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INTRODUCTION 

Impetus of the Study 

 Evaluation of language education programs has been in implementation for some time 

now. During the earlier years, the primary focus of evaluation, or at least the perception of 

evaluation, was more about making judgments about language programs based on experimental 

designs and limited quantitative analyses (e.g., Beretta & Davies, 1985; Smith, 1970). 

Fortunately in the past twenty years, the notion of evaluation has evolved into a practice in which 

language education practitioners take evaluation into account as a means of informing program 

development (Beretta, 1992; Lynch, 1996). Furthermore, there has been much development of 

program evaluation practice in support of language education, as well as “increase in public 

discourse about evaluation and the sharing of meaningful practices and models in venues 

available to language teaching researchers and practitioners” (Norris, 2009, pp. 7–8). 

 The consensus on language program evaluation has been, however, that despite these 

positive developments, a central concern with language program evaluation has yet to be 

resolved. Still a large question remaining in language education is how we can ensure and 

maximize the uses and usefulness of an evaluation, from the point of view of the program in 
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stake and its major stakeholders of the program (Yang, 2009). In the recent decade, a large part 

of language program evaluation has revolved around the utilization-focused approach developed 

by Patton (2008), on which the current study is also grounded upon. Based on the needs and 

impetus provided by the administrators of the English Language Institute (ELI) program in the 

University of Hawai’i at Manoa, this study implements a utilization-focused approach to a 

survey-based evaluation of the ELI Listening and Speaking curriculum. After a brief outline of 

this utilization-focused approach, we will report the evaluation study in detail. We will start by 

explaining the application of utilization-focused method and procedures and uncover the queries 

posed by the primary intended users (i.e., ELI administrators, ELI listening and speaking 

curriculum teachers) as well as the researchers.  

 

Utilization-focused Evaluation 

 Beretta (1992) predicted that in order for evaluation to make any difference in language 

teaching, language program evaluators would need to provide utilizable information to their 

clients and program stakeholders. His predictions have now found their way into contemporary 

assumptions and almost two decades later, language program evaluators have been adapting 

Michael Patton’s (2008, 4th edition) utilization-focused evaluation (UFE). The essence of the 

utilization-focused approach is that it is “done for and with specific, intended primary users for 

specific, intended uses” (Patton, 2008, p. 37). The focal purpose of this approach is to respond to 

the serious problem of under-use, nonuse, and possible misuse of evaluation findings.  

 Utilization-focused evaluation starts with identifying primary intended users (PIUs) of an 

evaluation, negotiating with them the purposes and intended uses of the evaluation, and 

generating among the PIUs a commitment to these uses. In order to implement such procedures, 
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uses and purpose of the evaluation are clarified and built in from the very beginning stages of 

the evaluation, and committed participation is required and offered to all primary intended users 

in all processes of the evaluation. The evaluators implementing UFE as their approach work 

collaboratively with the primary intended users and facilitate their decisions about the purposes, 

uses, focus, design, and implementation of the evaluation. In contrast to received views of 

evaluators as decision-makers or judges, the evaluators’ role in a UFE approach is focused more 

on being a facilitator, negotiator, collaborator, coordinator, and consultant. The primary 

intended users are the people who make major decisions on what the focus of the evaluation is, 

how the procedures will take place, and how the findings will be used. The goals of a UFE 

approach are to meet the information needs of the program and its people, and to respond to 

changing, evolving, and dynamic program situations (Yang, 2009).  

 

The Current Study: A Survey of ELI 70/80 Alumni 

 As mentioned above, the evaluation in this study occurred in the English Language 

Institute (ELI) at the University of Hawaii at Manoa (UHM). The focus of this evaluation was to 

examine the students’ perceptions and opinions on the present status and effect of the listening 

and speaking curriculum of this university-level language program. In recent years, university-

level language programs have faced increasing pressure to define the educational outcomes 

expected of their students and demonstrate that these outcomes are actually being achieved 

(Norris, 2006). Anticipating such pressures, the ELI at UHM has made steps to implement 

assessment of student learning outcomes (SLOs) within ELI courses both to demonstrate 

program value as well as improve teaching and learning (Davis, 2009).  
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 Focusing on the SLOs of the listening and speaking curriculum (ELI 70/80) of the ELI, 

the current study implements a utilization-focused evaluation of the ELI 70/80 courses by means 

of constructing a survey for their recent alumni. We identified the primary intended users of this 

evaluation to be the ELI administrators and the current and possibly future ELI 70/80 teachers. 

The ELI administrators clarified that they would like surveys done of ex-ELI students (e.g., 

undergrads who are now in their senior year) for a specific curriculum area, such as listening and 

speaking to help the ELI identify content-area course requirements from the student’s 

perspective (e.g., What kinds of listening and speaking activities, tasks and projects were you 

required to do in classes taken since you completed your ELI requirements?). They were also 

interested in learning what students thought about how ELI courses helped prepare students to 

succeed in those tasks or in other words, what the ELI courses could do to better ensure students’ 

success. This survey thereby was designed to address these internal concerns. First, the survey 

was intended to investigate the usefulness of ELI 70/80 courses in order to inform the 

administrators and teachers with the specific parts of the curriculum that were or were not 

helping the students in their other (non-ELI) courses. Second, the survey was designed to collect 

information on the transfer of skills learned or acquired by the alumni of ELI 70/80, asking them 

to self-assess their general and academic listening and speaking skills after taking ELI 70/80. 

Finally, the survey was intended to provide findings and recommendations for the primary 

intended users which will further allow them to implement the necessary changes in the ELI 

70/80 curriculum. 
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Research Questions 

 In order to address the issues and purposes of the evaluation, the following research 

questions framed the construction of the survey: 

 1. What listening and speaking activities do alumni of ELI 70/80 find important in their     

       non-ELI courses? 

  2. What are the alumni’s perceptions of how well ELI 70/80 prepared them for their non-   

      ELI courses?  

 3. Which ELI 70/80 listening and speaking activities did the students find helpful for 

      their non-ELI courses? 

 4. How do alumni of ELI 70/80 self-assess their listening and speaking abilities? 

Although not specified as a separate question in itself, it is important to make a note here that 

partial impetus of the research came from being able to evaluate the current status of ELI 70/80 

where there is no division between courses for undergraduate and graduates. This factor 

underlies the four core research questions we have established and in the results and discussion 

section, this issue will be mentioned with the answers to the main questions. 

 

METHODS 

Participants 

 A total of 62 respondents who were enrolled either or both in ELI 70 and ELI 80 from 

Fall 2008 through Summer 2010 are included in this report. Of the respondents, 25 (40.32%) 

were male, and 37 (59.67%) were female. Twenty-one (33.87%) respondents revealed to be 

undergraduate students and UHM, while 38 (62.29%) reported to be graduate students and 3 

(4.84%) were exchange students. The respondents reported a wide variety of first languages, in 
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which Japanese was the most common (32.26%), followed by 13 different languages. The 

discipline of the respondents varied among 8 different departments, with Biosciences and 

Economy, Business and TIM (Travel Industry Management) filling in a large percentage of the 

responses (Table 1). 

Table 1.  
Characteristics of the Respondents (N=62) 

Characteristic       N         Percent 
Gender   
 Male 25 40.32% 
 Female 37 59.67% 
Degree   
 Undergraduate 21 33.87% 
 Graduate 38 62.29% 
 Exchange 3 4.84% 
First language   
 Japanese 20 32.26% 
 Chinese (Can/Man) 10 16.13% 
 Vietnamese 8 12.90% 
 Indonesian 5 8.06% 
 Korean 4 6.45% 
 Arabic (Kurdish) 4 6.45% 
 Thai 2 3.23% 
 Tamil 2 3.23% 
 Uzbek 2 3.23% 
 Swahili 1 1.61% 
 English 1 1.61% 
 Spanish 1 1.61% 
 Tetum 1 1.61% 
 Dzongkha 1 1.61% 
Academic department   
 Biosciences 16 25.81% 
 Economics/Accounting/TIM* 14 22.58% 
 Political/social sciences 10 16.13% 
 Languages/Linguistics 7 11.29% 
 Engineering 5 8.06% 
 Education 5 8.06% 
 Arts/Music 2 3.23% 
 Social Work/Public Health 2 3.23% 
  No response 1 1.61% 
* Travel Industry Management   
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 Among the respondents, the majority of them—whether ELI 70 (35.48%) or ELI 80 

(27.42%)—took ELI 70/80 in the Fall of 2009, which is also the semester most respondents 

(56.45%) first enrolled in UHM (Table 2). This is in lieu with the university’s policy that the 

students who are placed into ELI classes must take their required classes within the first two 

semesters. This policy is also connected to the main core of the SLOs of ELI 70/80. Before the 

students move on to their major coursework, ELI is set to prepare them as competent and 

effective users of various English listening and speaking skills. 

Table 2.  
ELI 70/80 experiences of the respondents (N=62) 

Characteristic       N         Percent 
First enrolled semester at UHM   
 Fall 2008 12 19.35% 
 Spring 2009 5 8.06% 
 Fall 2009 35 56.45% 
 Spring 2010 10 16.13% 
ELI 70   
 Fall 2008 8 12.90% 
 Spring 2009 5 8.06% 
 Fall 2009 22 35.48% 
 Spring 2010 9 14.52% 
 Exempt 18 29.03% 
ELI 80   
 Fall 2008 3 4.84% 
 Spring 2009 10 16.13% 
 Summer 2009* 1 1.61% 
 Fall 2009 17 27.42% 
 Spring 2010 14 22.58% 
 Summer 2010* 5 8.06% 
 Fall 2010 3 4.84% 
 Exempt** 9 14.52% 
* Only ELI 80 was offered in the summer semesters  
** In the case of ELI 80, exempt after having taken ELI 70 

 

Evaluation Design and Materials 

 Evaluation Design. In order to answer the research/evaluation questions with available 

resources, various evaluation methods were used to gather data from the different stakeholders. 
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These methods were: (a) discussion with the ELI administrators on verifying the specific 

evaluation questions, (b) focus group interview with the current and past ELI 70/80 teachers to 

gain their perspectives on the proposed student learning outcomes of the listening and speaking 

curriculum, (c) survey construction and revision with ELI director, and (d) distribution of the 

survey. Table 3 below outlines these methods, and their uses. 

 Materials. An online questionnaire was used to collect the ELI 70/80 alumni’s 

perceptions of what they found helpful in their ELI 70/80 courses and how they had or were 

helping them in their non-ELI courses. These questions were followed by a self-assessment 

section where the respondents were asked to evaluate their own English and speaking abilities. 

The initial draft of the survey was devised after meeting with the ELI director and a focus group 

interview with the ELI 70/80 teachers. The draft was then reviewed by an ELI administrator and 

Table 3.  
Evaluation design 
Methods Participants  Uses 
Establishing evaluation questions 
 
 
 

ELI director 
 
 
 

Specifying the intended use of 
the research and establishing 
major questions to be asked in 
the survey.  

Focus group interview 
 
 
 
 

Current ELI 70/80 
teachers 
 
 
 

Finding out how the teachers 
implement the SLOs in their 
classes and to hear what they 
would like to find out from the 
survey. 

Survey construction and revision 
 
 
 
 

Researchers 
ELI director 
 
 
 

Construction of the online 
survey based on the research 
questions and additional 
questions posited by the 
primary intended users. 

Distribution of survey 
 
 
 
 

Alumni of ELI 
70/80 (Fall 2008 
through Summer 
2010) 
 

Distributed three times within 
the period of 45 days. Intended 
to receive students’ perceptions 
and effects of ELI 70/80 in their 
non-ELI courses. 
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a professor in the department of Second Language Studies. Reviewers were asked to make 

whatever comments or corrections that came to mind while reading the survey. Following this 

round of revisions, a final version of the survey was created on the SurveyMonkey website 

(Appendix A). The survey consisted of eight webpages, included 19 questions and 88 items to be 

answered by the respondents. The questions consisted of five-point Likert-scale items as well as 

several open-ended questions (Table 4). 

 Answers to most of the questions were required, but some questions were made optional. 

A consent form preceded the answering of any of the questions and the survey was anonymous 

although in the final page, the participants were invited to leave their email address should they 

not mind being contacted by the researchers regarding their comments.  

Table 4.  
Format of the survey questionnaire 
Section Items Format 

1. Introduction N/A N/A 

2. Consent form 1 question 
(1 item)  

1 select response (yes/no)  

3. Background information  
 

7 questions 
(7 items) 

4 select response 
3 open response 

4. Academic listening and speaking since  
    taking ELI70/80 

4 questions 
(36 items) 

2 select response 
2 open response 
32 Likert-scale (Not at all 
important – Very Important) 

5. Impressions of ELI70/80 3 questions  
(29 items) 

3 open response 
26 Likert-scale (Not at all 
helpful – Very helpful) 

6. Self-assessment of listening and speaking     
    ability 

2 questions 
(13 items) 

13 Likert-scale (Strongly 
disagree – Strongly agree) 

7. Final comments 2 questions 
(2 items) 

1 select response (yes/no) 
1 open response 

8. Conclusion N/A N/A 
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Procedures 

 A link to the SurveyMonkey questionnaire was sent to the alumni of ELI 70/80 by the 

ELI administrators. The approximate number of students that had been enrolled in ELI 70/80 

from Fall 2007 through Summer 2010 was about 150. The exact size of the population was 

difficult to define as some of the email addresses were either duplicate accounts or had expired 

from the UH email system. The initial recruitment email was sent out on October 14, 2010, and 

additional reminders were sent out two times throughout the following two weeks and four 

weeks. The data for the analysis was collected from October 14, 2010 through November 27, 

2010. A total of 76 people visited the survey and signed the consent form, but fourteen of them 

did not answer any questions. As a result, the final number of respondents amounted to 62 

students, leaving us with a response rate of 41.33% (62/150).  

 

ANALYSIS 

 Responses on the five-point Likert-scales were converted to numerical values (e.g., not at 

all important = 1, not very important = 2, somewhat important = 3, important = 4, very important 

= 5) for analytical purposes. The overall mean and standard deviance values were computed for 

each item to determine consensus or discrepancy in opinions among respondents as well as to 

determine the degree of reliance. Open-ended responses were tabulated and classified into 

categories.  

 

EVALUATION FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

 Part 4 of the survey consisted of four questions where students were asked to provide 

information in regards to the non-ELI courses they have taken so far. There were two multiple-
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choice questions where the participants had to indicate (a) the type of classes that they most 

commonly took (e.g., general education course, graduate course, etc.) as well as (b) the average 

number of students in their classes. In the next two questions, the students were asked to rate on 

a five-point Likert-scale (c) the degree of importance that they placed on a list of listening and 

speaking activities, and (d) the usefulness of ELI 70/80 courses towards preparing them for the 

tasks.  

 

Non-ELI course types and class size. 

 As table 5 shows, the courses taken by the respondents were mostly graduate courses 

(55%), with the next most common type being general education courses (23.3%). The relatively 

large percentage for having taken graduate courses could be accounted by the fact that the 

majority of the respondents were graduate students. 49.2% of the students indicated that their 

classes were fairly small, where the average number of students ranged from one to fifteen. Next 

in line were class sizes of 16–30 students (26.2%), 31–60 (21.3%), and 61–99 (3.3%). Thus, in 

considering the responses to the survey items in questions 1 and 2 of Section 4, it is important to 

keep in mind that our data set is representative of ELI 70/80 alumni who have mostly taken 

graduate courses and have been in small-sized classes. 

Table 5.  
Types and sizes of non-ELI courses 
Types of courses N % Number of students N       % 

graduate  33 55 1–15 30 49.2 
general education  14   23.3 16–30 16 26.2 
lower-division  5    8.3 31–60 13 21.3 
upper-division  5    8.3 61–99 2 3.3 
seminar 0   0.0 more than 100 0 0.0 
Total 60 100 Total 61 100 
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RQ 1: What listening and speaking activities do alumni of ELI 70/80 find important in their     

           non-ELI courses? 

Table 6 shows the rank-ordered responses of the students. The five highest-rated activities of 

importance were (a) understanding the structure and organization of lectures, (b) oral 

interaction with native English speakers, (c) giving formal speeches/presentations, (d) taking 

notes, and (e) participating in small group discussions (M ≥ 4.11). The top two responses 

showed a standard deviation of 0.7 and 0.77, respectively, indicating that there was a substantial 

degree of agreement among the respondents who placed high importance on these activities. 

Whereas in-class activities received higher ratings, tasks that are specifically conducted outside 

the classroom, such as out-of-class study groups and office hours with professors, were ranked 

towards the bottom.  

Table 6.  
Importance of listening and speaking activities in non-ELI courses 
Listening and Speaking activities        M       SD  N 

Understanding the structure and organization of lectures 4.38  0.70  55 
Oral interaction with native English speakers 4.35  0.77  55 
Giving formal speeches/presentations 4.24  0.83  59 
Taking notes 4.21  0.97  57 
Participating in small group discussions 4.11  0.82  55 
Working in groups 4.04  0.95  55 
Answering questions in class 4.02  0.86  58 
Listening to large hall lectures 4.02  0.94  58 
Oral interaction with other international students 3.95  1.01  56 
Participating in debates 3.95  0.94  55 
Asking questions 3.89  0.87  57 
Leading small group discussions 3.88  0.95  56 
Participating in whole class discussions 3.84  0.85  55 
Out-of-class study groups 3.71  0.95  55 
Office hours with your professors 3.69  1.14  55 
Leading whole class discussions 3.51  1.09  55 
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 One important interpretation to be made about these results is that the top student-ranked 

activities are in considerable overlap with the intended student learning outcomes of ELI 70/80 

(Table 7). There are differences between ELI 70 and 80 in the expected level of mastery, but 

both courses are aimed at preparing students in comprehending academic lectures, making 

presentations, and leading as well as participating in discussions. The survey results confirm that 

the ELI listening and speaking curriculum is well-designed to reflect the common types of 

listening and speaking activities that students would need to perform in their academic courses. 

Taking notes, which was ranked as the fourth most important activity, was not explicitly 

addressed as part of ELI student learning outcomes. However, there is certainly room for this 

skill to be addressed in class as part of strategies for incorporating information from academic 

lectures, and in fact, the ELI 70/80 instructors reported teaching notetaking skills in their 

curriculum1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 This information was collected during the focus group interviews with ELI teachers. 
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 A closer look into the frequencies of the responses suggests several additional 

generalizations. The findings reveal that students tended to place more importance on small 

group discussions rather than on whole class discussions. And for both small group and whole 

class discussions, a similar pattern of emphasizing participation over leading discussions was 

Table 7. 
Comparison between the top 5 survey results and ELI 70/80 course objectives 
Top 5 survey results ELI 70 course objectives ELI 80 course objectives 
Understanding structure and 
organization of lectures 

Demonstrate good use of 
strategies for 
comprehending academic 
lectures in English. 

Demonstrate effective use of 
strategies for 
comprehending advanced 
academic lectures in 
English. 

Interaction with NS N/A Demonstrate excellent use 
of advanced strategies for 
participation in academic 
discussions with expert 
users of English. 

Presentations Make short academic 
presentations with some 
accuracy and cultural and 
stylistic appropriacy. 

Make academic 
presentations (individually 
or in group or panel 
contexts) with a high degree 
of formal accuracy and 
cultural and stylistic 
appropriacy. 

Taking notes Demonstrate effective use 
of strategies for 
incorporating information 
from academic lectures 
into their overall studies. 

N/A 

Participating in small group 
discussions  

Demonstrate good use of 
strategies for participation 
in academic discussions 
with other students who 
are second-language users 
of English. 

Demonstrate excellent use 
of advanced strategies for 
participation in academic 
discussions with expert 
users of English. 
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made evident. Lastly, it was also observed that a slightly heavier weight was placed on 

answering questions than on asking questions in class. Possible interpretations of these diverging 

results could be explained through the salience and frequencies of the activities. Small group 

discussions are not only common classroom activities, but they are often required and listed on 

course syllabi as major course assignments. Whole class discussions, on the other hand, are 

usually not a course requirement, and they often occur in forms of reporting what was discussed 

in small group discussions. As a result, whole class discussions could be less salient as a formal 

activity, and it is likely that students may perceive them as a continuation of small group 

discussions rather than considering them as a separate activity.  

 

Class level comparisons on ratings of non-ELI L&S activities 

 In answering the first research question, “What listening and speaking activities do 

alumni of ELI 70/80 find important in their non-ELI courses?” we had an additional interest 

other than addressing the general opinion of the students.  Initially, we had hypothesized that 

undergraduate and graduate students might have different needs, which would imply that like 

ELI writing classes, the listening and speaking curriculum would needed to be divided according 

to the class levels of undergraduate and graduate students. We believed that it was possible for 

undergraduate students to have a higher need for listening to lectures, while graduate students 

would be more slanted towards discussion-oriented activities and presentations.  

 The results, however, reveal that there were no major differences between the two groups 

of students. Respondents of both degree types felt that presentations, interaction with native-

speakers, understanding the structure and organization of lectures, and taking notes were very 

important. These responses counter our intuitions as well as the results of Ferris and Tagg (1996) 
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that lecture-related skills might be required more by undergraduates while graduate students 

would be in greater need of interactive academic skills. The responses show that the preparation 

needs were quite similar between the two class levels, and in fact, the graduate students rather 

placed higher importance on understanding lectures than did undergraduates. Meanwhile, 

activities like presentations and small group discussions carried similar weight by both 

undergraduate and graduate students. The results of this section warrant the current ELI listening 

and speaking curriculum of dividing students across proficiency levels, not necessarily by degree 

types. 

 While the needs of both class levels were in consensus, there were some relatively minor, 

but interesting differences between the two degree types that deserve mentioning.  Whereas 

undergraduates perceived leading and participating in small group discussions as almost equally 

important, graduate students seemed to consider participating in small group discussions more 

significant than having to lead them. It could be due to the fact that for graduate students, small 

group discussions are a casual, recurring classroom practice, where students just voluntarily 

organize themselves into groups. The lecturer usually does not assign any leaders to be in charge. 

But for undergraduates, it is likely that leading a small group discussion is formally graded as a 

major course assignment, which leaves the students to feel almost equal pressure in leading as 

much as participating in discussions. Another discrepancy that exists among the responses 

centers on office hours. Undergraduates noted that office hours were important (M = 4.05) more 

than what graduate students had rated (M = 3.55). This difference could be attributed to the mere 

fact that undergraduate students are less familiar with going to office hours, thereby more likely 

to feel more anxiety towards the activity. On the other hand, graduate students, having closer 



Lee & Jung: ELI 70/80 Alumni Survey                                                                                          17 
 

relationships with their advisors than undergraduates, may be more comfortable communicating 

during office hours.  

Table 8. 
Undergraduate and graduate ratings on non-ELI listening and speaking activities 
UG M N GR M N 
Presentations 4.30 20 Structure/org of lectures 4.52  33 
Taking notes 4.26 19 NS Interaction 4.39  33 
NS Interaction  4.26 19 Presentations 4.28  36 
Structure/org of lectures 4.26 19 Participating in small DC 4.18  34 
Leading small DC 4.16 19 Taking notes 4.17  35 
Large lectures 4.15 20 Working in groups 4.06  33 
Participating in small DC 4.11 18 NNS Interaction 4.03  34 
Office hours 4.05 19 Large lectures 4.03  35 
Working in groups 4.00 19 Answering Questions 4.03  36 
Answering Questions 4.00 19 Asking Questions 4.00  35 
NNS Interaction  3.95 19 Debates 4.00  33 
Debates 3.95 19 Participating in WC 3.97  33 
Asking Questions 3.89 19 Leading small DC 3.74  34 
Participating in WC 3.74 19 Study groups 3.70  33 
Study groups 3.74 19 Leading WC  3.61  33 
Leading WC  3.42 19 Office hours 3.55  33 
 

RQ2: What are the alumni’s perceptions of how well ELI 70/80 prepared them for their  

non-ELI courses? 

In Question 4 of Section 4, students rated the usefulness of ELI 70/80 in preparing them 

for the same listening and speaking activities that were previously presented (Table 9). Overall, 

all of the activities received an average rating about 3.26, which displays a general satisfaction of 

the trainings that ELI courses provided throughout their curriculum. The five highest rated 

activities were (a) oral interaction with other international students, (b) participating in small 

group discussions, (c) leading small group discussion, (d) giving formal speeches/presentation, 

and (e) understanding the structure and organization of lectures. The immediate observation to 
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be made about this data is that there is a considerable match with what respondents had cited in 

Question 3 as being important academic oral and aural tasks. Taking notes was not listed in the 

top five but was ranked seventh in the results (M = 3.60). In general, ELI 70/80 appears to be 

well-preparing the students in the listening and speaking tasks that were most needed in their 

academic courses. 

    While there were definite similarities, however, the more interesting findings lie on the 

discrepancies that existed between what kinds of preparation are needed by the students and what 

ELI has actually managed to accomplish for the students. Most noticeable is how oral 

interaction with international students emerged to the top whereas oral interaction with native 

English speakers was ranked at the very bottom. Such response is actually not that surprising as 

ELI is mostly or even exclusively consisted of international students. ELI courses, in this sense, 

provide students with ample opportunities for interacting with those that speak English as a 

second or foreign language. On the other hand, exposure to native-speaking environments is 

relatively limited unless teachers are able to bring in native-speaking interactants from outside 

the classroom.  

   Despite the naturalness of this situation, it should be pointed out that in the survey results 

of Question 3, the respondents had clearly marked oral interaction with native English speakers 

as being the second most important task in their academic courses. In the recent decade or so, 

SLS researchers have been arguing towards an English as an International Language (McKay, 

2010) or an English as a Lingua Franca (Jenkins, 2007) approach to English language teaching, 

and increasing emphasis has been placed on the interactions in which English is used as “a 

‘contact language’ between persons who share neither a common native tongue nor a common 

(national) culture, and for who English is the chosen foreign language of communication” 
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[emphasis in original] (Firth, 1996, p. 240). However, according to the ELI 70/80 alumni, this 

particular population of students strongly indicate the importance of having to interact with 

native speakers (M = 4.35) over non-native speakers of English (M = 3.95), and the respondents 

show relatively lower satisfaction with ELI 70/80 in meeting this demand. Thus, the results call 

for a need to investigate and contemplate further on (a) why the ELI alumni views oral 

interaction with native-speaking peers as an important activity (b) why they consider ELI 70/80 

as being the least helpful in preparing them for this task, and (c) what adjustments ELI 70/80 

courses should make in order to better assist students in this area. 

Table 9.  
ELI preparation for listening and speaking activities in non-ELI courses 
Listening and Speaking activities         M        SD           N 
Oral interaction with other international students 3.94  0.91  54 
Participating in small group discussions 3.91  0.97  54 
Leading small group discussions 3.88 0.89  56 
Giving formal speeches/presentations 3.87  0.90  54 
Understanding the structure and organization of lectures 3.79  0.92  53 
Working in groups 3.72  0.99  54 
Taking notes 3.60  1.12  55 
Participating in whole class discussions 3.56  0.97  55 
Answering questions in class 3.56  0.97  54 
Listening to large hall lectures 3.49  1.02  55 
Office hours with your professors 3.39  0.97  54 
Participating in debates 3.35  1.14  54 
Out-of-class study groups 3.35  1.12  54 
Asking questions 3.32  0.96  57 
Leading whole class discussions 3.26  0.98  54 
Oral interaction with native English speakers 3.26  1.24  54 
 

RQ3: Which ELI 70/80 listening and speaking activities did the students find helpful for their  

non-ELI courses? 
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In Section 5 of the survey, the students were asked about their impressions about ELI 

70/80 classes. The respondents were given with a list of activities that they had to complete in 

their ELI 70/80 courses. They were asked to rate on a five-point Likert scale the usefulness of 

those activities in terms of how helpful the assignments were in preparing for their academic 

classes. The overall frequencies in responses to these items, as shown in Table 10, allow for 

several interpretations. First, the average mean scores for all of the activities were over 3.25, 

with each of the standard deviations falling below 1.10. While these numbers suggest that the 

students in general valued the usefulness of ELI 70/80 activities for their academic classes, the 

responses were most heavily loaded on individual presentations compared to the other 

assignments. The average mean score for this activity (M = 4.25) was almost 0.5 points ahead 

than the activity second in rank, free speaking activities (M = 3.79).  

Table 10.  
Usefulness of ELI 70/80 activities for non-ELI courses 
Listening and Speaking activities         M      SD           N 
Individual Presentations 4.25  0.93  53 
Free speaking activities 3.79  0.95  52 
Discussion Circles 3.77  0.95  52 
Listening to non-textbook materials  3.75  1.06  53 
Group Presentations 3.73  0.94  52 
Listening & Speaking Logs 3.61  0.99  51 
Pronunciation activities 3.57  1.03  51 
Learning idioms 3.48  1.05  52 
Textbook listening activities 3.47  1.09  53 
Panel Discussions 3.45  1.00  51 
Expert Interview Projects 3.44  1.08  52 
Guest Speakers 3.37  1.10  51 
Textbook Facilitations 3.25  1.06  53 
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Table 10.1. 
Usefulness of ELI 70/80 activities for non-ELI courses cont.  
Specific comments (in part) 
Individual/group presentation/free speaking activities 

 
• Individual presentation was helpful because almost all class that I took required a 

presentation. 

 

• Individual presentation really helped me because I didn't know how to make 
presentation until I took ELI. 

• Also, group presentation activity was so helpful because in my class, most of the 
presentations were requested by group settings.     

• In case of non ELI courses, the individual and group presentation and free 
speaking have been very helpful because I could perform the activities related to 
these item in good standing. 

• Group and individual Presentations; very helpful; because I could have a 
confidence when I did a presentations in non-ELI couses. 

Non-textbook materials  
 • listening to non-textbook materials;  it helped my listening/speaking in daily life. 
Expert interview  

 
• Expert interview was really really helpful because in my social work class, I have 

to learn how to do counselling . It was really useful. 
Other 

 
• Keeping logs on Laulima bulletin board; helpful; because, it helped me to 

continue writing and made me keep eye on my levels. 
Negative comments  

 

• Learning idioms; not much helpful; because I have hardly used the idioms I 
learned in the class.    

• Expert Interview Project; not helpful at all; because I'm sorry, but I cannot 
remember what it is. 

N/A  

 
• I cannot decide which items are useful and not as I don't get involved yet in those 

activities at all, such as panel discussion, expert interview projects, etc. 
 • I did not get pronunciation activities, idioms, guest speakers, or panel discussion. 

Note. Multiple responses from a single respondent were counted separately. 
 

 Another observation is that the respondents claimed to have a higher preference for non-

textbook listening materials over textbook listening activities. This response, in fact, can be 

considered to be a common response coming from students. Textbook activities are usually 

perceived by students as being boring and stripped off from real-life contexts. Along the same 

line, the activity ranked at the very bottom was textbook facilitations. Why the respondents gave 

such low ratings for this activity is not clear, but some guesses might be that it involves the 
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textbook, which the students have already indicated as being less interesting and useful than non-

textbook resources. The reasons for this relative dispreference towards textbook materials should 

be further explored, but at this point, there does seem to be a potential call for re-evaluating the 

curriculum textbooks and brainstorming alternative methods of engaging students with the 

textbooks. 

 Nine students provided comments to this question of the survey, specifically explaining 

why they believed a certain activity was useful or not useful for their development of academic 

listening and speaking skills. The most frequent types of comments provided additional 

qualitative support to the quantitative trends shown in Table 11. Students expressed an 

appreciation for individual and group presentation activities, the main reason being that most of 

their classes required presentations (S07; S13). ELI provided them with opportunities for 

practice that they now feel confident when doing presentations in non-ELI courses (S19; S40). 

Another comment pointed out that non-textbook materials were helpful towards their daily 

listening and speaking tasks (S36), and one student mentioned that the expert interview project 

was very useful in preparing for her social work classes, where she was required to do a lot of 

counseling (S64). On the other hand, there was one comment that mentioned was considered to 

be not as useful, which was idioms. The student noted that learning idioms was not helpful 

because there were hardly any opportunities to use them. 
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Table 11.  
Answers to the question: “Is there anything that ELI 70/80 did NOT cover that would have 
been useful for you?” (N = 15) 
Summary N % 
 None (i.e., ELI70/80 activities are useful) 8 53.3 
 Native-speaker interaction 4 26.7 
 Other 3 20.0 
    
Specific comments   
 Native-speaker speech/interaction   
  • Native speaker talking in phone or movies 
 

 

• What did not cover was the tips to listen to the specific words used by the native 
speakers which are somewhat strange to international students, such as the words 
used among American people. There are many things but I cannot remember and 
describe all here. 

 

 

• if there is some time to share with the original US people during the course, may be 
it's more benefit. 

• chances of speaking with and listening to native speakers. 
 Other  
  • listening 
 

 

• Daily conversation especially working in the office settings. ( How to answer the 
phone etc..) 

• group works (not presentation) 

 In an additional open-ended question, respondents were asked to suggest any activities 

that they felt were needed but not covered in the ELI classes. The areas of concern most often 

mentioned by students included interacting with native-speakers, as was discussed in the 

previous sections of the survey. Out of the seven respondents that provided comments, four 

students identified with the need of listening to various kinds of materials like when “native 

speakers talk on the phone or in movies” (S15), covering the features of native-speaker talk that 

are “somewhat strange to international students” (S19), and having time to interact with “original 

US people” (S26, S40). Once again, there is an apparent desire among the ELI alumni for more 

opportunities of listening to and speaking with native-speakers, which may also indicate that 

some anxiety and challenges of interacting with them still exist. Other responses served to 
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illustrate the wide range of needs as well as contexts that the ELI alumni are situated in. The 

comments asked for more group work other than presentations (S08), more listening practice 

(S56), and more lessons on developing daily conversation competencies, especially those that are 

required in “office work settings” like answering the phone (S13).  

 

RQ4: How do alumni of ELI 70/80 self-assess their listening and speaking abilities? 

Table 12 summarizes the alumni’s responses to the 13 items in Section 6, in which 

students assessed their own general as well as academically-specific aural and oral proficiencies. 

Mean values on 5-point Likert scale were above 3.00 for all items with the lowest mean ranking 

at 3.35, illustrating that the students were mostly positive about their current listening and 

speaking abilities. Based on this section of the survey, it is possible to say that the student 

learning outcomes for ELI 70/80 are considerably realized. Some variance did occur among the 

subscales of assessment, however. The level of confidence was high for general comprehension 

abilities (M = 4.00) as well as participating in academic discussions with other international 

students (M = 3.96), while taking effective notes (M = 3.41) and having intelligible pronunciation 

(M = 3.35) ranked the lowest.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Lee & Jung: ELI 70/80 Alumni Survey                                                                                          25 
 

Table 12. 
Self-assessment of academic listening and speaking ability 
Self-assessment criteria         M       SD  N 
I can understand conversations in English 4.00  0.72  50 
I can participate in academic discussions with other 
students who are second-language users of English. 

3.96  0.79  51 

I can communicate effectively with professors during 
office hours. 

3.78  0.78  50 

I can comprehend academic lectures in English. 3.69  0.73  51 
I can communicate my ideas confidently 3.65  0.95  51 
I can make academic presentations effectively. 3.62  0.89  50 
I can participate in whole class discussions. 3.51  1.00  51 
I can express myself in a fluent manner 3.49  1.02  51 
I can participate in academic discussions with other 
students who are native speakers of English. 

3.49  0.98  51 

I can express my thoughts grammatically 3.47  0.98  51 
I can lead academic discussions using academic English. 3.46  1.06  50 
I can take effective notes while listening to lectures in 
English. 

3.41  0.95  51 

My pronunciation is intelligible to competent users of 
English 

3.35  1.01  51 

 

REPORTING OF EVALUATION FINDINGS 

 After all of the data was collected and analyzed, the evaluation findings were reported to 

two groups of the primary intended users: the ELI listening and speaking teachers and the ELI 

administrators. The reports were given across two meetings. One was during a regular 

curriculum meeting where all of the ELI listening and speaking teachers gather on a monthly 

basis. Out of hour-long agenda, discussion on this survey was set for 20 minutes. Another 

meeting was formally scheduled with the director and the curriculum coordinator, which lasted 

for about an hour. In both gatherings, the PIUs were given a three-page summary where the data, 

including all mean values, standard deviations, N sizes, and percentages of subscale responses, 

was presented in table formats as well as visual graphs. The PIUs were briefed through the key 
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findings, and in any point of the presentation, they were allowed to ask for clarifications and to 

engage in interpreting what the results meant for them. Table 13 and 14 summarizes the details 

of the discussion that was put forward by each group, along with the specific action plans that 

resulted from collaborative brainstorming in these sessions. 
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Table 13.  
Primary-intended users’ (PIUs) comments on evaluation findings 
Issues of concern                                  ELI administrators ELI 70/80 teachers 

 

 

 

Native speaker 

interaction 

• Curious about the reasons for citing NS interactions as the main 
difficulty in academic courses. Is it a matter of comfort versus 
discomfort zones? Or is it a matter of having to interact with less 
tolerant peers and professors? 

• Having volunteers come to class and providing ELI students with 
conversation partners is a great ideas. However, SLS 
undergraduates are mostly second language users of English, and 
there are logistic difficulties in arranging language exchange 
programs with other departments. Further brainstorming needs to 
be encouraged. 

• Frequently hear from students that they feel comfortable 
in ELI classes but experience difficulties in non-ELI 
classes from having to interact with native speaking 
professors and peers. 

• Students often ask for more opportunities to interact with 
native-speakers. 

• Students state having difficulties in understanding native-
speaker speech 

• Interacting with native-speakers is definitely tied in with 
their survival on campus 

Textbook  

vs.  

non-textbook 

activities 

• It seems to be a typical response of students to think of textbooks 
as being boring and not as useful. If one would make a textbook 
out of Youtube videos, the students will still think that it is boring 
because it is a textbook. 

• Textbook facilitations, originally were not part of the major 
assignments, but somehow it has become a popular assignment 
used by many teachers. 

• Textbook facilitations probably started with a teacher that 
experienced successful results from assigning the activity, but it 
appears that some teachers are using the assignment without 
knowing how to use it in an effective/interesting way. 

• N/A 
 

More notetaking 

activities 

• The relatively lower confidence levels on notetaking could be 
resulted by the overlap that exists between ELI 70 and 80. As a 
result, students are often provided with introductions to the same 
notetaking strategies in both classes (e.g., abbreviations) 

 

• N/A 
 

Usefulness of  

teaching idioms 

• In agreement with the teachers’ comments 
 

• Surprised to see that the ratings for idiom activities are 
lower than expected. 

• There are mixed reviews for idiom activities. 
• Some students say that idioms are not helpful because 

they do not use them in their conversations.  
• Students should know that idioms are important at the 

receptive skill. 
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Table 14.  
Reporting of evaluation findings and recommendations 
Issues of concern Recommendations 

 
 
 

Native speaker 
interaction 

 1. Incorporation of ELI assignments that require NS interaction 
• Have the students keep a journal that records  weekly or bi-weekly interaction with native-speakers 
• Invite guest speakers that are native-speaking professionals/students 
• Arrange language exchange activities in coordination with other departments 
• Require the “expert” in the expert interview project to be a native speaker 
• Arrange interchange buddy programs where undergraduate students can volunteer as conversation partners 
• Have field trips where students can visit local firms or other institutions and experience interacting with the nativ

e-speakers there. 
 2. Development of materials that teach the features of native-speaker speech (e.g., reduced forms, linking, stress   
      patterns, etc.) 
 3. Development of materials that raise awareness of the availability of communication strategies useful for interacting in   
      academic situations (e.g., asking for clarification, getting a turn to speak, politely silencing an aggressive peer, etc.)   

• Use activities where students have to observe how competent interactants participate in an academic discussion and 
record their expressions 

Textbook  
vs.  

non-textbook 
activities 

 1. Organize several sessions during curriculum meetings where teachers are responsible for parts of the textbook chapters  
      on developing/presenting materials or activities that would better engage the interests of the students. 
 2. Conduct a follow-up survey asking for the student opinions on the textbooks, re-evaluating their usefulness.   
 3. Discuss in curriculum meetings the success/failure stories of textbook facilitations and develop a clear guideline for the  
      activity. 

More notetaking 
activities 

 1. Organize the ELI 80 curriculum so that it focuses more on meta-cognitive strategies than ELI 70. 
 2. Have ELI 70 as a 6-credit course where students continue with their own curriculum, while ELI 80 remains as a 3-credit  
     course. Students might be given with the intensive trainings that they need more effectively this way. 

Usefulness of 
teaching idioms 

 1. When presenting idioms to students, teachers should clearly deliver the message that students should learn idioms not       
necessarily to use them, but to be able to recognize and understand when it appears in another person’s speech 
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CONCLUSION 

According to the ELI 70/80 alumni that responded to the survey, we conclude that in 

general, the ELI listening and speaking courses were satisfying the student needs and 

expectations. What students perceived as being important oral and aural tasks in their academic 

courses were well-reflected into the student learning outcomes of the curriculum area, and high 

ratings were uniform in evaluating the usefulness of ELI 70/80, in terms of preparing students for 

their non-ELI classes. Despite some of the cautiousness involved in interpreting the self-

assessment data, the fact that the ELI 70/80 alumni were quite confident about their listening and 

speaking abilities still adds on a positive evaluation to the program. The consensus of opinions 

across undergraduate and graduate students also leads support to the current system of course 

division, ruling out any needs of having to develop separate curricula for the two class levels. 

Aside from the overall satisfaction displayed in the survey results, there were some 

patterns in the responses suggesting for areas of improvement. For instance, there was an 

obvious demand for more opportunities to interact with native-speaking peers, as well as 

activities that promote the comprehension of native-speaker speech. Other suggestions concerned 

the preference for non-textbook materials over textbook activities. 

In this study, we intended to demonstrate the value of adopting a utilization-focused 

approach to program evaluation. As we were interacting with the PIUs, we heard comments that 

the survey results were “indeed revealing and useful2,” raising their awareness of the program’s 

current situation. We also witnessed how the reporting of the results led to lively, collaborative 

discussions on brainstorming for action plans, some of which were possible to be immediately 

realized, while other required for more detailed follow-up steps. In contrast to externally-

                                                 
2 This comment was made by one of the administrators during the final meeting. 
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imposed evaluation which tends to be more of a threat or pressure on the evaluation or the 

stakeholders, this study illustrates the power of engaged in an internally motivated evaluation. 

The accessibility of the evaluation to the PIUs not only allowed for their active participation, but 

it also helped them become the major agents in utilizing the evaluation towards development and 

improvement of the program. This study supports the core value of language program evaluation 

in that, “evaluation methods must be designed with maximal articulation and ‘situatedness’ vis-

à-vis the actual language educational milieu, and the specific programs and stakeholders within it” 

(Norris, Davis, Sinicrope, and Watanabe, 2009, p. 9). 

 

Limitations 

 Like any other research, this study is not free from some of its shortcomings. First of all, 

there were parts of missing data resulting from a technical mishap that occurred when operating 

with the Survey Monkey website.  We also admit that our study relies more on the ELI 

administrator’s and teacher’s interpretation of the data than on the students. Why students had 

answered in certain ways (e.g., why students want more native-speaker interaction) is not clear 

but only inferable through the small number of open-ended comments that were provided by the 

students and the discussions we had with the administrators and teachers. 

 Another issue concerns the interpretation of self-assessment data. We should first note 

that the data represent the level of confidence, not necessarily the actual ability of the students. 

Some skepticism regarding the reliability of self-assessment data, in fact, has been discussed 

within the field of SLS. For example, Ross (1998) concluded that although self-assessment and 

foreign language ability correlate with each other, there were also other variables in play that 

indicated strong correlations with self-assessment scores. He also cautioned that the accuracy of 
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measures could be influenced by the variation in how students interpret ordinal scales as well as 

the statements.   

 Lastly, we notice that the wordings of some of the questions yielded to some problems. 

We discovered double-bearing in one of the statements for self-assessment: I can lead academic 

discussions using academic English. This item was ranked third from the bottom, but there is 

ambiguity involved in interpreting the results as we are unsure whether the students displaying 

low confidence levels for the activity of leading discussions or for using academic English. 

Another issue centers on the items of group presentations and textbook facilitations. We realized 

that there exists some overlap between the two activities, where textbook facilitations, in fact, are 

presentations done in groups. It is quite possible that the respondents could have equalized group 

presentations with textbook facilitations, once again leading into some ambiguity in interpreting 

the mean values for these two items.  

 

Suggestions for future study 

In the process of discussing the findings with the PIUs, several issues were posited as possible 

areas for future research: 

1. Both the administrators and teachers were interested in knowing more about the 

students’ reasons for having stated a demand for more native-speaker interaction. As 

a follow-up to this study, it would be necessary to conduct post-survey interviews 

with some of the respondents and actually observe some of the academic classes that 

students are in. 

 2. Likewise, there also seems to be a need to further investigate the student 

perspectives on using textbooks. The reasons underlying the relatively negative 
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attitudes towards textbooks deserve more scrutiny. Furthermore, the ELI 

administrators suggested that developing diverse supplemental materials would also 

be of great help to the program. 
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Appendix A: The questionnaire used in the study 
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