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Abstract: Conducting needs assessment for language programmes is important to gain understanding of the
needs of the learners, to document programme effectiveness in terms of the objectives and outcomes being met,
to examine strengths and weaknesses and to provide empirical evidence of the merit and worth of the
programme. The main objective of this paper is to report the findings of a study to investigate the needs of
students  in  the  Intensive  English  Language  Programme  at  the  International Islamic University Malaysia.
The quantitative study employed survey questionnaires distributed to 30 students and 8 teachers. The findings
of the study indicate thatboth students and instructors expressed that all English language sub-skills taught
in  the  programme  were  either  useful  or more useful to students. The findings of the study, based on the
Mann-Whitney U tests, also reveal that both the students and instructors shared similar views in terms of
students’ English language needs in the intensive English language programme.
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INTRODUCTION Since the learning and teaching of English has

A successful language program is generally essentialfor English language programme providers to
developed  based  on  a  well  designed  curriculum. One provide an English language curriculum that meets the
of the core assumptions when designing a language needs  of  the stakeholders. The investigation by [3] of
programme  is  that  a  rigorous language programme the needs of non-native English Speaking students
should be based on an assessment of learners’ needs. revealed that students’ perceptions and desires in
Needs assessment or needs analysis [1] is defined by [2] language learning did not match the teachers’
as “the process of determining the needs for which a perceptions. For example, students highly ranked
learner  or  a  group  of   learners   requires   a  language mechanical language skills such as academic writing as an
and arranging the needs according to priorities.” (p.189). important need and interest. Teachers, on the other hand,
In  many situations, learners’ language needs are based are often encouraged to steer their classes away from
on very  specific  purposes  such  as  employment in mechanical language skills towards communicative
fields such science and technology, legal, nursing or competence [4] found a pattern of neglect regarding the
tourism.   In   other  situations,  learners  needs  focus issues and differences  of  second  and  first  language
more on academic work or in English as a Second/Foreign students. While they see some responsiveness to the
Language (ESL/EFL) context.  English  medium unique needs of these learners, it was found that these
universities,  for instance, require new intake students to students continue to attend mandatory writing classes in
fulfil university English language requirements  in  order which teachers are unaware of the needs of non-native
to gain admission into the respectivefaculties. Due to the English speaking students.
increased demand and the current status  of  English, Similarly, feedback is essential to know how students
there is a critical need for English language programmes are progressing and a study of the needs of learners is
to assist new intake ESL/EFL students to fulfil the crucial to their confidence. English language learners, in
university English language requirements. particular,  face  a  plethora  of  problems  as they begin to

become an integral part of the education system, it is
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build new lives in a new university or country. The The sub-skills questionnaire is based on a five-point
problems stem primarily from linguistic and cultural Likert scale rating of Least Useful (1), Less Useful (2),
differences. It is important that the teachers understand Average (3), More Useful (4) and Most Useful (5).
these problems so that they can provide these students Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyse
the help they need. Struggling with language is perhaps the data.
the most common phenomenon that language learners Non-parametric    tests    (Mann-Whitney  U tests)
experience  when  adjusting  to  their  new  environment. were employed to determine whether there was a
The students experience high anxiety when they first statistically significant difference between students’ and
enter a university in which they do not speak or are not instructors’ perceptions of students’ English language
proficient in the dominant language of instruction. ability and  the  usefulness  of  the   English  language
Teachers’ attitudes and perceptions about students from sub-skills to students [10]. A sample of 60 final year
diverse cultures also play a major role in their expectations students (30 females 30 males) and 8 language instructors
of students [5]. Teachers sometimes assume that there is at IfLAparticipated in this study. The students were from
something wrong with the students whose ways of using 20 different countries and spoke 15 different languages.
language is not what they expect [6]. No matter how More  than  52 percent  of  the  students   were  from
enthusiastic the administrators and faculty are about Middle Eastern and African countries, with Arabic as their
implementing the English language programme, students’ first language. The students were at levels 4, 5 and 6
perceptions and opinions should be taken into (lower  tointermediate  levels)  of  a six-level programme.
consideration for decision making [7, 8]. The 8 instructors who participated in the study have had

The objective of this studywas to investigate the 5 to 43 years of teaching experience.
English language needs of pre-university intensive
English language students. In particular, this study RESULTS
examined the perceptions of students and instructors of
the usefulness of English language skills and sub-skills to A 42-item questionnaire was distributed to 60
students. By assessing the needs, language practitioners students and 8 instructors. TheCronbach Alpha
learn what is most needed and what is not. Knowing this coefficient was used to test the reliability of the
helps them work more effectively. It helps avoid repeating questionnaire. The result indicates a Cronbach’s alpha of.
costly mistakes and provides for better decision making. 947, which is a very high level of internal consistency.
Without looking at the needs of the students, language
practitioners and planners are forced to make decisions Students’ and Instructors’ Perceptions of Students’
without the benefit of learning from their past experiences. English Language Ability: Students and instructors were
This sometimes may have negative consequences asked to rate students’ ability in English with regards to
because ineffective As a result, programmes are listening, speaking, reading, writing, grammar and
continued and inefficient approaches are repeated. Even vocabulary. The median for students and instructors are
though looking at the needs of the students can be presented in Table 1. Overall, with the exception of the
illuminating and valuable, they are not looked into more reading skill, which was rated as good (Median=4), the
often. findings of the study indicate that the students rated their

MATERIALS AND METHODS average (Median=3) The instructors also rated students

The quantitative study was conducted based on a set for listening and reading, which wererated average above
of survey questionnaires which were administered to the (Median=3.5) (Table 1). Only the reading skill received a
students and teachers in the Intensive English Language slightly higher rating by both students (M=4 or good) and
Programme at the Institute for Language Advancement instructors (M=3.5).
(IfLA), International Islamic University Malaysia (IIUM). Non-parametric tests (Mann-Whitney U tests) were
The questionnaire used was adapted from [9]. All 42 items administered to evaluate the difference in the students’
in  the  questionnaire  focus  on  the   usefulness of and instructors’ responses of the 5-point Likert scale
English  language  skills  and  sub-skills  of reading, question. The results of the Mann-Whitney U tests
writing,  listening,  speaking,  grammar  and  vocabulary. indicate  that  there  was no significant difference between

English language ability in other language skills as

ability in all English skills as average (Median=3) except
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Table 1: Students’ and instructors’ perceptions of students’ English language proficiency
No. Statement Group Mean Rank Median Mann-Whitney U P-value
1  Listening Student 34.41 3.00 234.5 0.91

Instructor 35.19 3.50
2  Speaking Student 34.41 3.00 234.5 0.907

Instructor 35.19 3.00
3  Reading Student 34.98 4.00 211.5 0.551

Instructor 30.94 3.50
4  Writing Student 35.67 3.00 170 0.151

Instructor 25.75 3.00
5  Grammar Student 33.81 3.00 198.5 0.375

Instructor 39.69 3.00
6 Vocabulary Student 35.70 3.00 168.000 0.119

Instructor 25.50 3.00
(P<0.05)

Table 2: Students’ and instructors’ perceptions of the usefulness of thelistening sub-skills
No. Group Mean Rank Median Mann-Whitney U P-value
1 Note Taking Student 35.91 4.00 155.5 0.090

Instructor 23.94 3.00
2 Understanding Class Discussion Student 34.07 4.00 214 0.592

Instructor 37.75 4.00
3 Predicting what comes next Student 36.53 4.00 118.5 0.014*

Instructor 19.31 3.00
4 Understanding Speakers Intention Student 35.94 4.00 153.5 0.078

Instructor 23.69 3.50
5 Understanding Television and Radio Programme Student 35.58 4.00 175.5 0.198

Instructor 26.44 3.50
6 Understanding questions raised during class activities Student 35.55 4.00 177 0.194

Instructor 26.63 4.00
(P<0.05)

students’ and instructors’ rating of students’ English only listening sub-skills of understanding class
language ability (Table 1). Each variable produced a p discussion and understanding questions raised during
value greater than 0.05. As such, the students and class activities were perceived by instructors as more
instructors had similar ratings of students’ ability in the useful to students.
English language skills in that the students had average The results of Mann-Whitney U tests, however,
ability in the English language skills. indicate that there was no statistically significant

Students’and Instructors’ Perceptions of the Usefulness instructors  regarding  students’   listening  sub-skills
of Listening Sub-Skills to Students: Students’ and except for item 3, predicting what comes next (p<0.014).
instructors’ perceptions of the usefulness of six listening The students were likely to perceive that predicting what
sub-skills to students are presented in Table 2. The comes next to be a more useful listening sub-skill than the
findings of the study show thatboth students and instructors. Thus, with the exception of predicting what
instructors rated all listening sub-skills as useful comes next, both students and instructors had similar
(Median=3) or more useful (Median=4). Overall, the perceptions that the listening sub-skills were more useful
median value of students was higher than the median to students.
value for instructors. In particular, the students perceived
all sixlisteningsub-skills (note taking, understanding class Students’and Instructors’ Perceptions of the Usefulness
discussion, predicting what comes next, understanding of the English Language Speaking Sub-Skills to
speakers intention, understanding television and radio Students: Students’ and instructors’ perceptions of the
programme, understanding questions raised during class usefulness of twelve English language speaking sub-skills
activities and understanding questions raised during to students were also analysed (Table 3). Overall, the
class activitiesas more useful (M=4.0) to them. In contrast, median  value  of  students  was  higher  than   the  median

difference between the perceptions of the students and
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Table 3: The comparison of the rating of students and instructors of students’ abilities in speaking sub-skills
No. Statement Group Mean Rank Median Mann-Whitney U P-value
1 Interacting in social conversation Student 33.73 4.00 240 0.344

Instructor 40.25 5.00
2 Telling a story Student 34.5 3.00 197 1.000

Instructor 34.5 3.50
4 Giving Instruction and direction Student 33.78 4.00 186.5 0.382

Instructor 39.88 4.00
5 Describing pictures, people, objects etc. Student 33.61 4.00 218 0.279

Instructor 41.19 4.00
6  Participating in a problem-solving discussion Student 34.87 4.00 149.5 0.653

Instructor 31.75 4.00
7 Giving a talk Student 36.01 4.00 169.5 0.064

Instructor 23.19 3.00
8 Participating in a role play Student 33.33 4.00 185 0.158

Instructor 43.31 4.00
9 Speaking intelligibly and clearly Student 35.42 4.00 221 0.264

Instructor 27.63 4.00
10 Raising questions and objections Student 34.57 4.00 272 0.936

Instructor 34 4.00
11 Expressing opinion and suggestion Student 33.85 4.00 2031 0.433

Instructor 39.38 4.00
12 Expressing invitation Student 35 4.00 246 0.546

Instructor 30.75 3.50
(P<0.05)

Table 4: The perceptions of students and instructorsof the usefulness of the reading sub-skillsto students
No. Statement Group Mean Rank Median Man-Whitney U P-value
1 Skimming and scanning for specific and general information Student 34.1 4 216 0.630

Instructor 37.5 4
2 Making inferences Student 34.33 4 230 0.841

Instructor 35.75 4
3 Evaluating a text Student 34.92 4 215 0.616

Instructor 31.38 4
4 Vocabulary development Student 34.56 4 236.5 0.943

Instructor 34.06 4
5 Identification of the main points Student 34.25 4 225 0.757

Instructor 36.38 4.5
6 Predicting outcome Student 34.78 4 223 0.731

Instructor 32.38 4
7 Getting the gist of the text Student 34.72 4 227 0.794

Instructor 32.88 4
(P<0.05)

value for instructors. The students perceived eleven of instructors’ perceptions of the usefulness of all twelve
the twelve speaking sub-skills asmore useful to them speaking sub-skills to students. Each variable produced
(Median= 4.0). Only item 2, Telling a story was a p value greater than 0.05. Thus, both students and
considered as average (Median=3) in terms of its instructors  had  similar  p erceptions that the speaking
usefulness to students. The instructors, on the other sub-skills were more useful to students.
hand, perceived seven of the twelve speaking sub-skills
as more useful(Median=4.0) to students. Interestingly, the Students’and Instructors’ Perceptions of the Usefulness
instructors perceived item 1, Interacting in social of Reading Sub-Skills to Students’
conversation as the most useful speaking sub-skills Academic Needs: The results of the analysis of the
tostudents (Median=5). usefulness  of  the  reading  sub-skills are presented in

The results of the Mann-Whitney U test reveal that Table 4. Overall, the median value of students was higher
there was no significantdifference in students’ and than  the  median  value  for instructors. All seven reading
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Table 5: The perceptions of students and instructors with regard to the usefulness of the Writing sub-skills to students

No. Statement Group Mean Rank Mann-Whitney U Median P-value

1 Sequencing ideas Student 35.53 178 4 .218
Instructor 26.75 3.5

2 Expressing cause and effect relationship Student 35.15 201 4 .427
Instructor 29.63 4

3 Expressing obligation Student 36.23 136 4 .040*
Instructor 21.50 3

4 Expressing purpose, reason and result Student 35.83 160 4 .103
Instructor 24.50 4

5 Summarizing and paraphrasing Student 35.41 186 4 .271
Instructor 27.69 4

6 Using rules of grammar Student 34.50 240 4 1.000
Instructor 34.50 4

7 Paragraph building Student 34.28 227 4 .793
Instructor 36.13 4

8 Interpreting graphs and charts Student 34.56 236.5 4 .944
Instructor 34.06 4

9 Writing formal letters Student 35.75 165 4 .130
Instructor 25.13 4

10 Writing reports Student 35.77 164 4 .128
Instructor 25.00 4

11 Using Punctuation Student 34.81 222 4 .711
Instructor 32.19 4

(P<0.05)

sub-skills were perceived by students as more useful analyzed, there was a statistically significant difference
(Median=  4.0)  to  them,  while six of the seven reading between students’ (M=4) and instructors’ (M=3)
sub-skills were perceived by instructors as more useful to perceptions of the usefulness of the writing sub-skills for
students. Only item 5, identification of the main points, item 3, expressing obligation (p<0.04).
was perceived by instructors as more/most useful The students felt that expressing obligation was a
(Median=4.5) to students. more useful writing sub-skill to them then as perceived by

The findings based on Mann-Whitney U test indicate the instructors. There were no visible differences found
that there was no statistically significant difference between the students’ and instructors’ perceptions
between the instructors’ and students’ perceptions of the regarding other writing sub-skills. Thus, both students
usefulness of reading sub-skills to students. Each variable and instructors generally had similar perception that the
produced a p value greater than 0.05. Thus, both writing sub-skills were more useful to students.
instructors and students had similar perceptions that
reading sub-skills were more useful to students. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Students’and Instructors’ Perceptions of the Usefulness The objective of this study was to investigate
of Writing Sub-Skills to Students’ Academic Needs: students’ and instructors’ perceptions of students’
Students’ and instructors’ perceptions of the usefulness English language proficiency and the usefulness of
of writing sub-skills to students’ academic needs were English language skills and sub-skills in the Intensive
also analysed and the results are presented in Table 5. English Language Programme. As far as students’ English
Based on descriptive statistics, the median value of language proficiency (in reading, writing, listening,
students was higher than the median value for instructors. speaking, vocabulary and grammar) are concerned,
The  students  were  found  to  perceive  eleven writing students and instructors perceived students’ ability as
sub-skills as more useful (M=4) to them, while the average (Median=3) in all skills except reading. For the
instructors were found to perceivenine writing sub-skills reading skill, students rated their ability as good
as more useful (M=4) to students. The results of the (Median=4), while the instructors rated the students’
Mann-Whitney U test indicate that of the 11 items ability as more than average (Median=3.5). The difference
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in the perceptions, however, was not statistically 2. Richards,  Platt  and  Weber  Richards,  J.  Platt  and
significant. Thus, both students and instructors had
similar perceptions that the students had average
(Median=3) ability in all English language skills. This
finding is supported by [11, 12, 13].

The results also revealed thatboth students and
instructors felt that all language sub-skills were useful
(Median=3) or more useful (Median=4) to students.
Moreover, the median value of students was higher than
the median value for instructors for all English language
sub-skills.The results of Mann-Whitney U tests,
however,indicated that there was no statistically
significant difference between instructors’ and students’
perceptions of the usefulness of the English language
sub-skills except for the listening and writing sub-skills of
predicting the future and expressing obligation,
respectively.Thus, students’ perceptions of the
usefulnessof English language skills and sub-skills
wereequally shared by the instructors.

The findings of the study provide the evidence that
the syllabus of the intensive English programme, which
incorporates    relevant   English   language   skills  and
sub-skills, were compatible with the needs of students.
These results are consistent with [14, 15] among others,
who reported that, the students showed no significant
difference in the perceptions and instead seemed to agree
on the fact that their needs were met. The results of this
study are also consistent with [16, 17, 8] that students’
needs are more locally focussedsyllabus and English
language skills and sub-skills areperceived as important
for students’ academic work.

If intensive English language programme providers
intendto serve the needs of English as a second or foreign
language students both at the undergraduate and
graduate levels, it would be best to consider the students’
academic language needs. If academic success is closely
associated with English language proficiency, then these
English language skills and sub-skills need to be
addressed accordingly. By identifying the English
language needs of students and working towards meeting
those needs, intensive English programme providers will
be more successful in closing the gap between what
students are able to do and what they need to be able to
do.
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