study, the impetus for the change came from a combination of 

top-down bureaucratic needs, through the Center for Language and Teaching, and 

the innovation of the Institute staff, particularly the English Teachers Committee. 

In order for the program to continue to be successful, continued investment by all 

of the stakeholders is crucial. Equally important is a continued means analysis, 

looking at how to get things done through the preparation and planning 

components, and continued evaluation, to maintain a sense of what is actually 

happening in the program. 

For the Option English Course, this means continually assessing needed 

changes and adapting the program as necessary. In particular, annual changes in 

class enrollments and staffing, and changes in the curriculum as based on class 
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evaluations dictate that the Course is constantly evolving and reflecting change in 

the number of classes offered and in who teaches what in the classes. 

Without these adaptations, the program will become stagnant, and susceptible 

to decreased enrollment, which then might bring the whole Option English Course 

into question. There is sometimes the misconception that it is easier to do nothing 

and continue in the same manner year after year, but inevitably it is much harder to 

revive a program that is in danger of failing or being cut. 

 

Research Question 2: Questionnaire Development 

Research Question 2: How can valid questionnaires be developed for an iterative 

needs assessment model? 

In order to fully address the issues and decisions that needed to be considered 

in the implementation of the needs assessment and evaluation cycles, the creation 

of valid questionnaires that could be used for large-scale data collection was 

crucial. The questionnaires were developed through a series of carefully monitored 

steps, piloted, and analyzed after use. The validation of these instruments was 

discussed extensively in Chapter 4. Some of the issues connected with the 

development and validation of these instruments are further discussed here. 

One of the most important issues in questionnaire validation is to ensure that 

the instrument measures what it is intended to measure. The best way to address 

this issue is to look carefully at the construct(s) that are used as the foundation of 

the instrument, based on the items used to measure the construct(s). In working 

with what Wilson (2005) referred to as the four “building blocks” of constructing 
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measures, a questionnaire that taps the intended constructs and a “measurement 

space” should be created. The first and most important step is to have an idea or 

description of the constructs to be measured. After the constructs have been 

delineated, the items can be written. The creation of the items is followed by the 

development of the outcome space, or the categories for measurement. 

Both the Needs Assessment Questionnaire and the Option English Evaluation 

Questionnaire were designed to solicit the ideas, opinions, and judgments of the 

student population. Additional questionnaires designed for use with the teachers 

teaching in the English Language Program were produced by incorporating items 

from the student versions. The same validation framework (Wilson, 2005) was 

employed to investigate all of these instruments. 

 

Student Needs Assessment Questionnaire 

The Needs Assessment Questionnaire designed for first-year students in the 

Core English Program and for second-year students in the Eigo II program was the 

largest survey administered in this project. Five constructs were measured with this 

instrument. The first three constructs dealt with the reasons that students were 

studying English: English for Work or Job-related Purposes; English for Overseas 

Study/Travel; and English as a Required Subject. The other two constructs tapped 

more specifically into what kinds of English the students might be interested in: 

Interest in English Skills and Interest in Specific English Class Types. 

Student Interest in English for Work or Job-related Purposes was designed to 

capture students’ reasons for studying English as it relates to work both 



 
 
 

 204 

domestically and internationally, including the process of looking for a job. This is 

one of the salient features that arose in the interview data with the third- and fourth-

year students and the members of the Career Office. In checking the internal 

structure of the construct, including the item fit (Table 9), reliability and separation 

indices, standard residual variance (Table 10), and the use of response categories 

(Table 8), it was concluded that the items were psychometrically sound, thus giving 

credence to the hypothesis that the items were measuring the targeted construct. 

Student Interest in English for Overseas Study/Travel was designed to capture 

other reasons that students have for studying English out of a desire to go overseas 

for travel or study, or out of a general liking of English. As was seen in the third- 

and fourth-year student interview data (Appendix K), and in the student short 

answer data (Table 6), some interest in practical English for use overseas is evident. 

In the measurement of this construct, the items worked well for the measurement of 

the construct (item separation index = 13.91; item reliability = .99). The 

standardized residual variance for the construct (54.8% raw variance explained by 

measures) also indicated that the items were measuring a unidimensional construct. 

As the items (Table 12) and item response categories (Table 11) all fit the model 

and were utilized well, the conclusion is that the items measured this construct 

reasonably well. 

Student Interest in English as a Required Subject also tapped into students’ 

reasons for studying English, but this time from the standpoint that English was a 

required course, and that this was the main purpose in studying English. This topic 

arose in student and staff interviews as a salient point in considering why students 
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are taking English courses in the university. This construct was measured poorly as 

only two items survived piloting. The small number of items contributed to the low 

Rasch person separation index (.15) and person reliability estimate (.43). A large 

ceiling effect occurred, with many students clustered at the “more difficult to 

endorse” end of the map, indicating that these items were too easy to endorse for 

many of the respondents (Figure 5). In order to better measure this construct, more 

items and differently worded items are necessary. 

Student Interest in Specific English Skills was designed to measure the 

different types of skills that students might be interested in learning while at the 

university. This list was compiled by drawing items from other questionnaires, 

from ideas submitted by teachers, from interview data from both students and 

teachers (Tables 6 and 7), and from input from the faculties. Student Interest in 

Specific English Skills was the most robust construct on the questionnaire, 

exhibiting good item fit (Table 18), high separation and reliability indices, and a 

high degree of unidimensionality (Table 19). Because of the wide variety of skills 

offered as choices in this construct, the items were able to spread out the students 

well, giving a good range of measures that clearly indicated which skills students 

preferred to study (Figure 6), making the job of selecting skills types for 

implementation into the option classes much easier. 

Student Interest in Specific English Class Types was targeted specifically at 

what types of things the students would be interested in studying, this time from the 

aspect of specific course names that they might find in the following year’s 

curriculum. These course names were derived from the compilation of data from 
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teacher and administrator interviews (Table 7), student interviews (Appendix K), 

and meetings with the CLT and faculties. This construct also exhibited high item 

separation and reliability (separation = 10.48, reliability = .99), with a good student 

separation index (separation, 2.56, reliability = 0.99). Upon examining the item-

person map (Figure 7), the fit indices (Table 21), and the standardized residuals of 

variance (Table 22), there were a few problems, and they were mainly centered 

around item 53 “English for Movies and Music,” which underfit the model (infit 

MNSQ = 1.78), indicating unanticipated endorsement and/or lack of endorsement 

of this particular item. The item-person map also showed that there was a small 

number of participants at the “more difficult to endorse” end of the map, signaling 

that the items were relatively easy to endorse for this group of respondents. 

 

Teacher Needs Assessment Questionnaire. The teacher version of the Needs 

Assessment Questionnaire was identical to the student version with two exceptions: 

(a) items 17 through 20 were deleted from the teacher version, and (b) items 

measuring Interest in Specific English Class Types (Teacher) were deleted, as the 

teachers had already been surveyed on this issue through the interview process. 

One of the important differences between the student and teacher versions of the 

questionnaire concerned the difference in response rates and the amount of data 

available for analysis. Out of a staff of 60 full-time and part-time staff, only 24 

teachers responded. The data analysis for the questionnaire data was carried out 

using the Winsteps 3.68.2 program, which requires a minimum of 30 observations 

per item to be considered statistically stable (Linacre, 2007, p. 336). All of the 
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results from the Teacher Needs Assessment Questionnaire therefore need to 

interpreted with caution. 

Among the items measuring Interest in English for Work or Job-related 

Purposes (Teacher), item 10, “To be able to work overseas,” was difficult for the 

teachers to endorse (item difficulty estimate = 61.6). The item-person map (Figure 

8) and the Rasch person separation index (1.61) made it clear that the items were 

not doing enough to separate the teachers, primarily because many of the items 

were too easy to endorse. The results for Interest in English for Overseas 

Study/Travel (Teacher) showed many of the same patterns as Interest in English for 

Work or Job-related Purposes (Teacher), with item 5 “In order to be able to speak 

English better” so easily endorsable that it did not match any of the person ability 

estimates on the item-person map (Table 25). 

Interest in English as a Required Subject (Teacher) was not analyzed 

statistically in the teacher version of the questionnaire, as after deleting a similar 

item found in the student version, there was only one item measuring this construct. 

Although the raw score percentage frequencies (Table 65) indicated overwhelming 

endorsability (91%) of the item, “Students are taking English because it is a 

required course,” it was not possible to assess the teachers’ responses through 

Rasch procedures. 

Interest in Specific English Skills (Teacher) also measured interest level in 

English skills, from the teachers’ perspective of what they thought the students 

would show interest in. This construct was equally robust in fit and 

unidimensionality, and despite the small n-size, the Rasch separation and reliability 
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indices (person separation = 3.66, person reliability = .93; item separation = 2.97, 

item reliability = .90) were acceptable. Taken together, these results indicate that 

the construct was measuring what it was intended to measure. Item 29 “Increase 

conversational ability in English” underfit the model (1.73), demonstrating heavy 

endorsement by the teachers. 

 

Student Option English Evaluation Questionnaire. As with the Needs 

Assessment Questionnaire, the Student Option English Course Evaluation was 

designed to be administered to all of the students who had completed a full year of 

one of the classes in the Option English Course, the second tier of the English 

Language Program. There were three areas of interest in examining student 

satisfaction with the Course, which were captured in three constructs: (a) 

Satisfaction with the Class Content; (b) Satisfaction with the Textbook; and (c) 

Satisfaction with the Class Length. 

The items measuring Student Satisfaction with the Class Content separated the 

students well (item separation = 11.79, item reliability = .99), although the students 

did not match across the items well, as was evident in the item-person map (Figure 

11), which exhibited not only a tail that trended toward the “more difficult to 

endorse” end, but also a fairly large ceiling effect for the respondents. This 

indicates that the items chosen to measure student overall satisfaction with the 

course were not capturing the students’ feelings precisely, and that perhaps the 

introduction of items that challenge the students more in terms of wholehearted 

endorsement would provide a richer and more informative picture. 
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Many of the same items that had appeared on an earlier version of an 

evaluation questionnaire that was designed for use in the Core English Course, 

which had already been through one round of piloting and full administration, were 

used to measure Student Satisfaction with the Textbook. Judging from the item fit 

(Table 38), the standardized residual variance (Table 39), and the category 

functioning (Table 37), there did not appear to be any major problems with the 

items used to measure this construct. The item-person map (Figure 12) indicated 

that the items were slightly too easy to endorse, and some respondents therefore 

exhibited a ceiling effect. Whereas a few more challenging items concerning the 

textbooks could be devised to tap further into the construct, this current 

administration of the questionnaire was considered a valid representation of the 

construct. 

Student Satisfaction with the Class Length was measured by only two items, 

“It is better to have the Option xx class as a one-semester course” and “It is better 

to have the Option xx class as a one-year course.” Reverse coding item 4 allowed 

the construct to be measured in the same direction on the same scale. The small 

number of items affect the reliability of the Rasch person separation index (1.08) 

and reliability estimates (.54), although the items fit the model (item 6, infit MNSQ 

= 0.95, item 7, infit MNSQ = 0.96). 

 

Teacher Option English Evaluation Questionnaire. The Option English 

Evaluation Questionnaire for teachers was completed by only 16 respondents from 

the overall pool of 30 teachers who had taught directly in the Option English 
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Course. In addition to the three constructs measured in the Student Option English 

Evaluation Questionnaire, the teachers’ questionnaire included a fourth construct, 

the teachers’ opinions on the weighting of the final coordinated exam, a feature of 

the Option English Course. 

Teacher Satisfaction with the Class Content was composed of the same items 

as that of the Student Satisfaction with the Class Content in the student 

questionnaire; the intent was to assess what the teachers thought about the content 

of the class. Although the individual items fit the Rasch model (Table 45), and the 

construct showed overwhelming unidimensionality, as 80.5% of the variance was 

explained by the Rasch measures (Table 46), the construct suffered in terms of 

teacher separation and reliability (0.00 for both). The item-person map (Figure 14) 

clearly shows that the items were not well centered on the teachers, with the 

teachers splitting into two groups. One group was at the top of the map showing a 

strong ceiling effect, and the other group was positioned below both of the items. 

There is therefore difficulty trusting the results of the teacher portion of the results 

for Teacher Satisfaction with the Class Content, and a new set of items that do not 

merely replicate the items on the student questionnaire might more appropriately to 

capture the teachers’ opinions on how well they thought the class content satisfied 

the students. 

Teacher Satisfaction with the Textbook, which also consisted of the same 

items as the student version of the questionnaire, targeted teacher ideas about the 

textbooks used in class. Although the construct exhibited fair person separation 

(1.75) and reliability (.75), it also exhibited no item separation, at 0.00 with 0.00 
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reliability. The item person map (Figure 15) revealed that the item difficulty 

estimates were extremely similar. In order to more accurately measure the teachers’ 

opinions about the textbooks, new items need to be added and trialed. 

Teacher Satisfaction with Class Length also showed overwhelming 

unidimensionality with 98.9% of the raw variance explained by the Rasch measures 

(Table 53), but item separation (1.26) and item reliability (.61) were low. The item- 

person map (Figure 16) showed a ceiling effect, with many of the teachers together 

at the top of the map. The measure value also indicated that teachers were clearly 

endorsing one item, “It is better to have the Option xx class as a one-year course” 

over its alternative, “It is better to have the Option xx class as a one-semester 

course” (Table 60). 

Teacher Weighting of Final Coordinated Exam was measured by three items, 

“The weighting of the final exam (25%) is just right,” “The weighting of the final 

exam (25%) is too high,” and “The weighting of the final exam is too low.” The 

second and third items were reverse coded. Both the person separation and the item 

separation suffered from this approach to the construct (person separation index = 

0.99, person reliability = .50; item separation = 0.66, item reliability = .31). This 

construct needs to be reconsidered to get a clearer picture of what teachers think of 

the weighting of the exam. The results from this administration should be 

interpreted cautiously. 
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Other Aspects of Validity 

The creation of an outcome space and response processes. One of the issues 

in Wilson’s (2005) validity argument concerns considering evidence based on 

response processes, which include information from exit interviews or think-aloud 

protocols. As mentioned in the Procedures section in Chapter 3, the outcome space 

for the questionnaires was changed after a series of exit interviews with students 

piloting the questionnaire (n = 7), changing the scale from 1 = agree, 4 = disagree 

to 4 = agree, 1= disagree and then to a non-numerical scale a = agree, d = 

disagree. A further look at item category functioning was carried out using the 

Winsteps 3.68.2 program, which served to reinforce the selection of a four-category 

answer space. 

An interesting part of this development of the choice of answer space came 

about at the very beginning of discussions on how to construct the questionnaire, 

and how the answer space should be structured. The problem that faced the staff 

was captured in a reflexive journal that I wrote shown below: 

“Have gotten caught in the strange conundrum of deciding item 
response choices for the Likert scale. A-sensei has suggested 4 choices, 
B-sensei has indicated a preference for 5, and C-sensei strongly 
suggested 6, fearing that 4 would not run well through a factor analysis. 
Spent some of the morning re-going over the literature and trying to 
make a final decision on the number. In speaking with D-sensei, 
(NOTE: outside expert source) has said that there is no problem running 
4 through the Rasch program. Also, there seems to be quite a bit of 
conflicting evidence concerning the best number of item choices, 
anywhere from 7 down to 3. So, have felt more comfortable with the 
final decision to include 4. Briefly toyed with the idea for 6 for the pilot, 
collapsing down to 4 or 5 for the final, but as this is the first time that I 
am running such an analysis, decided that I would stay with the 
recommended 4.” 
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The thoughts expressed in this journal reflect the difficulties involved in 

designing instruments such as questionnaires with group consensus. In this case, 

the final decision fell to me as the main designer of the questionnaire, but with the 

need to justify a final decision over the recommendations of other teachers, one of 

them being a senior teacher. An interesting side aspect of this conundrum is the 

illustration of how a reflexive journal can serve as a useful tool for researchers. In a 

piece on the benefits of keeping reflexive journals, Borg (2003) advocates the use 

of a research journal as beneficial in assisting “..in articulation and rationalizing 

concerns and exploring solutions” and to help enhance “..attempts to clarify 

concepts and their implications for the research” (p. 43). The use of a reflexive 

journal served just these purposes for me in this study.  

Having the space to safely express thoughts and questions opens up a realm 

of possibilities in a non-threatening place, allowing the researcher to go back and 

affirm the thought processes, feelings, and train of thought at the time. As a 

documentary archive, reflexive journals can act as a reminder of what has happened 

in the past, which can serve to inform later action, while allowing the researcher to 

tap back into the thinking behind key decisions that were made at the time (Borg, 

2003). In this particular case, the use of a reflexive journal not only helped me 

dialogue my thought processes in written form, but served as a tool for justifying 

decisions made concerning the outcome space for the questionnaire design in the 

Iterative NA/Evaluation Model. 
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Examining the consequences of instrument use. The final issue in Wilson’s 

(2005) validity argument is the evidence based on the consequences of the 

instrument being used. As vital components of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model, 

it is imperative that both the needs assessment and evaluation questionnaires 

provide information that promotes the continued progress through the Model, the 

results of one informing decisions made that have relevance to the next cycle. As 

such, the consequences of the instruments being employed are rather high stakes; 

this further contributes to the need for developing instruments that can collect valid 

information. 

It is equally important in this validity argument that the consequences of 

instrument administration do not include elements that could be harmful to the 

functioning of the Model as a whole. In this respect, the way that the questionnaires 

are administered and the results handled and implemented are crucial to the success 

of the implementation of these questionnaires. As Wilson notes, “..it is important to 

maintain a constant monitoring of good usage and positive outcomes” (2005, p. 

171). In the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model, the continual analysis of the 

questionnaires and the monitoring of the administration and use of the results are 

all features of the model. 

 

Research Question 3: Stakeholder Differences 

Research Question 3: What needs will various stakeholders report for the Option 

English Course? Do the perceptions of needs vary among different stakeholders? 
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 “The idea of introducing optional classes cannot be avoided, since student 

motivation, need, and levels are so diverse today” (written meeting material, 

10.31.05). The investigation of stakeholder needs is one of the foundations of the 

Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model for both language program 

development and curriculum development. As has been discussed in this work, a 

multi-source, multi-method approach to the collection of data on stakeholder needs 

was utilized, with the results showing a wide variety of needs, wants, and 

preferences. When developing the second tier of the English Language Program, 

initial discussions centered around the structure of the program, and whether or not 

to continue with a four-skills approach to language instruction, or to open up the 

program and offer a variety of choices to the students. The result of that long and 

involved discussion over a span of many months and with many groups, came in 

the form of a decision to implement the series of classes known as the Option 

English Course. The job then became one of investigating what needs the Course 

would address, taking into account all of the stakeholders who had an investment in 

the success of the English Language Program. The results of that investigation and 

some of the ramifications of those results are discussed here. 

Initial Results. The first round of data collection and the results that came 

from written and interview sources, served to inform the design of the 

questionnaire that would be administered to the students and teaching staff. 

Preliminary analyses of data from documents, student interviews, staff interviews, 

and short written introspections indicated a wide variety of needs for English. One 

of the most pressing needs when collecting the data was to arrive at an 
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understanding of how the then current Eigo I/II classes were functioning, and 

stakeholders’ ideas about the role of English in the curriculum. Third- and fourth-

year students who were interviewed stressed the difficulties of fitting language 

study into their last two years of university, as specialty classes required for each 

major took precedence, although one of the students, Atsushi (Student 3), had 

indicated that he had continued with four years of Chinese language study as “a 

hobby.” Many of the students interviewed indicated that they did not feel that their 

language study had helped them acquire any useful skills, such as the ability to 

carry on a conversation in English or read an English newspaper. 

The Career Office staff that was interviewed emphasized that English was a 

tool in the hiring process, and that students should study “basic English” beginning 

in the first year of university. These findings were in tandem with the information 

obtained in the document analysis and subsequent interviews with the Career 

Office staff confirming the nature of the English language tests in job searches. 

These tests, which are sometimes part of the initial screening process, are similar to 

the standard university entrance examinations, with sections focused on assessing 

knowledge of reading and translation, English idioms, and vocabulary items. 

The results from the interviews with the Career Office staff and the third- and 

fourth-year students indicated a need for English when looking for a job, but little 

indication of a need for English outside of this isolated function. This included the 

idea that once hired, unless a job was going to require a very specific need for 

English, there was probably no use for English on the job. Even when needing 

English for a job, it was expected that people would study English (again) on their 
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own. Akane (Student 1) stated that even if someone was an office worker, one 

could study after becoming employed. 

Although not altogether surprising, the frequent mention of the need for 

TOEIC skills indicated a deeper level of “need” upon examination of the interview 

data. Rather than providing the language skills needed for helping one advance in 

one’s career, the most important role of the TOEIC was the accompanying score 

and certificate, which allowed the students to put this information on their resume, 

“as decoration,” as one Career Office official noted. Even the mere pursuit of an 

English-related license seemed to be important, as Saori (Student 9) stated, 

“showing that you worked hard to pass TOEIC for your ‘self-promotion’ section on 

your resume.” 

The teacher interview data concerning the perceived needs of the students 

provided a very different picture (Table 69). The answers were as varied as the 

teachers, giving credence to the idea discussed above that teacher beliefs are deeply 

influenced by who they are as individuals, and their experiences (Strevens, 1987). 



 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(Table 69 continues.) 

Table 69. English Teacher Interview Data by Content Area (n = 6)   
Teacher Skills/Needs Option Strategy Syllabus Survey Info 
      

A 
Ss thinking about interests, not 
future TOEIC  

Task-
based 

What do students want to 
study 

 Movies Business English    
 Singing Movies/Music    
 Some TOEIC/TOEFL Computer English    
  Business English    
  News English    

  
Some will take only 
required credits    

      

B Basic English 
Comprehensive English 
class  

Task-
based  

 Certificate-based classes     
 News English     
      

C Not single-skill classes 
General Study of English 
(4) Skills  

No 
preference 

How Core English class 
differs from other classes 
taken 

  Writing class   What do Ss want for classes 

     
Ss give own ideas, compared 
to what doing now 

      

D 
"producing English" rather than 
"learning English" Creative Writing  

Task-
based 

What do you feel has been 
missing in your English 
educational experience 

 Writing, singing, speaking Movies/Music   
What kinds of things didn't 
you get, but would like to 

 
Writing biography, fiction, non-
fiction Computers   

Give a survey component 
with choices 

 Narrow focus of skills CALL/internet/reports    
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Teacher Skills/Needs Option Strategy Syllabus Survey Info 
  News English    
  TOEIC    
  No Eiken    
      

E Practical/real world English Offer a wide variety Reading strategies 
Skills-
based 

How plan to use English in 
the future 

 speaking/writing/listening TOEIC Oral strategies difficult  What are interests 

 Don't need much reading Not so much Eiken   
What Ss want to learn and 
study 

 Tourism/Travel-related English Skill-based reading/writing   Views on standardized tests 

 Conversation CALL   
List of potential (class) 
choices 

  Movies/Music    
      

F  Standardized tests (TOEIC) 
Strategy training for motivated 
students   

  Smaller number for Eiken 
Maybe put strategy training in other context 
than academic program 

How might use English in 
future 

  Movies/Music   Why do Ss need English 

  Business English   
What standardized tests plan 
on taking 

     Skills want to develop 

     
Name an English course and 
describe its contents 

     

Know of classes at other 
universities that might be 
interested in 

     
How many credits of English 
plan to take 
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The experiences and backgrounds of the individual teachers were reflected in 

the types of answers they gave on the needs that they saw for the students. Teacher 

A had spent a number of years teaching at a smaller university, where there was a 

major course of study specifically for English, and was involved closely with the 

students. Teacher A saw it as important to consider students’ interests, and noted 

that first-year students were probably not yet thinking about their future. Teacher 

B, who had spent a number of years working with lower-level students, stressed the 

need for basic English, mirroring somewhat the opinion expressed by the Career 

Office staff members. Teacher C had come from a tradition of teaching four-skills 

classes, with an emphasis on writing, and did not feel comfortable with the idea of 

single-skill classes. 

Teacher D brought life experience as a functioning bilingual, gaining 

competency in English as late as the university level, and stressed that students 

needed the opportunity to “produce” English over “learning” English. Teacher D 

emphasized that the students should experience more creative ways to use the 

language, through creative writing, music, and speaking. Teacher E also brought 

life experiences to her answers, drawing on her knowledge of her spouse’s 

company, where the use of English was required, mainly in the form of writing 

documents and e-mail communication. Her emphasis was on students needing 

practical, “real world” English. Teacher F, as a test statistician, was interested in 

investigating the needs of the students through the examination of empirical 

evidence, looking toward the collection of data from the Needs Assessment 

Questionnaire. 
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The variety of responses shows that the perception of needs can be very 

subjective, and overwhelmingly, subjective life experiences and understandings are 

projected onto how people see the world. This amalgamation of teacher and student 

responses further emphasized the need to create a variety of option classes covering 

a wide variety of student and teacher needs. As one non-English faculty member 

noted in a department meeting, “If you are going to open up different specialty 

option classes, you need to be sure that you have staff who can teach them” 

(6.10.06 meeting notes). 

Questionnaire Results. As a result of the interview data, materials analysis, 

and various meetings and discussions that took place over the direction that the 

Option English Course should take, a list of five constructs was developed for 

further investigation. These constructs concerned how students and teachers 

perceived different aspects of the English language curriculum at the university, 

and their own ideas on what English skills students needed. The results from the 

first three constructs (Tables 64, 65) showed that there was a strong link between 

the idea of English study and future employment, although not employment in an 

overseas company (item 14) or for work in a company where they might be 

required to use English someday (item 15). English was also viewed as a subject to 

be taken as a required course, with less than half of the students indicating that they 

might be interested in taking as many credits as possible in English before 

graduating (item 20). The overwhelming favorite was item 11, “Taking English 

because it is a required course.” 
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In the interview data, teachers expressed difficulty dealing with a double-

edged sword in that many predicted that a class covering movies in English might 

be very popular, yet would also possibly attract lower-level students looking for an 

easy credit. Precedence for this had been set in a non-English-related class dealing 

with culture through movies, which consisted of watching movies in every class 

and writing reports on the movies, one of the most popular classes with students at 

the school, as it was known as an easy grade. In the listing of skills that students 

were assessing for implementation into the university curriculum “Understanding 

English movies, videos, and DVDs” (Table 63, item 39, Rasch measure = 44.3) 

ranked at the top of the students’ list, whereas it ranked down under the 50% 

endorsement rate for the teaching staff (Rasch measure = 56.0). One skill that held 

across all groups surveyed was the skill of “Conversational English ability” (item 

35, first-year student Rasch measure = 44.5). This skill has traditionally received 

strong support in the curriculum, and carries its own Spoken Interaction Course, 

which operates outside of the Core and Option English Courses, as a third 

component of the English Language Program. The results of the questionnaire, 

therefore, also reinforced the idea that the oral component of the Program was an 

equally viable and important one. 

Similarly, in the listing of possible class choices for the second tier of the 

curriculum, Movies and Music in English (item 53, Rasch measure = 44.8) ranked 

at the top, with Reading Comprehension and TOEIC coming in second and third 

(item 43, Rasch measure = 47.7; and item 45, Rasch measure = 48.1). The more 

traditional approach to reading as expressed through this reading comprehension 
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option choice was a surprise to the staff, and reinforced the idea that students are 

interested in deepening their skills in areas that they have already studied. Indeed, 

the more “traditional” classes, Writing (item 44, Rasch measure = 48.9), 

Comprehensive English (item 48, Rasch measure = 49.1) and the three standardized 

tests, TOEIC, Eiken, and TOEFL, all ranked higher than classes with a more 

specialized approach, including Internet English (item 49, Rasch measure = 51.4), 

English for (specialized) Majors (item 55, Rasch measure = 51.8), News English 

(item 50, Rasch measure = 52.2), and English for Teaching License Qualification 

(item 52, Rasch measure = 53.2). 

The DIF results that were produced between the two student groups, and the 

student and teacher groups (see Tables 67 and 68), revealed several interesting 

differences. Between the first-year and second-year student groups, there was a 

difference in perception of the need for Eiken, or the STEP test (item 23, χ2 = 8.48, 

p < .01; z = 3.16, p <.01 and item 47, χ2 =  9.09, p <.01, z = 2.66, p < .01), with the 

first-year group ranking Eiken more highly. What these data are unable to tell us is 

why the students think so. One possibility is that incoming first-year students, 

many of whom have had to take some form of Eiken test in high school, still 

perceive passing the Eiken as an important achievement, whereas the second-year 

students solidly place more emphasis on the TOEIC test (items 21 and 45). Both 

groups of students endorsed the idea of the importance of TOEIC, but the 

difference in perception of the Eiken test was considered a salient difference. 

Likewise, between the students and the teachers (Table 68), three items 

showed a statistically significant difference in perception of student interest, 
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English as a required course (item 5, DIF = 2.82, p < .05; χ2= 11.85, p <.01; z = 

4.19, p <.01), the need for specialized vocabulary (item 24, DIF = 1.33, p <.05; χ2 

= 8.23, p <.01; z = 3.63, p <.01) and the need for writing e-mail in English (item 

29, DIF = 1.48, p < .05; χ2 = 9.56, p <.01; z = 3.33, p < .01). One of the most 

interesting differences is found in the perception of the interest in English as a 

required course. Although students gave it a relatively high rating (item 5), it was 

the teachers (Table 66) who responded most strongly, with 91.7% of the group (n = 

24), indicating “agree,” as opposed to the 31.5% of the student group (Table 64, n = 

963) who also indicated “agree.” The teachers also tended to overestimate student 

interest in learning specialized vocabulary and in writing letters and e-mail in 

English, with the teachers indicating 91.7% and 87.5% agree/somewhat agree 

respectively (Table 66). The students, by comparison, only indicated 57.8% and 

46.6% agree/somewhat agree on interest in these skills (Table 64). 

At the time of the questionnaire, the Core English Course teachers had 

already adopted a textbook focusing on the practical use of writing e-mail for use in 

the upper level classes. This decision might have influenced the teachers’ 

perceptions of the usefulness of writing e-mail, or rather just mirrored the ideas that 

went into adopting the textbook in the first place. Within the student group, 

however, less than half of the students endorsed this particular skill (Table 63, item 

29, Rasch measure = 50.2), as well as the lack of need for specialized vocabulary, 

which was further reinforced by the low endorsement rate of the Option Class 

offering, English for (specialized) Majors (item 55, Rasch measure = 51.8). There 

is an interesting contradiction in the findings for the students concerning their 
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attitude toward the perception of specialized vocabulary and specialized English, as 

the short answer data from the student pilot version of the questionnaire featured a 

large number of tokens related to specialized English, with students listing such 

items as “English for commerce,” and “English for accounting.” This lack of 

endorsement of these types of items on the questionnaire might indicate that the 

short answer responses reflected only a small percentage of the overall population, 

whereas the questionnaire targeted and reflected the interests of a much larger 

population. 

 

Solving the Issues 

As a result of the use of the Needs Assessment Questionnaire, the needs of a 

variety of stakeholders were identified and decisions on further components of the 

Model were then made. The collection of information from a variety of sources 

allowed for all groups to be represented in the decision-making venues related to 

the curriculum for the Option English Course (Figure 18). Each of the groups listed 

in the figure was vital in contributing a different aspect of needs for the program. 

With the identification of these needs, the type and number of classes to offer in the 

Option English Course were then determined, as well as information to aid in 

decision making as to how these Option classes could be a part of the larger 

curriculum goals of the various faculties at the university. The original teacher-

generated list of Option Classes was trimmed down from Options A through L (12 

options) to Options A through I (9 options), based on the data from the student and 

teacher questionnaires, input from the faculties, and opinions of the administrators 
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and teaching staff (Appendix L). The need to schedule classes that would not 

conflict with the numerous required classes offered by the individual faculties led  

to discussions on how to open as many time slots for classes as possible, and to 

arrange for a teaching staff that could be ready to meet these time needs. 

Coordinated curricula, assessment methods, and a built-in evaluation system 

became a systematized part of the Option English Course, taking into account the 

requests from the faculties for accountability in the English Language Program and 

the opinions of the English teaching staff. Drawing from data provided from the 

scores of an in-house placement test designed around the Core English curriculum, 

the idea for creating several levels of option classes was supported, with four of the 

nine option classes having separate introductory and intermediate levels that were 

offered as separate class types under separate class names. The idea behind the 

creating of these levels was to accommodate students who would be entering the 

Option English Course in their second year directly out of the upper level of the 

Core English Course, and perhaps ready for more challenging classes. 

 

Further Questions Raised by the Research 

One of the questions raised by this research is tied to the age-old question of 

the role of English instruction in an EFL learning environment, more specifically, 

the questions raised by the differences between English for General Purposes,  
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(EGP) and English for Special Purposes (ESP). Graves (2000) notes that in 

teaching English in an EFL setting, “…there are often no clear-cut needs for using 

English outside of the classroom for a given group of students, and the teacher 

cannot base the course on needs that don’t exist” (p. 105). Jordan (1997) separates 

EGP from ESP by saying that EGP relegates English to a subject of its own, 

whereas ESP acts as a service industry for other specialties, while categorizing 

separately English for Social Purposes, the main goal of which is for learners to 

become functional in conversational and communicative situations. Hutchinson and 

Waters (1987) in their work on ESP, define EGP as something “usually studied for 

exam purposes” (p. 17). 

Superimposing the results of the data collected from the needs assessment 

data collection onto this montage further adds to the conundrum. The most clearly 

visible goal for university students in relation to their post-graduation need for 

English is related to the English that they might face on a screening test for a job. 

Given that these tests are generally in-house tests based closely on the type of items 

covered in university entrance examinations, this in many ways brings students 

back full circle to where they started their university careers. Another salient need 

for English is expressed in the desire for the ability to list a TOEIC or Eiken score 

among one’s accomplishments on a job resume, but not necessarily needing the 

skills associated with the content of either test upon employment in a company. 

Even more unlikely are the chances of working for a company where English is 

necessary or for travel abroad for pleasure someday. 
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One of these perceived needs is clearly reflected in the degree of interest and 

enrollment numbers in the TOEIC classes at the university, which has the largest 

number of class sections at the introductory level. Yet, the class with the second 

largest enrollment is the Movie and Music class, which seems to have little 

relationship with student needs after graduation. As Ukemi (Student 2) commented 

in her interview, “You don’t go to the movies when you are traveling overseas!” 

The faculties also have a longstanding tradition of offering English-related 

classes, such as Foreign Book Reading, which operate outside of the English 

Language Program. As became clear in the upperclass student interviews, the 

reading classes in economics, in which this type of English class was offered, were 

too difficult, and were taught using a traditional lecture-style grammar-translation 

approach. Within the context of the discussions on the development of the English 

Language Program, the various faculties grappled with the idea of turning these 

“specialty-based” classes over to the Institute, or keeping them as their own 

faculty-based classes. In the end, the reluctance of the faculties to give up these 

types of classes, and the evident lack of interest in these types of classes among the 

Core English student group as indicated by their responses on the needs assessment 

questionnaire prevailed. This led to the classes remaining in their respective 

faculties, out of the reach of the Institute and the English teaching staff. 

This combination of factors, however, has fed into the larger question that is 

currently under debate on campus, as to the purposes of a liberal arts education. 

Are instructors to give their students a broad base of knowledge from which they 

can go out into the world, or are they to help prepare the students for what they are 
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going to need out in the “real world” in terms of coping with the realities of finding 

employment and the skills that are needed for such tasks? What kind of role does 

English play in this debate, where the need for practical English skills depends 

heavily on the individual students and their aspirations for employment and life 

path after graduation. 

In the world of continued falling student enrollments, the student becomes an 

important “consumer” at the university, whose needs and demands need to be 

addressed. Rather than accepting dictation from above as to what types of 

knowledge and skills the students need to have by the end of their four years of 

university education, in the choosing of elective classes, the students have the 

power to express their own needs and interests. There are clearly divided arguments 

on the incorporation of classes that specialize in such topics as TOEIC, one side 

arguing that the university should not function as a substitute for a senmon gakko, 

or technical school, while the other side, viewing the students as consumers, feel 

that schools should respond to expressed student interests and needs, even if this 

means opening up a large number of TOEIC classes to accommodate the large 

student enrollment numbers. 

The Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model is designed to help 

provide answers to these issues by providing multiple opportunities for the 

collection of data that can help inform these discussions, without necessarily 

dictating the discussion itself. As with many campuses that are implementing new 

curricula to cope with changing demographic and economic changes, the university 
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described in this study is also grappling with the future course of its curriculum, the 

foreign language programs being an important part of that discussion. 

   
Contributing to the Field 

This study contributes to the field of language program and curriculum 

development by adding a new model from which a full cycle of planning, 

implementation, and evaluation can be incorporated, adding to the growing 

literature on Rasch analysis in questionnaire development, and adding to the 

literature on program development in Japanese tertiary institutions, particularly to 

the English literature on this subject, as this study has been written in the L2 of the 

country where the study was conducted. 

 

The Iterative Model 

The current implementation of the Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation 

Model in a Japanese tertiary setting is believed to be the first of its kind. Whereas 

there have been studies and projects that have centered around needs assessment 

for curriculum development, the planning and implementation of a curriculum for 

language programs, or one-shot class and program evaluations, little has been done 

to approach systematically all aspects of program development such that the 

program can then maintain itself as a self-sustaining, self-regulating entity. 
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Validation of the Questionnaires 

The incorporation of questionnaires into needs assessment and evaluation 

schemes is nothing new in the field of education; however, the validation of 

questionnaires using the Rasch model is still relatively new in Japanese tertiary 

institutions in relation to program and curriculum development. The idea of using 

DIF statistics as a way to further examine the results of questionnaires is still an 

underutilized area of study (Johanson & Johanson, 1996). It is hoped that this study 

will contribute to the growing literature on the use of Rasch analysis in the field of 

language program and curriculum development. 

 

Investigating and Reporting Needs 

Needs assessment is playing an increasingly important role in the field of 

language program and curriculum development in Japan (Table 2). One important 

facet of the current study is that a variety of stakeholders are included in the 

project, both as informants and as participants who contributed to collecting 

information on needs. Many previous studies in needs assessment employed a 

variety of methods to collect data on needs, but there are still few studies that 

indicate how needs assessment data is dealt with in the subsequent phases of 

prioritizing needs and implementing the results. This type of work is accomplished 

through the use of the Iterative NA/Evaluation Model, as the needs can be 

operationalized, implemented, and then later evaluated through the outcomes. This 

study therefore fills a gap that has existed in the literature on needs analysis as it 
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relates to curriculum and language program development in Japanese tertiary 

institutions. 

Theoretical Consequences of the Study 

The current study and the design and implementation of the Iterative Needs 

Assessment/Evaluation Model drew heavily on a participatory paradigm and a 

pragmatic approach. The main feature of the participatory paradigm is that the 

project employs the investment of all those who have reason to be involved with 

the planning, implementation, or outcome of the project. This works in conjunction 

with the pragmatic approach that served as an underlying facet of this project. 

Because the project was goal-oriented, and because it necessarily involved a large 

number of voices in the decision-making and implementation processes, the 

components of the Model and its outcomes were tempered by a generous amount of 

compromise on all sides, and between all groups of stakeholders. 

Further implications of this project involve stimulating further discussion on 

the need for NA as part of curriculum design for English language programs 

offered at Japanese universities, and to highlight issues found in NA project 

development, including the feasibility and difficulty of introducing an institutional 

NA at the tertiary level. Pedagogical implications for the study are of both a local 

and a more global nature. My hope is that this project will provide me with an 

avenue to continue to develop and pilot instruments that can eventually be used in 

NA in other departments and other educational institutions. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 
Summary of the Findings 

A new model for an iterative needs assessment and evaluation scheme was 

initiated based on the need for a systematic way to develop a new curricular 

framework for a new language program. In this case study, the staff at a Japanese 

tertiary institution needed to implement new curricula that would serve as a fully 

coordinated English language program replacing the current program. Creating a 

model that could systematize the developmental process and that could inform and 

support the continuation of the program was essential. With the development of a 

model, came the need to develop questionnaires that could reliably serve the data 

collection process. Taking into account the opinions of a variety of stakeholders, a 

systematic way to collect information on needs as perceived by various 

stakeholders was crucial. The stakeholders reported on a variety of needs that were 

fundamental in building the new language program, especially, for the second tier 

of the language program, the Option English Course. 

Through the process of building, implementing, and assessing the Iterative 

NA/Evaluation Model, it was found that the two-cycle, multi-component features 

of the Model worked effectively for language program innovation, development, 

implementation, and evaluation. Valid questionnaires were developed that assisted 

with the collection of data. The data collected with the questionnaires was a 

valuable resource in the decision-making processes. By incorporating a variety of 
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multi-source, multi-method series of data collection procedures, the needs of 

various stakeholders were identified. Implementing data collection techniques such 

as questionnaires, interviews, document analysis, means analysis, and a systems 

analysis, revealed a wide variety of needs among the various groups of stakeholders 

who were invested in the success of the curriculum and the language program. 

Through the implementation of various aspects of the Iterative Model, these needs 

could be discussed, prioritized, and incorporated into the development of the 

second tier of the English Language Program, the English Option Course. 

 
Limitations 

Limitations are concerned with internal validity, the main issue being the 

ability to answer the question, “Have you really shown what think that you have 

shown in the course of developing and reporting on the study?” To investigate the 

issues of internal validity for this current study, the working model implemented 

was based on the work by Airasian (1974), which includes these aspects of internal 

validity: (a) history, (b) maturation, (c) instability, (d) testing, (e) instrumentation, 

(f) selection, (g) mortality, and (h) statistical regression. 

The first limitation of the study involves the issue of instrumentation. Efforts 

to validate the instruments faced two problems: (a) not enough items to provide 

sufficient measurement of the construct, and (b) not enough teachers in the sample 

to provide accurate measurement of the constructs. A lack of items in the Student 

Needs Assessment Questionnaire Construct 3 (2 items) and the Student Evaluation 

Questionnaire Construct 3 (2 items) led to problems with Rasch person separation 
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and person reliability indices (Student NA person separation = .43, person 

reliability = .15; Student Evaluation person separation = 1.08, person reliability = 

.54).  

Both of the teacher questionnaires were completed by so few teachers (n < 

30) that the Rasch analysis results were unstable and highly tentative. The sizes of 

the two questionnaire groups (Needs assessment questionnaire: n = 24; Option 

English Course Evaluation questionnaire: n = 16) were not large enough to trust 

fully the results of the analyses. Because of the low participant numbers and the 

small number of items in the constructs, problems showed up in the Option 

Evaluation with issues of person separation indices and item separation indices 

(e.g., Teacher Option English Course Evaluation, Construct 1 person separation 

and Construct 2 item separation index = 0.0; item reliability = 0.0). 

These validity issues need to be addressed by adding additional items to better 

measure the constructs and by increasing the participation of the teachers 

completing the Needs Assessment and Option English Course Evaluations 

Questionnaires. 

Also related to instrumentation, a second limitation of the study concerns the 

validity of the task instructions (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991), which involves 

ensuring that multiple administrations of the same instruments are carried out in the 

same way. Within the framework of the current study, more written instructions for 

the staff members for the administration of the Needs Assessment Questionnaire 

would have ensured that the salient issues concerning the questionnaire, its 

purpose, voluntary participation, and lack of influence on course grades would have 
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been clearly and consistently communicated to the student participants. In the 

current administration of the questionnaires, it was not possible to assess to what 

degree the standardization of oral instructions was followed. This issue is 

particularly important in the case of multilingual classrooms with teaching staff 

who are L2 speakers of the native language of the students. 

A third limitation of the study concerns the selection and participation of 

stakeholders, in particular, (a) a lack of sufficient input from domain experts; (b) 

limited access to students outside of class survey time, which resulted in a lack of 

qualitative data; and (c) a lack of access to teaching staff for further interviews 

because of “questionnaire overload” by the end of the second cycle. This highlights 

issues of selection, or of adequate database (Hatch & Lazeraton, 1991). Having 

better access to domain experts, along with more data from students who had 

already completed the English Language Program would have led to a richer set of 

data that could have shed light on decisions related to the course content, an area 

that still needs further development. Better access to the students and teachers 

currently in the program would also have enriched the database concerning the 

evaluation of the Option English Course. 

 
Suggestions for Future Research 

The Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model can be expanded to allow 

for the inclusion of even more data sources in a number of ways. One of the most 

important sources for future expansion of the model is the inclusion of more input 

from domain experts, in particular, the gathering of language samples, and 
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language-based data. This type of data collection could include further 

questionnaires, interviews, on-site visits and collection of materials. 

The field of predictive validity is also one that carries great potential for use 

with this model. If there are ways to incorporate a tracking system of students 

through the English Language Program, through their upperclass years and out into 

the working world, much more could be learned about the effectiveness of the 

Language Program. 

Related to this idea is the prospect of developing an exit survey, designed for 

the English Language Program, based on the work that is being done by the 

College of Languages, Linguistics, and Literature at the University of Hawai`i 

(Kondo-Brown, Davis, & Watanabe, 2008), who are in the process of developing 

an online exit survey aimed at the program level. If such a system could be 

developed for use at the current site, it would be of use not only within the English 

Language Program, but could be expanded to cover the Foreign Language Program 

and the entire spectrum of language instruction offered during the students’ four 

years of study at the university. 

The ideas expressed above are all avenues for further research possibilities 

related to this study. In particular, these areas of research are of interest for future 

research: 

1. What needs will be reported by an expanded domain expert database, in 

particular employers of university alumni and the alumni themselves? How 

might these data further inform curriculum revision in the Option English 

Course? 
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2. Can the Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model incorporate data 

collection methods that would be of use for a predictive validity study? What 

limitations would be faced in such a revision of the Model? 

3. How can a program-wide exit survey be implemented into the Model? What 

information will such a survey provide? What medium would best suit a survey 

of this nature? How would the results of such a survey inform the revision of 

the English Language Program? 

There is also the potential for expanding the use of the instruments developed 

for use in this study in other departments at the university, and eventually at other 

Japanese universities. Working towards a goal of developing a broad-based, user-

friendly methodology for NA and evaluation, the future options for further research 

are endless. 

 
Final Conclusions 

The implementation of the new curriculum program for the Option English 

Course was successful. This was due to three factors: (a) a scheme for systematic 

program development which was enabled by the design and implementation of the 

Iterative Needs Assessment/Evaluation Model, (b) valid data collection instruments 

that provided data to inform the curriculum project, and (c) the ability to identify 

the needs of various stakeholders with an investment in the program. 

The two-pronged facet of the Model was well-suited to the realities of 

curriculum development and monitoring in a Japanese university environment, 

where program maintenance is often left to the teachers. This flexibility in the 
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Model allowed the English teaching staff to make the decision to proceed with only 

the second cycle of the model in the second year of the Option English Course. 

This gave the staff a break from the intensity of multiple surveys and time 

commitments, while focusing on the information to create revisions for the Course 

that could be implemented in the second year. Without this type of flexibility, it 

would be easy for the program to become stagnant, and eventually abandoned. 

The Model was also able to handle the scope of the project. It allowed for the 

collection of data that was relevant from people who had a vested interest in the 

success of the program. The resulting data was of the type that could be assessed, 

prioritized, and incorporated into the program. 

The Model is also flexible enough in design that it can be adopted to other 

settings. By adjusting the aspects of the Model, it can be used at a level as small as 

the class level, while also serving the needs of a language program level, or 

university-wide level. The setting does not need to be limited to a university 

setting, however, as the components and aspects of the Model are universal in 

nature and can be used beyond a language learning setting. 

The surveys developed for use in this project provided the large-scale data 

necessary for a project of this scope. Questionnaires used with student participants 

were shown to be valid data collection instruments. The data from the less 

successful teacher questionnaires were complemented by interview and short 

answer data, providing a fuller data picture. Analyses of the teacher questionnaire 

provided a clear direction for change in future version of the teacher survey. Due to 
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the iterative nature of the Model, work can continually be done to better upcoming 

surveys and data collection methods. 

Through multiple source-by-method data collection, it was possible to 

identify the needs of various stakeholders. Because there was a large number of 

stakeholders involved in different stages of the decision-making process, we were 

able to address different needs in the overall program development and in the 

curriculum. This important facet of needs identification is crucial to the continued 

investment in the program by various stakeholders. 

In the future, I would like to see the Model implemented in other educational 

settings, with continued application in the current program, combined with further 

revisions to improve the Model and enhance future results. As the need for 

accountability and the role of evaluation in establishing such accountability 

continues to grow in Japan, working models such as this one will continue to play a 

greater role in guiding program and curriculum development and assessment. 
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 APPENDIX A 
CONSENT FORM 

 
Consent to Participate in Research Project 

 
Title of Project: Needs Analysis for Core English Program 
Researcher: Kathleen Brown 
 
The information collected for this project is for research purposes only. The names 
of the individuals and institutions participating in the research shall remain 
confidential and shall be known only to the researcher, Kathleen Brown. 
Information collected for this project may be used in written research reports and 
academic presentations. 
 
Any recorded data will remain the property of the researcher and will remain 
confidential. 
 
I understand the conditions as explained above and agree to take part in this 
research: 
 
Signed: ______________________________________________ 
 
 
Name of Participant: ___________________________________ 

(Please print) 
 
 
Date:_______________________________________________ 
 
 
Signature of Researcher: _____________________________________ 
 
 
Date: _______________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS 

(JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

2007-2008 英語部門調査結果 
このアンケートはNM大学で英語を学ぶみなさんのご意見を聞き、現在の英語教育をより
みなさんの興味やニーズに合ったものにするための試みのひとつです。あなたの経験に基
づく意見は大変重要な判断材料になりますので、ぜひ以下の質問に回答してご協力くださ
い。よろしくお願いします。 

 あてはまる記号をマークシートに記入してください  
 
1. 学年:  (a) 1  (b) 2  (c) 3  (d) 4 
 
2. 学部:  (a) 文  (b) 法  (c) 経  (d) 商 
 
3. 性別:  (a) 女  (b) 男 
 
4. クラス:  (a) 初  (b) 中  (c) 上  (d) 英語 II 
 
5. 英会話学校・外国語専門学校・家庭教師などの英語学習年数: 
   (a) 0  (b) 一年以内 (c)１～３年  (d) ３年以上 
 
6. 英語圏への旅行、滞在経験について: 

(a) 英語圏に行ったことがない (c) ２週間以上～ 一年未満 
(b) ２週間未満    (d) 一年以上 

 
第 1部: あなたの意見と一致する記号を記入してください。 
私が英語を勉強するのは: 

  そう     ややそう  あまりそう そう 
  思う         思う    思わない 思わない 

 7.  将来の仕事のため (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
 8.  職に就くため (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
 9.  英語を今より上手に話せるようになりたいから (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
10. 社会人にとって英語が必要であるから (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
11. 必修科目であるから (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
12. 外国で学ぶため (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
13. 外国を旅行するため (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
14. 外国で働くことが出来るようになるため (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
15. 英語の能力が必要な職に就くことが 
   出来るようになるため (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
16. 英語が好きだから (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 
17. 英語は大学の教養科目として必修であるべきだ。 (a) (b)   (c)   (d) 



 
 
 

  260 

18. 大学では英語は必修とされているものだけを  
  取る予定である。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
19. 自分の専門に関する英語 (商学部なら商学英語)  
  科目が英語課程に組み込まれているべきである。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
20. 卒業するまでに英語に関する授業を出来るだけ  

とるつもりでいる。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
 
第 2部: 大学の英語教育において、次のことについてどの程度希望しますか: 

       そう    ややそう あまりそう そう 
       思う       思う       思わない   思わない 

21. TOEIC のスコアを伸ばしたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

22. TOEFL のスコアを伸ばしたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

23. 英検のスコアを伸ばしたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

24. 専攻に関する英語の語彙力を養いたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

25. 英字新聞や雑誌を読みたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

26. 英語で小説を読みたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

27. 英語で記事や報告書を読みたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

28. 英文を速く読めるようになりたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

29. 英語で電子メールと手紙を書きたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

30. 英語で論文・報告書を書きたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

31. 英語でビジネス報告書を書きたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

32. 英語で自身の日記、エッセイや詩を書きたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

33. パソコン (ソフト) を使って 英語を勉強したい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

34. インターネットの英語のサイトを利用したい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

35. 英語での日常会話の能力を向上させたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

36. 英語でのプレゼンテーションをしたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

37. 様々な問題に対して英語で討論をしたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

38. テレビ・ラジオの英語のニュースを見たり、 
   聴いたりしたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 
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39. 英語の映画・ビデオ・DVDの理解度を上げたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

40. 英語によるアナウンスを理解したい (a) (b) (c) (d) 

41. 大学の講義を英語で聞き、理解出来るようになりたい (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
 
第 3部: 来年度 (２０年度) から二年生以上に対して次のような授業 (1週間1回 
1単位)が開講されたならば、あなたはどの授業を受けてみたいと思いますか。 
                      
   そう      ややそう  あまりそう そう 
 思う       思う     思わない 思わない 
42.  リーディング (速読) (a) (b) (c) (d) 
43.  リーディング (英文理解) (a) (b) (c) (d) 
44.  ライティング (a) (b) (c) (d) 
45.  TOEIC (a) (b) (c) (d) 
46.  TOEFL (a) (b) (c) (d) 
47.  英検 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
48.  総合英語 (４技：読解、聴解、作文、会話) (a) (b) (c) (d) 
49.  インターネットイングリッシュ (a) (b) (c) (d) 
50.  報道英語（ニュース英語） (a) (b) (c) (d) 
51.  ビジネス英語 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
52.  教職課程用英語 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
53.  英語での映画・音楽鑑賞 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
54.  インテンシブ(集中的な)英語 (週４回／4単位) (a) (b) (c) (d) 
55.  専攻分野の英語 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 

ありがとうございました 
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APPENDIX C 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

2007-2008 English Section Survey 
This questionnaire is designed to help facilitate the improvement of English education at NM 
University by listening to your ideas on your interests and needs for English. We value your 
experience and ideas and would like to hear from you by filling out this survey. Thank you for your 
help with this project. 
 

  Please circle your responses below   
 
1. Year: (a) 1   (b) 2   (c) 3    (d) 4 
 
2. Faculty: (a) Literature (b) Law   (c) Economics  (d) Commerce 
 
3. Gender: (a) Female  (b) Male 
 
4. Class: (a) Basic  (b) Intermediate (c) Upper Intermediate (d) Eigo II 
 
5. Number of Years Spent Studying English at Special English School, with a Home Tutor, etc. 
 (a) 0  (b) Less than 1 year  (c) 1 – 3 years (d) More than 3 years 
 
6. How much time have you spent in an English-speaking country? 
 (a) I have never been to an English speaking country 
 (b) Less than 2 weeks 
 (c) Between 2 weeks and 1 year 
 (d) More than 1 year 
 
Section 1: Mark the answers that match your interests. 
 
I am studying English: 
                                                      Agree Somewhat Somewhat Disagree     
                                                                                 Agree        Disagree 

7.  For future work (a) (b) (c) (d) 
8.  For job hunting (a) (b) (c) (d) 
9.  In order to be able to speak English better (a) (b) (c) (d) 
10.  Because it is necessary for members of society (a) (b) (c) (d) 
11.  Because it is a required course (a) (b) (c) (d) 
12.  To study overseas (a) (b) (c) (d) 
13.  To travel overseas (a) (b) (c) (d) 
14.  To be able to work overseas (a) (b) (c) (d) 
15.  To be able to work in a job where English  
       is required (a) (b) (c) (d) 
16.  Because I like English (a) (b) (c) (d) 
17.  I think English should be a required course in  
       the university curriculum 
 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
18.  I plan to take only the required number of 
       credits in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 
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19.  I think English related to my major (e.g., Commerce 
       English for Commerce students) should be a 
       part of the English curriculum (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
20.  I plan to make as many English classes as  
       possible by graduation (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
Section 2: Through the English education curriculum at NM University, what things would you like 
to be able to do? 
 
                                                                                                                                Agree Somewhat Somewhat Disagree 
                Agree       Disagree   
21. Increase TOEIC score (a) (b) (c) (d) 

22. Increase TOEFL score (a) (b) (c) (d) 

23. Increase STEP (Eiken) score (a) (b) (c) (d) 

24. Increase knowledge of specialized vocabulary (a) (b) (c) (d) 

25. Read English newspapers and magazines (a) (b) (c) (d) 

26. Read novels in English (a (b) (c) (d) 

27. Read articles and reports in English (a (b) (c) (d) 

28. Read more quickly (a) (b) (c) (d) 

29. Write letters and e-mail in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

30. Write papers and reports in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

31. Write business reports in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

32. Write a diary/essay in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

33. Learn to use PC software to study English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

34. Use internet sites in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

35. Increase conversational English ability (a) (b) (c) (d) 

36. Give presentations in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

37. Discuss a variety of issues in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

38. Understand English TV and radio news broadcasts (a) (b) (c) (d)  

39. Increase comprehension level of English movies, (a) (b) (c) (d) 
      videos, and DVDs 
 
40. Understand announcements in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

41. Understand academic lectures in English (a) (b) (c) (d)
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Section 3: If the following types of classes were available next year in the curriculum for second-

year students and above, what classes would you be interested in taking?  

 
         Agree     Somewhat Somewhat   Disagree 

             Agree      Disagree 
42. Reading (speed reading) (a) (b) (c) (d) 

43. Reading (reading comprehension) (a) (b) (c) (d) 

44. Writing (a) (b) (c) (d) 

45. TOEIC (a) (b) (c) (d) 

46. TOEFL (a) (b) (c) (d) 

47. Eiken (a (b) (c) (d) 

48. Comprehensive English (4 skills) (a (b) (c) (d) 

49. Internet English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

50. News English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

51. Business English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

52. English for Teaching License (a) (b) (c) (d) 

53. Movies and Music in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

54. Intensive English (4 times/week) (a) (b) (c) (d) 

55. Special English by Major (a) (b) (c) (d) 

 

Thank You   
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APPENDIX D 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

(JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

CEFTS 
2007-2008 英語部門調査 （教員用） 

このアンケートはNM大学の英語教育をよりよいものにするため、授業を担当していただ
いている先生にご意見をお伺いするものです。 ご協力よろしくお願いします。 
 

 あてはまる記号を  で囲んでください 
 
 
1. 学部: (a)文  (b)法  (c)経  (d)商 
 
2. クラス: (a)コア 初 (b)コア 中 (c)コア 上 (d)英語 II 
 
第 1部: NM大学の学生が英語を履修する理由・目的は何だと思いますか: 
 
                                     そう ややそう あまりそう    そう  
                                     思う        思う   思わない    思わない 

 3.  将来の仕事のため (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 4.  職に就くため (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
 5.  英語を今より上手に話せるようになりたいから (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 6.  社会人にとって英語が必要であるから (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 7.  必修科目であるから (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 8.  外国で学ぶため (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 9.  外国を旅行するため (a) (b) (c) (d) 
10. 外国で働くことが出来るようになるため (a) (b) (c) (d) 
11. 英語の能力が必要な職に就くことが (a) (b) (c) (d) 
  出来るようになるため             
12. 英語が好きだから (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
 
S-1. NM大学を卒業後、学生は英語をどのように使う機会があると思いますか？ 
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第 2部: NM大学の英語教育において、学生はどのようなことが出来るようになるべきだ
と思いますか: 
 
                                   そう   ややそう あまりそう   そう 
                                   思う         思う      思わない    思わない 

13. TOEIC のスコアを伸ばす (a) (b) (c)  (d) 

14. TOEFL のスコアを伸ばす (a) (b) (c) (d) 

15. 英検のスコアを伸ばす (a) (b) (c) (d) 

16. 専攻に関する英語の語彙力を高める (a) (b) (c) (d) 

17. 英字新聞や雑誌が読める (a) (b) (c) (d) 

18. 英語で小説が読める (a) (b) (c) (d) 

19. 英語で記事や報告書が読める (a) (b) (c) (d) 

20. 英文を速く読めるようになる (a) (b) (c) (d) 

21. 英語で電子メールと手紙が書ける (a) (b) (c) (d) 

22. 英語で論文・報告書が書ける (a) (b) (c) (d) 

23. 英語でビジネス報告書が書ける (a) (b) (c) (d) 

24. 英語で自身の日記、エッセイや詩が書ける (a) (b) (c) (d) 

25. パソコン (ソフト) を使って 英語を勉強する (a) (b) (c) (d) 

26. インターネットの英語のサイトを利用する (a) (b) (c) (d) 

27. 英語での日常会話の能力を向上させる (a) (b) (c) (d) 

28. 英語でのプレゼンテーションをする (a) (b) (c) (d) 

29. 様々な問題に対して英語で討論をする (a) (b) (c) (d)  

30. テレビ・ラジオの英語のニュースを見たり、 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
   聴いたりする 

31. 英語の映画・ビデオ・DVDの理解度を上げる (a) (b) (c)  (d) 

32. 英語によるアナウンスを理解する (a) (b) (c) (d) 

33. 大学の講義を英語で聞き、理解する (a) (b) (c) (d) 
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S-2. NM大学の学生はどのような英語を一番学びたいと思っているでしょうか 。 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-3. NM大学の学生はどのような英語 を学ぶべきだと思いますか。 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ありがとうございました 
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APPENDIX E 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

FTS 
2007-2008 English Section Survey（For Staff） 

This questionnaire is designed to help facilitate the improvement of English education at NM 
University. We would appreciate feedback from staff teaching English courses. Thank you for your 
help with this project. 
 

  Please circle your responses below   
 
(Circle all that apply for Numbers 1-2) 
 
1. Faculty taught: (a) Literature  (b) Law (c) Economics (d) Commerce 
 
2. Class:  (a) Core Jyo  (b) Eigo II (c) SI 1-2  (d) SI 3-4 
 
Section 1: What do you think are the reasons/purposes that NM University students are taking 
English?  
                           Agree       Somewhat Somewhat     Disagree     
                                                                   Agree       Disagree   

 3.  For future work  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 4.  For job hunting  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 5.  In order to be able to speak English better  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 6.  It is necessary for members of society  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 7.  It is a required course  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 8.  To study overseas  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 9.  To travel overseas  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
10. To be able to work overseas  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
11. To be able to work in a job where English is required (a) (b) (c) (d) 
12. Because they like English  (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
 
S-1. After graduating from NM University, what opportunities do you think the students will have to 
use English? 
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Section 2: Through the English education curriculum at NM University, what things do you think 
that the students should be able to do? 
 
                             Agree Somewhat Somewhat Disagree     
                                                              Agree     Disagree   
13. Increase TOEIC score (a) (b) (c) (d) 

14. Increase TOEFL score (a) (b) (c) (d) 

15. Increase STEP (Eiken) score (a) (b) (c) (d) 

16. Increase knowledge of specialized vocabulary (a) (b) (c) (d) 

17. Read English newspapers and magazines (a) (b) (c) (d) 

18. Read novels in English (a (b) (c) (d) 

19. Read articles and reports in English (a (b) (c) (d) 

20. Read more quickly (a) (b) (c) (d) 

21. Write letters and e-mail in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

22. Write papers and reports in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

23. Write business reports in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

24. Write a diary/essay in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

25. Learn to use PC software to study English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

26. Use Internet sites in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

27. Increase conversational English ability (a) (b) (c) (d) 

28. Give presentations in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

29. Discuss a variety of issues in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

30. Understand English TV and radio news broadcasts (a) (b) (c) (d) 

31.  Increase comprehension level of English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

32. Understand announcements in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 

33. Understand academic lectures in English (a) (b) (c) (d) 
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S-2. What do you think NM university students most WANT to study? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-3. What do you think NM university students most NEED to study? 
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APPENDIX F 
OPTION ENGLISH EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS  

(JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

OPTAD 12.08 
2008-2009 後期英語部門調査 

このアンケートはNM大学で英語を学ぶみなさんのご意見を聞き、現在の英語教育をより
みなさんの興味やニーズに合ったものにするための試みのひとつです。あなたの経験に基
づく意見は大変重要な判断材料になりますので、ぜひ以下の質問に回答してご協力くださ
い。よろしくお願いします。 

 あてはまる記号をマークシートに記入してください 
 
1. 学部: (a)文   (b)法   (c)経   (d)商 
 
2. クラス: (a)オプション A (b)オプション B (c)オプション C (d)オプション D 
 
3. レベル: (a)導入   (b)発展 
 
あなたが選んだオプションの授業を振返って、次の質問に答えて下さい。 
                       そう  ややそう  あまりそう  そう 
                                                                                                   思う      思う    思わない   思わない 

 4.  授業の内容は自分の理解度に合ったものであった。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
 5.  今後も自分の英語レベルを向上させたい。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
 6.  授業は目標とする英語のスキルを発展するのに 
  役立った 。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
 7.  このオプションの授業は半期で終了するほうがよい。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
 8.  このオプションの授業は1年間かけるのがよい。    (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
 9.  この授業を受けて、英語が以前より好きになった。    (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
10. 自分が選んだオプションコースのような授業を友人  
  にすすめたい。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
11. 教科書の難易度は、適切だった。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
12. 教科書は授業の目的に見合ったものであった。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
13. 教科書の内容は興味が持てた。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
14. 教科書を進むペースは、ちょうどよかった。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
15. 全体的に見て、この教科書はよかった。 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
16. この教科書を使って、英語が以前より好 (a)  (b) (c) (d) 
 
17. この授業の全体的な評価は: 
(a) 大変良い (b) 良い (c) あまり良くない (d) 良くない 
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S-１. 自分が選んだオプションコースで一番良かった点は何ですか。 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-2. 自分が選んだオプションコースで一番悪かった点は何ですか。 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

S-3. 自分が選んだオプションコースで来年度に変更されるべきだ 
と思う点があれば、書いて下さい。 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
S-4. 使用した教科書（前期・後期）について感じた事を書いて下さい。 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

ありがとうございました 
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APPENDIX G 
OPTION ENGLISH EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS 

(ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

2008-2009 English Section Survey 
This questionnaire is designed to help facilitate the improvement of English education at NM 
University by listening to your ideas on your interests and needs for English. We value your 
experience and ideas and would like to hear from you by filling out this survey. Thank you for your 
help with this project. 
 

Please circle your responses below  
 

1. Faculty: (a) Literature  (b) Law   (c) Economics (d) Commerce 
 
2. Class: (a) Option A  (b) Option B  (c) Option C   (d) Option D 
 
3. Level: (a) Introductory  (b) Intermediate 
 
Section 1: Thinking back on the (Option X Introductory) class, please answer the questions below. 

                                          Agree     Somewhat Somewhat   Disagree 
                          Agree       Disagree 
4.  The level of the class matched my level. (a) (b) (c) (d)  

5.  I want to continue to increase my English proficiency level. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

6. The class focused on the skills in the objectives. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

7.  It is better to have the Option X class as a one-semester course. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

8.  It is better to have the Option X class as a one-year course. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

9.  I came to like English more than before after taking this course. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

10. I would recommend this class to a friend. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

11. The difficulty level of the textbook was appropriate. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

12. The textbook matched the purpose of the class. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

13. The textbook contents caught the students’ interest. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

14. The pace used for the textbook was appropriate. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

15. Overall, the textbook was good. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

16. I came to like English more from using the textbook. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

17. Overall, the Option X class was: 

(a) Very Good (b) Good (c) Not very good (d) Not good 
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S-1 What were the best aspects of the Option X class? 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

S-2. What were the worst aspects of the Option X Class? 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
S-3. What do you think should be changed for the upcoming year? 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
S-4. What is your opinion of the textbook(s) used in each semester?  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  Thank you   
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APPENDIX H 
OPTION ENGLISH EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

(JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

OBD  
2008-2009 英語部門調査（教員用） 

このアンケートはNM大学の英語教育をよりよいものにするため、授業を担当していただ
いている先生にご意見をお伺いするものです。 ご協力よろしくお願いします。 
 

 あてはまる記号を  で囲んでください 
 
オプション（xx） の授業を振り返って、次の質問に答えて下さい 。 
                                       そう             ややそう    あまりそう       そう 
                                       思う         思う        思わない      思わない 
1. 授業の内容は学生の理解度に合ったものであった。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
2. 学生の英語レベルを全体的向上させた。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
3. 授業はそれぞれの目標とする学生の英語スキルを 
    発展するものになった。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
4. 授業は半期で終了する方がよい。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
5. 授業は1年間かけるのがよい。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
6. 教科書の難易度は、適切だった。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
7. 教科書は授業の目的に見合ったものであった。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
8. 教科書の内容は学生の興味をひいた。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
9. 教科書を進むペースは、ちょうどよかった。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
10. 全体的に見て、この教科書はよかった。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
 
11. 共通テストの割合 (25％) はちょうどよい。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
  
12. 共通テストの割合を高くすべきだ。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
  
13. 共通テストの割合を低くすべきだ。 (a) (b) (c) (d) 
  
14. オプションB導入の全体的な評価は: 
  (a) 大変良い (b) 良い (c) あまり良くない (d) 良くない 
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S-１. このオプションコースで一番良かった点は何ですか。 
 

 
 

S-2. このオプションコースで一番悪かった点は何ですか。 
 

 
 
S-3. 来年度に変更されるべきだと思う点があれば、書いて下さい。 
 

 
 
S-4. 現在あるオプションコース以外で何か新しく教えたいと思うオプションが  
あれば書いて下さい。 
 

 
 

 

 ありがとうございました  
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APPENDIX I 
OPTION ENGLISH EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

2008-2009 English Section Survey (For Staff) 
This questionnaire is designed to help facilitate the improvement of English education at NM 
University. We would appreciate feedback from staff teaching English courses. Thank you for your 
help with this project. 
 

  Please circle your responses below   
 
Section 1: Thinking back on the (Option X Introductory) class, please answer the questions below. 

                                          Agree      Somewhat  Somewhat     Disagree 
                            Agree    Disagree 
1.  The level of the class matched the students’ level. (a) (b) (c) (d)  

2.  The students’ English proficiency increased. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

3.  The class focused on the skills in the objectives. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

4.  It is better to have the Option X class as a one-semester course. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

5.  It is better to have the Option X class as a one-year course. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

6.  The difficulty level of the textbook was appropriate. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

7.  The textbook matched the purpose of the class. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

8.  The textbook contents caught the students’ interest. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

9.  The pace used for the textbook was appropriate. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

10. Overall, the textbook was good. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

11. The weighting of the final exam (25%) is just right. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

12. The weighting of the final exam (25%) is too high. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

13. The weighting of the final exam (25%) is too low. (a) (b) (c) (d) 

14. Overall, the Option X class was: 

(a) Very Good (b) Good (c) Not very good (d) Not good 

 
S-1 What were the best aspects of the Option X class? 
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S-2. What were the worst aspects of the Option X Class? 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
S-3. What is your opinion of the textbook(s) used in each semester? 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
S-4. What do you think should be changed for the upcoming year? 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
S-5. What additional types of classes would you like to see offered as an Option Class? 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
  Thank you   
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APPENDIX J 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT/EVALUATION MODEL COMPONENTS 

AND ASPECTS 
___________________________________________________________________ 
Component 1: Prepare for the NA: 
   Aspect 1 Define the purpose of the NA: 
   Aspect 2 Identify stakeholders, users, and sources 
   Aspect 3 Define questions 
   Aspect 4 Recognize limitations 
   Aspect 5 Decide on methodology 
   Aspect 6 Decide on data collection and analysis methods 
   Aspect 7 Design instrumentation 
   Aspect 8 Decide responsibilities for collection and analysis of data 
   Aspect 9 Pilot instruments 
   Aspect 10 Revise survey instrument 
Component 2: Do the NA: 
   Aspect 1 Collect data 
   Aspect 2 Analyze data 
   Aspect 3 Interpret data (Identification of Needs) 
   Aspect 4 Evaluate NA and NA survey instrument 
   Aspect 5 Report on data 
Component 3: Plan: 
   Aspect 1 Integrate data into useable framework: 
   Aspect 2 Determine objectives 
   Aspect 3 Use data to inform decisions on content, syllabus, materials, texts, assessment methods 
   Aspect 4 Report on decisions made 
Component 4: Implement: 
   Aspect 1 Implement curriculum 
Component 5: Prepare for Evaluation 
   Aspect 1 Define the purpose and scope of the evaluation 
   Aspect 2 Identify stakeholders, users, and sources 
   Aspect 3 Define the questions 
   Aspect 4 Recognize limitations 
   Aspect 5 Decide on methodology 
   Aspect 6 Decide on data collection and analysis of data 
   Aspect 7 Design instrumentation 
   Aspect 8 Decide responsibilities for collection and analysis of data 
   Aspect 9 Decide on reporting methods 
   Aspect 10 Pilot instruments 
   Aspect 11 Revise Survey Instrument into final version 
Component 6: Do Evaluation 
   Aspect 1 Collect data 
   Aspect 2 Analyze data 
   Aspect 3 Interpret data 
   Aspect 4 Evaluate and Revise evaluation instrument 
Component 7: Report/Revise: 
   Aspect 1 Report on data 
   Aspect 2 Collect feedback 
   Aspect 3 Revise (curriculum) 
   Aspect 4 Determine action for going on to next step 
   Aspect 5 Prepare final evaluation report 
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Component 8: A: Implement: 
   Aspect 1 Implement changes 
 
    OR 
                        B: Prepare next round of NA 
   Aspect 1 Continue with first cycle 
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APPENDIX K 
INTERVIEW DATA FROM THIRD- AND FOURTH-YEAR 

STUDENTS AND CAREER OFFICE STAFF 
 

Student English in the University Curriculum (n = 7) 
  
1 Should have a class that doesn't feel like study. 
2 It would be good to have a TOIEC class. 
2 TOEIC class should be separate from conversation class. 
2 People looking for job will take TOEIC, people who want to study abroad, will take 

conversation so it's better to separate two classes. 
2 Would like to have a choice in classes, then could take what we are interested in. 
2 First year is when we remember English best, because of studying for entrance exams. 
2 It's better to have English in 1st year than 3rd. 
2 English is better as a required class. 
2 Oral is focused on communication, but not a very useful class. 
2 (In Eigo II) watched movies, didn't understand at all. 
2 Won't go to see movies overseas. 
2 No need for Eigo I-type class. 
2 (Have class) that focuses on when foreigners come to Japan. 
2 More chance of this situation of using English here than in going overseas?. 
4 Some will take English conversation just because it seems interesting. 
6 Oral English seemed useful because we studied practical English. 
6 Would like to be able to take Eiken test in class. 
6 People who are taking English are 3rd and 4th year level students who failed 1st and 2nd 

year English. 
6 If I take English in 3rd/4th year, can't take some (required) class related to my major. 
6 4th year students who already have found a job have a chance (time) to study things like 

Eiken. 
7 No time to take English as 3rd and 4th year students. 
8 Things that are in the (Oral English) text don't happen in real life. 
9 I don't know of anyone who took English for 4 years. 
9 Taking the required credits is enough. 
9 People who really want to continue studying, or really want to speak, will go to some 

place like NOVA. 
9 It's important (a big factor) that I took Oral English, but I can't speak English. 
9 No chances to really speak because class is only once a week. 
9 Since I didn't study speaking in junior/senior high, I thought will study in university or 

NOVA. 

 
 
Need for Practical English (n = 5) 

9 No need to read English books or newspapers in real life. 
8 Might use English when travelling, want to speak then. 
8 Won't be able to speak English unless in a position where have to speak. 
6 No chances to use (oral) English. 
7 No chances to use (oral) English. 
7 No need to use English. 
7 Have friends who have done exchange programs, homestays, and are interested in 

English, but as a "hobby", not related to finding a job. 
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7 Would like to speak English if travel. 
5 Even if working in a supermarket, the number of foreign customers is increasing. 
5 Need English for everyday life, "it's cool, isn't it?" 
  

English and the Job Search (n = 6) 
2 Friend who interviewed with airline company, had to do self-introduction in English, 

then interview changed to English until the end. 
4 Have to do self-introduction in English. 
4 Will ask for grade report, may ask questions while looking at it, but don't ask specifics 

about classes. 
4 If you write you can speak English (on resume), English questions will probably come. 
5 The TOEIC requirement is not necessarily written on job advertisement, but there is an 

atmosphere in the company after entering. 
5 Even in beauty shop, department store interviews, they sometimes ask "Can you speak 

English?" then "Please say something in English." 
7 TOEIC, Eiken would be useful for getting a job. 
8 I wish had studied English more. 
9 We don't look for job related to our majors. 
9 Companies advertise for students from any faculty, especially in the Humanities. 
9 Have seen companies advertise for some English ability. 
  

Standardized English Certification Tests (n = 8) 
2 I wish I had studied TOEIC. 
3 You need TOEIC 600 or higher or Eiken Level 2 or higher for airline jobs 
3 I wish I had taken TOEIC special class. 
4 If someone thinks they will need English for work, they will probably take TOEIC 

(special class). 
5 It would be wonderful to be able to write TOEIC score on resume. 
6 I could have used Eiken/TOEIC. 
6 Passing Eiken Level 2 or higher is best. 
7 If score is not at least Level 2, you can't write it on your resume. 
7 TOEIC is 500/600 points minimum. 
7 I would like to take Eiken. 
8 If I had TOEIC score, I could use it when applying for a job. 
8 (employers) Check what the score is on TOEIC. 
8 I would liked to have take TOEIC. 
8 You can say you worked hard to pass a test (if you take TOEIC). 
8 If you can speak English, you can write it in the self-PR section. 
9 I would like to be able to write "certificate" on the line where write about English. 
9 "Miryoku ga aru", if you can write you have a certificate. 
9 I would like to have taken TOEIC (wasn't aware I could). 
9 TOEIC stands out more than Eiken. 
9 Also showing that you worked hard to pass TOEIC for your "self promotion" part is 

important. 
  

English in the Workplace (n = 4) 
5 You need a TOEIC score to work overseas. 
5 From future colleagues, they said I will have to have English, and will need to increase 

my English level. 
5 From future colleagues, they said I should take TOEIC. 
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6 Even after getting a job, if you can speak English, your choices are more open. 
8 In some companies, you use English right away. 
9 (You need English) Especially if going into a trading company. Small companies around 

here, you don't need it as much. 
9 If you need English as an office worker, you can study then. 

 
 
Faculty of Study and Employment (n = 2) 

Staff Most graduates go to regular companies (futsu no kigyo). 
 There is not much relation to your gakubu (faculty) and where you are hired. 
 There is a need for English. 
 English conversation ability is needed. 
 Speech (conversation) is needed. 
 Reading comprehension: newspapers, internet English web pages is important. 
 (The students) need English like problems on English tests for companies. 
 They don't need writing. 
 They need reading. 
 Use of computers and language are important. 
 It would be better to get Eiken into the curriculum. 
 If working for a company with U.S. ties, or airline company will need English. 
 Most graduates are not stewardesses, but are in office work. 
 Students are now taking English for English credits (3rd/4th students are finished). 
 If students need English after graduating for work, they will pick it up again. 

 

How Students Learn English: (a) Go to senmon gakko, technical or specialty school for 
English, (b) Watch TV shows/educational TV shows, and (c) Take TOEFL/TOEIC on 
their own. 

 
 
English and the Job Search (n = 2) 

 Student can't get work only with English abilities. 
 (Employers) Check English level (along with Japanese and mathematics). 
 Tests are like entrance exams. 
 Tests are made by individual companies. 
 The SPI test has no English section. 

 
(Companies see) the importance of English as related to general knowledge, not 
necessarily because employees will be using English in the future. 

 Students will rely on English skills if they get into a job and if they need English (later). 

 
There is an awareness of writing English license qualifications on Entry Sheet as "self-
promotion." 

 Eiken Level 2 or Pre-2 is an "ornament" to put on the Entry Sheet. 
 More than licenses, what students are working hard at is important (e.g., soccer, English). 

 
In some companies you have to do self-introduction in English, looking at whether or not 
a student can communicate or not, or if has certificate in English. 

 
There is no need for "special English," "Business" is too big a topic to cover under 
"English classes." 

 Need English that students from any major can use, they need basic English. 
 (Students) May test in several job fields before getting a job. 
 The university level of English is o.k., they can get more training once in company. 
 Basic level English, general type class is needed. 
 3rd/4th year too late to begin English again, should keep in 1st/2nd years. 

 
It's not the teachers who should think of the curriculum, look at whether students who are 
finished are already satisfied or not. 
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APPENDIX L 

OPTION ENGLISH COURSE CLASSES 2008-2009 
 

Option A TOEIC (Basic) 
  TOEIC (Intermediate) 
 
Option B STEP (Basic) 
  STEP (Intermediate) 
 
Option C Reading (Basic: Reading Comprehension) 
  Reading (Basic: Extensive Reading) 
  Reading (Intermediate) 
 
Option D Writing (Basic) 
  Writing (Intermediate) 
 
Option E News and Business English 
 
Option F English and Computers 
 
Option G Music and Movies Through English 
 
Option H Comprehensive English  
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