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Abstract

This study conducted a basic learning performance diagnosis for each College English course falling 

under the purview of basic general education. In line with the five core competencies of I University, 

the area of foreign language in basic general education focused on communication competency. This 

study explored the reactions of students taking College English courses to examine whether each course 

matched the core competency focused on communication, especially the basic learning competence 

for English communication skills and experiences acquired through the knowledge provided and what 

changes were needed in the curriculum to improve students’ English communication competence.

Through a survey, educational improvements recognized by students who participated in College 

English I (reading), College English II (listening), and College English III (speaking) classes were 

compared and analyzed. The performance diagnosis for the study aimed to measure learning performance 

obtained through each course and utilize it as a basic mean for improving curricula for College English 

courses. For performance diagnosis, the Learning Performance Diagnosis Tool developed by the Korea 

National Institute for General Education’s General Education Standards in 2016 was selected. Diagnosis 

questions from the areas of “basic learning competency” and “knowledge and experience” were selected, 

and each question was measured using a 5-point Likert scale. The performance diagnosis survey involved 

1,366 of 2,063 students (66.2%) in all three courses.

Based on the analysis result, students reported that their English communication competency had 

improved in each course. This result could be interpreted as indicating that the core competency pursed 

in the area of foreign language at I University and the direction of education pursued in College English 

courses were appropriate. However, slightly different from basic learning competence area, the performance 

indicators relating to class activities questions in knowledge and experience area were found to be lower 

than that of other questions. During the semester, online and offline classes had been conducted depending 

on the COVID-19 situation, and it can be assumed that this situation resulted in many inconveniences 

in terms of utilizing effective class activities where students could interact with the professor and 

classmates. It also seemed urgent to develop effective non-face-to-face or online class activities to 

prepare for the COVID-19 pandemic era.
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1. Introduction

According to the Korea National Institute for General 

Education’s (KNIGE) General Education Standards, basic 

general education includes the development of basic 

knowledge and autonomous academic competence re-

quired throughout university education. It is defined as 

universal education required by all students beyond the 

expertise of academic distribution. In the new era of a 

global information society, it is defined as education that 

cultivates the qualities of autonomously leading the cul-

tural life of the community through critical and creative 

thinking and open communication. In this context, diverse 

literacy, information acceptance, knowledge generation, 

communication and empathy, cooperation, rational think-

ing, and emotion are the abilities and qualities needed 

to cultivate general education in college.

Following the introduction of the University Basic 

Competency Diagnosis in 2021, a nationwide evaluation 

of universities, many universities in Korea launched 

various efforts to reorganize their general education cur-

riculum based on core competencies,1) and improve the 

quality of the general education curriculum operation 

(Jung et al., 2020; Kim, 2020; Lee et al., 2020; Son et 

al., 2021). In 2018, I University, a local private university, 

also reorganized its curriculum completion system of 

general education based on basic studies to strengthen 

competency-based general education through consultations 

with KNIGE.

As the first step, the Liberal Arts College of I University 

(i-LAC) dedicated to general education was established. 

i-LAC had already made various attempts to improve the 

quality of its curriculum in line with the 5Cs (Creativity, 

Convergence, Communication, Collaboration, and Challenge), 

which were the core competencies defined by I University. 

Under the curriculum of basic general education in i-LAC, 

the foreign language subjects defined communication as 

their key competency.

A variety of foreign language courses are offered in 

i-LAC’s basic general education, including Chinese I & 

II, Chinese Character I & II, College English I, II, III, 

& IV, Japanese I & II, Basic German, Basic Italian, and 

Basic Spanish. Completion of each foreign language 

course provides two credits. To complete the requisite 

curriculum, first-year students can select four credits of 

courses, and second to fourth-year students two credits 

of courses to complete a total of six credits in the area 

of foreign language communication.

As aforementioned, College English courses in I University 

belong to the foreign language communication area in 

basic general education, and their main purpose is to 

strengthen students’ English communication competency. 

College English I, II, and III are beginning-level courses 

of grammar and reading comprehension, listening compre-

hension, and speaking, respectively, while College English 

IV2) is focused on intermediate-level English conversation.

This study assumed that these beginning-level courses 

of College English I, II, and III needed to be evaluated 

to determine whether they could improve basic English 

skills and knowledge and experience related to the subjects 

based on the responses of students taking these classes.3) 

The results might help to determine to what extent students 

have reached the goals set forth in the curriculum. In 

addition, when educational knowledge and experience are 

measured on a class-by-class or on a course-by-course 

basis, it was assumed that specific suggestions could be 

given to professors in order to improve the quality of 

the curriculum. Accordingly, a performance diagnosis was 

conducted for each course via online and offline surveys. 

The educational improvements perceived by the students 

1) The paradigm of domestic university education emphasizes the need for general education to enhance students’ core competencies. Its core competencies include 

critical, creative and comprehensive thinking, communication, self-directed learning, cooperation, problem-solving, physical and mental health care, reflective 

and integrated learning.

2) College English IV was excluded from the study because it was an intermediate-level course of English conversation and because the focus of the study was 

to examine the reactions of students in beginning-level courses of College English.

3) The data for this study were partially extracted from the performance diagnosis evaluation conducted by the Liberal Arts College of I University in preparation 

for the University Basic Competency Diagnosis implementation in 2021.
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themselves in the subjects were compared and analyzed. 

The purpose was to measure the learning outcomes 

obtained through this diagnosis process and use the results 

as basic data for improving the curriculum of College 

English courses in basic general education at I University.

To conduct the learning performance diagnosis mentioned 

in this study, a general education performance diagnosis 

tool developed by Hong et al. (2016) of KNIGE was 

utilized.4) This tool consists of five areas: 1) basic learning 

competence areas that evaluate basic preparation for 

taking liberal arts classes; 2) knowledge and experience 

areas that evaluate knowledge, understanding the purpose 

of subjects, and participation in class activities acquired 

after taking liberal arts classes; 3) thinking areas that 

evaluate the ability to think as a result of the liberal arts 

classes; 4) value areas that evaluate the formation of 

values after taking liberal arts classes; and 5) integrated 

areas that evaluate the degree of improvement in the 

ability to solve complex problems by fusing knowledge, 

skills, attitudes, and so on, and apply them to new environ-

ments.

Among the five areas, this study focused on the 

responses of students in the areas of 1) basic learning 

competence and 2) knowledge and experience, which are 

appropriate for communication, the core competency of 

i-LAC’s foreign language area. The research questions 

for the study are as follows:

1. What were the students’ reactions to basic learning 

competence in each College English course?

2. What were the students’ reactions to knowledge and 

experience in each College English course?

3. Were there any other distinctive implications in the 

students’ responses?

2. Literature Review

Learning performance refers to the achievements gained 

through learning in the curriculum, and is a process that 

checks how far learners have progressed to achieve the 

intended goal of the curriculum. It can be easily measured 

by curriculum. The educational experience must also be 

measured on a class basis to provide specific implications 

to professors in order to improve the quality of the 

curriculum. Bae et al. (2011) categorized the achievements 

of participation in university general education into 11 

areas (information technology literacy, world citizenship, 

creative problem solving skills, mathematical thinking 

skills, understanding and values of society, personality 

development, critical and analytical thinking skills, under-

standing and values of oneself, basic knowledge of major 

subjects, communication skills, and foreign language pro-

ficiency) and measured them on the Likert 5-point scale. 

Song et al. (2015) also examined the core competencies 

of learning participation and college students as learning 

process and performance factors to analyze the quality 

and performance of basic general education. Learning 

engagement involved 20 questions on the Likert 5-point 

scale of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral engagement. 

Core competencies included eight questions (cognitive, 

intrapersonal, and interpersonal competence), which were 

also measured on the Likert 5-point scale.

In addition, Hong et al. (2016), limited the scope of 

the study to the area of liberal arts education to measure 

the learning performance recognized by students who took 

liberal arts courses. They organized the achievements of 

liberal arts education into five areas such as basis learning 

competency, knowledge and experience, thinking, value, 

and integrated areas. To summarize the aforementioned 

performance study of students in general educations 

conducted at KNIGE, the results of general education for 

students are largely measured by two methods. The first 

is a variety of competency-oriented components, and the 

second is the achievement of general education classes 

themselves outside of student competence, such as 

satisfaction with class participation. According to Hong 

4) See Appendix 1 for detailed information on the area of tools for diagnosing performance in general education.
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et al. (2016), the tools for measuring general education 

and higher education learning performance can be broadly 

classified into two types. First, student achievement or 

competence is evaluated directly by the professor, such 

as through GPA. Second, students’ perceptions or sat-

isfaction are measured through self-report surveys. In this 

case, both quantitative and qualitative assessments are 

being utilized. The quantitative evaluation uses the Likert 

5-point scale, while for qualitative evaluations, students’ 

responses are scored through questions or tasks presented. 

In qualitative evaluation, it is time consuming and ex-

pensive to secure and grade the exam for evaluation. 

Therefore, quantitative assessments, which take relatively 

less time and effort by respondents, are mainly being 

utilized. This diagnostic tool was compiled using the 

Delphi method. The tool was derived by examining domestic 

and international college student-related educational and 

diagnostic tools (CAAP, MAAP, CEQ of Australia, AHELO 

of OECK, K-CESA of the Korean Ministry of Education 

and the Korea Research Institute for Vocational Education 

and Training (KRIVET)), and rubrics created by the 

Association of American Colleges and Universities 

(AAC&U) to evaluate learning outcomes through general 

education. In addition, the tool is made available to 

professors by selecting some questions that match the 

purpose and characteristics of classes by referring to the 

area-specific utilization method (Hong et al., 2016).

Considering the educational and diagnostic tools in the 

United States in detail, the Collegiate Assessment of 

Academic Proficiency (CAAP) is organized by ACT, and 

is an evaluation tool that has been used in various 

university sites. It was developed for the purpose of 

improving the quality of the curriculum through the 

evaluation of the learning performance of the college’s 

general education curriculum. The evaluation consist of 

six areas: reading, writing, essay, mathematics, science, 

and critical thinking. The Measure of Academic Proficiency 

and Progress (MAAP) was developed by the ETS to 

measure the performance of general education at universities 

in four areas: reading, critical thinking, writing, and 

mathematics. Additionally, the AAC&U was established 

by the Association of American Colleges to evaluate 

educational achievements through general education. The 

evaluation consists of three core (intellectual and practical 

skills, responsibility, integrated and applied learning) and 

16 detailed areas (exploration and analysis, critical thinking, 

creative thinking, writing skills, presentation skills, reading 

skills, mathematical reasoning skills, teamwork, problem 

solving, multiculturalism, ethical reasoning, global reading, 

and integrated learning). Since its distribution, the rubrics 

have been used as a guideline for measuring intrinsic 

learning performance, with access reaching 70,000 from 

5,895 institutions by 2015 (AAC & U, 2020).

The Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) is a 

diagnostic assessment of the quality of university classes 

conducted by Australian college graduates to collect data 

on their education and learning experiences in universities. 

The evaluation consists of three essential (professor learning 

quality, general core competence, and overall satisfaction) 

and eight optional areas (learning goals, learning volume, 

evaluation, intellectual motivation, student support, graduates’ 

level, learning resources, and learning community). CEQ 

is a self-reported survey conducted for the purpose of 

the Graduate Destination Survey. It is currently being 

conducted for college graduates from all universities in 

Australia, and it asks about the education and learning 

experience related to the quality of teaching. Based on 

the results of the CEQ, many Australian universities have 

come up with support measures to provide students with 

wider experience and quality curriculum. Despite CEQ’s 

advantages of collecting large volumes of information 

using minimal cost and time, there is a limit to performance 

assessment across the curriculum relying on individual 

subjective perceptions (Hong et al., 2016; Mclnnis et al., 

2001).

An evaluation tool organized by the Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) is the 

Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes 

(AHELO), which evaluates education learning outcomes 

acquired through university education. The areas of evalu-
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ation consist of general core (critical thinking, analytical 

reason, and problem-solving skills), major, and contextual 

skills (OECD, 2011, 2015).

Lastly, the Korea Collegiate Essential Skill Assessment 

(K-CESA) is an evaluation system organized by the 

Korean Ministry of Education and the Korea Research 

Institute for Vocational Education and Training (KRIVET) 

to evaluate the core competencies of college students. The 

evaluation consists of six areas: communication, compre-

hensive thinking, resource, information and technology 

utilization, global, self-management, and interpersonal 

skills (KRIVET, 2020; Son et al., 2019).

Comprehensively, Hong et al. (2016), closely related 

to this study, mentioned that effective general education 

performance diagnosis tools should evaluate whether 

learning outcomes suitable for the purpose of general 

education curriculum are carried out in the curriculum 

of each university. In addition, they emphasized the need 

to analyze whether teaching and learning conducted in 

individual classes help learners to strengthen their 

competencies. As shown in [Figure 1], the diagnostic tools 

developed by them consist of five areas: 1) Basic learning 

competence areas that evaluate basic preparation for 

taking liberal arts classes; 2) Knowledge and experience 

areas that evaluate knowledge, understanding the purpose 

of subjects, and participation in class activities acquired 

after taking liberal arts classes; 3) Thinking areas that 

evaluate the ability to think as a result of the liberal arts 

classes; 4) Value areas that evaluate the formation of 

values after taking liberal arts classes; 5) Integrated areas 

that evaluate the degree of improvement in the ability 

to solve complex problems by fusing knowledge, skills, 

attitudes, etc., and to apply them to new environments, 

with 39 performance indicators, 40 goal statements, and 

93 measurement questions.

In this respect, the general education performance 

diagnostic tools developed by Hong et al. (2016) were 

considered appropriate for the evaluation of the academic 

performance of the i-LAC curriculum. Accordingly, the 

academic performance evaluation for all courses in basic 

general education of i-LAC was carried out, and only 

the data for College English courses in the foreign 

language area were extracted and utilized in this study.

3. Methods

In this study, a general education performance diagnosis 

tool developed by Hong et al. (2016) was used to measure 

performance diagnosis of beginning-level College English 

courses in basic general education at I University. Subsequently, 

diagnostic questions relevant to each College English 

course were selected and utilized in the survey.

The survey was conducted online using Naver Office 

Form or offline in class. The online survey for performance 

diagnosis was conducted for 25 days at the end of the 

[Figure 1] Conceptual model of general education performance presented by Hong et al. (2016)
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semester (from December 2-December 27, 2020) for all 

students taking courses in College English I, II, and III.

3.1 Performance diagnostic participants

The total number of participants enrolled in College 

English I, II, and III was 2,063, while the number of 

participants in the diagnosis was 1,366 (66.2%). The 

detailed classification of the number of participants in 

the survey by subject is by subject is, as indicated in 

<Table 1>.

3.2 Performance diagnostic questionnaires

Among the 93 diagnostic questions in the five areas 

developed by Hong et al. (2016), this study focused on 

the responses of students in the areas of 1) basic learning 

competence and 2) knowledge and experience, which are 

appropriate for communication, the core competency of 

i-LAC’s foreign language area. The reason for selecting 

these performance diagnosis questions was to examine 

if beginning-level College English courses could improve 

basic learning skills needed for English communication 

and improve knowledge and experience as a result, based 

on the responses of students taking these classes. It was 

deemed important to reduce the number of survey 

questions to ensure that students answered the survey 

faithfully without difficulty and ambiguity. Thus, only 

17, 14, and 23 questions from the areas of “basic learning 

competency” and “knowledge and experience” for College 

English I, College English II, and College English III, 

respectively, were selected.

3.2.1 College English I

College English I aims to teach students the basic 

grammar needed to construct English sentences and foster 

students’ reading comprehension skills. For performance 

diagnosis questions for College English I, 17 questions 

were selected and measured from the two areas and five 

sub-areas, as shown in <Table 2>.5)

3.2.2 College English II

College English II aims to improve English listening 

5) See Appendices 2 and 5 to check out detailed information on survey questions and weekly class syllabus for College English I.

Number of 

classes

Number of 

professors

Number of 

students

Number of 

respondents

College English I 24 5 763 556 (72.9%)

College English II 16 6 572 447 (78.1%)

College English III 37 8 728 363 (49.9%)

Total 77 19 2063 1366 (66.2%)

<Table 1> Number of participants in performance diagnostic survey by subject

Area Sub-area Objective Question

1.

Basic Learning 

Competency

1.1. Acceptance Read the text and understand the meaning. 3, 4

1.3. Data utilization Find, edit, and utilize necessary data. 9

1.5. Learning preparedness Prepare for learning. 17, 18

2.

Knowledge and 

Experience

2.1. Knowledge acquisition

Distinguish whether it is learned or not. 19, 20

Know the meaning of lessons learned. 21, 22

Recognize learning outcomes. 23

2.3. Class activities
Participate in class activities. 32, 33, 34, 35

Apply and utilize learning outcomes. 36, 37, 38

<Table 2> Performance diagnostic questionnaires for College English I
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comprehension by having students listen to spoken 

English and understand the main ideas and specific 

information. For College English II, a total of 14 questions 

were selected and measured from the two areas and five 

sub-areas as the performance diagnosis questions, as 

shown in <Table 3>.6)

3.2.3 College English III

College English III aims to improve basic communica-

tions skills such as listening and speaking through con-

versation practice. The course strengthens knowledge 

through repeated key phrases and expressions that are 

useful to review and practice previously acquired English 

language skills. In the case of College English III, a total 

of 23 questions were selected and measured from the two 

areas and seven sub-areas, as shown in <Table 4>.7)

3.3 Data analysis

An analysis of questions was conducted based on the 

results of students’ responses to the questions measuring 

performance. Subsequently, the questionnaires were 

collected for each subject, and the mean, standard deviation, 

F-value, and p-value were investigated using SPSS 26, 

ANOVA to determine the variance of means and the statistic 

differences. The results were measured and analyzed on 

a 5-point Likert scale: strongly disagree (1 point), disagree 

(2 points), neither agree nor disagree (3 points), agree 

(4 points), and strongly agree (5 points).

6) See Appendices 3 and 6 to check out detailed information on survey questions and weekly class syllabus for College English II.

7) See Appendices 4 and 7 to check out detailed information on survey questions and weekly class syllabus for College English III.

Area Sub-area Objective Question

1.

Basic Learning 

Competency

1.1. Acceptance Listen to the text and understand the meaning. 1, 2

1.3. Data utilization Find, edit, and utilize necessary data. 9

1.5. Learning preparedness Prepare for learning. 17, 18

2.

Knowledge and 

Experience

2.1. Knowledge acquisition

Distinguish whether it is learned or not. 19

Know the meaning of lessons learned. 21, 22

Recognize learning outcomes. 23

2.3. Class activities
Participate in class activities. 32, 34

Apply and utilize learning outcomes. 36, 37, 38

<Table 3> Performance diagnostic questionnaires for College English II

Area Sub-area Objective Question

1.

Basic learning 

competency

1.1. Acceptance
Listen to others and understand the meaning. 1, 2

Read the text and understand the meaning. 3, 4

1.2 Expression
Express one’s opinion in spoken words. 5, 6

Express one’s opinion in written words. 7, 8

1.3. Data utilization Find, edit, and utilize necessary data. 9, 10

1.4 Team work
Try to achieve a team’s goal. 13

Coordinate opinions with each other. 15

1.5. Learning preparedness Prepare for learning. 17, 18

2.

Knowledge and 

experience

2.1. Knowledge acquisition
Know the meaning of lessons learned. 21, 22

Recognize learning outcomes. 23

2.3. Class activities
Participate in class activities. 32, 33, 34, 35

Apply and utilize learning outcomes. 36, 38

<Table 4> Performance diagnostic questionnaires for College English III
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4. Results and Discussion

4.1 Results of the performance diagnostic 

analysis from College English I

Generally, a t-test is used to determine whether there 

is a significant difference between the means of two 

groups, and the t-value measures the magnitude of the 

difference relative to the variation in the sample data. 

However, most of the participants in the study were first 

and second-year students (90.2%), and the ratio of men 

and women was almost 50/50. Thus, it was meaningless 

to find out the significance probability through t-tests 

evaluating these groups. Instead, ANOVA was conducted 

to determine F and p-values, that is, the variance of means 

and the statistically significant differences in each 

professor from each College English course.

4.1.1 General status of respondents

As College English I was one of basic general education 

courses, 706 students (92.5%) who took the course were 

first and second-year students. As shown in <Table 5>, 

the number of respondents was 556, with a high response 

rate of 72.9% for students taking College English I.

4.1.2 Analysis results of performance areas 

from College English I

① Performance of basic learning competency for 

College English I

As indicated in <Table 6>, the performance of basic 

learning competency area shows a mean score of 4.12 

with a standard deviation of 0.71 for College English I.

The highest score among the sub-areas was data 

utilization (4.24). By the measurement of the questions, 

#9 (I can find the necessary data or information using 

libraries or the Internet) in data utilization and #18 (I 

am prepared to do my best with the assignments and 

learning required by this class) in learning preparedness 

had the highest points, with a mean of 4.24. Meanwhile, 

the mean score of 3.91 for #17 (I registered for the class 

because I was interested in the subject) in learning 

preparedness was relatively low.

School year Number of respondents Number of students Response rate (%)

1st 468 619 75.6

2nd 53 87 60.9

3rd 21 35 60.0

4th 14 22 63.6

Total 556 763 72.9

<Table 5> Respondents’ status for College English I

Sub-area Question SDA DA N A SA Total M SD

1.1.

Acceptance

#3
1

(0.2)

15

(2.7)

110

(19.8)

230

(41.4)

200

(36.0)

556

(100)
4.10 .82

#4
1

(0.2)

14

(2.5)

116

(20.9)

231

(41.5)

194

(34.9)

556

(100)
4.08 .82

1.3. 

Data utilization
#9

1

(0.2)

13

(2.3)

78

(14.0)

226

(40.6)

238

(42.8)

556

(100)
4.24 .79

1.5.

Learning 

preparedness

#17
7

(1.3)

29

(5.2)

153

(27.5)

187

(33.6)

180

(32.4)

556

(100)
3.91 .96

#18
2

(0.4)

11

(2.0)

85

(15.3)

206

(37.1)

252

(45.3)

556

(100)
4.24 .81

Total 556 4.12 .71

Note: SDA = strongly disagree, DA = disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree A = agree, SA = strongly agree, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 6> Frequency analysis by performance indicators of basic learning competency area for College English I
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Analysis of basic learning competency area by 

professor showed statistically significant differences in 

acceptance, data utilization, and learning readiness areas, 

as shown in <Table 7>. In particular, Professor E's 

students' performance was relatively low.

In the case of Professor A, #9 (I can find the necessary 

data or information using libraries or the Internet) in data 

utilization was the highest, with a mean of 4.28 points, 

and #17 (I registered for the class because I was interested 

in the subject) in learning preparedness was relatively 

low, with a mean of 3.79 points. For Professors B and 

C, a noticeable point was that both the highest and the 

lowest mean scores were in learning preparedness: #18 

(I am prepared to do my best with the assignments and 

learning required by this class) in learning preparedness 

was the highest, with scores of 4.37 and 4.24, respectively, 

and #17 (I registered for the class because I was interested 

in the subject) was the lowest, with scores of 3.85 and 

3.91, respectively. Professor D had the highest scores in 

all areas, with the mean scores ranging from 4.20 to 4.47 

points. Professor E's case was also noticeable because 

of the lowest scores in all areas were quite contrary to 

those of Professor D. In particular, both #3 and #4 (ability 

to read and understand the core content and the writer's 

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

1.1.

Acceptance

#3

A 171 4.08 .85

6.47 0.000***

B 95 3.98 .73

C 124 4.12 .81

D 134 4.33 .72

E 32 3.59 1.04

Total 556 4.10 .82

#4

A 171 4.03 .84

9.74 0.000***

B 95 3.86 .75

C 124 4.15 .78

D 134 4.37 .70

E 32 3.59 1.04

Total 556 4.08 .82

1.3.

Data utilization
#9

A 171 4.28 .78

4.74 0.001**

B 95 4.06 .82

C 124 4.21 .72

D 134 4.41 .71

E 32 3.88 1.10

Total 556 4.24 .79

1.5.

Learning 

preparedness

#17

A 171 3.79 1.05

6.05 0.000***

B 95 3.85 .96

C 124 3.91 .90

D 134 4.20 .79

E 32 3.44 .98

Total 556 3.91 .96

#18

A 171 4.13 .84

8.70 0.000***

B 95 4.37 .75

C 124 4.24 .74

D 134 4.47 .67

E 32 3.66 1.18

Total 556 4.25 .81

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Note: R = number of respondents, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 7> Comparison among professors in basic learning competency area for College English I
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intentions) in acceptance averaged 3.59 which were only 

slightly above the normal level, and class attitude (#18) 

in learning preparedness was also low at 3.66 points.

According to the students’ responses, #17 (interests in 

the subject) was the lowest (p<.001), and #18 (class 

attitude) was the highest (p<.001) in most classes of 

College English I. It could be assumed that the subject 

of grammar and reading comprehension was not very 

interesting to students but that they recognized that it was 

important to acquire linguistic ability and thus to do their 

best in the class.

② Knowledge and experience for College English I

The overall mean for knowledge and experience per-

formance for College English I was 3.76, with a standard 

deviation of 0.80, as indicated in <Table 8>.

By the measurement of survey questions, #23 (I can 

tell the contents I learned from this class), with a mean 

of 4.16 points in knowledge acquisition, was the highest, 

followed by #19 (While reading newspapers, books, and 

Internet materials, I can recognize if they were covered 

in the class), with 4.13 points. Conversely, in the sub-area 

of class activities, both #32 (I asked the professor questions 

in various ways including online to better understand the 

contents of the class.) and #33 (I exchanged help with 

other students for learning and understanding the content, 

presentation, exam preparation, discussion, assignment, 

etc.) were slightly above the middle, with mean scores 

of 3.27 and 3.11, respectively. Due to the COVID-19 

circumstances, College English I courses were conducted 

both online and offline. Given the low mean scores of 

interactions for class activities, it could be assumed that 

these circumstances made it difficult for students to 

interact with professors and their classmates.

Analysis of knowledge and experience among professors 

in <Table 9> showed statistically significant differences 

Sub-area Question SDA DA N A SA Total M SD

2.1.

Knowledge 

acquisition

#19
19

(3.4)

107

(19.2)

213

(38.3)

217

(39.0)

556

(100)
4.13 .84

#20
1

(0.2)

20

(3.6)

110

(19.8)

234

(42.1)

191

(34.4)

556

(100)
4.07 .84

#21
28

(5.0)

143

(25.7)

209

(37.6)

176

(31.7)

556

(100)
3.96 .88

#22
4

(0.7)

22

(4.0)

110

(19.8)

220

(39.6)

200

(36.0)

556

(100)
4.06 .88

#23
2

(0.4)

13

(2.3)

101

(18.2)

217

(39.0)

223

(40.1)

556

(100)
4.16 .83

2.3.

Class 

activities

#32
48

(8.6)

105

(18.9)

173

(31.1)

109

(19.6)

121

(21.8)

556

(100)
3.27 1.24

#33
75

(13.5)

119

(21.4)

146

(26.3)

102

(18.3)

114

(20.5)

556

(100)
3.11 1.32

#34
34

(6.1)

59

(10.6)

164

(29.5)

169

(30.4)

130

(23.4)

556

(100)
3.54 1.14

#35
25

(4.5)

54

(9.7)

161

(29.0)

173

(31.1)

143

(25.7)

556

(100)
3.64 1.10

#36
19

(3.4)

37

(6.7)

150

(27.0)

199

(35.9)

150

(27.0)

555

(100)
3.76 1.03

#37
10

(1.8)

44

(7.9)

174

(31.3)

179

(32.2)

149

(26.8)

556

(100)
3.74 1.00

#38
17

(3.1)

47

(8.5)

173

(31.1)

171

(30.8)

148

(26.6)

556

(100)
3.69 1.05

Total 556 3.76 .80

Note: SDA = strongly disagree, DA = disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree A = agree, SA = strongly agree, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 8> Frequency analysis by performance indicators of knowledge and experience area for College English I
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Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

2.1.

Knowledge 

acquisition

#19

A 171 4.05 .85

4.94 0.001**

B 95 4.03 .84

C 124 4.18 .81

D 134 4.35 .73

E 32 3.75 1.11

Total 556 4.13 .84

#20

A 171 3.96 .83

8.01 0.000***

B 95 3.98 .85

C 124 4.22 .82

D 134 4.27 .73

E 32 3.50 .95

Total 556 4.07 .84

#21

A 171 3.83 .90

6.39 0.000***

B 95 3.86 .91

C 124 4.02 .85

D 134 4.23 .79

E 32 3.56 .91

Total 556 3.96 .88

#22

A 171 3.92 .97

9.24 0.000***

B 95 4.02 .85

C 124 4.12 .86

D 134 4.36 .69

E 32 3.47 .88

Total 556 4.06 .88

#23

A 171 4.14 .82

10.98 0.000***

B 95 4.19 .82

C 124 4.15 .82

D 134 4.38 .68

E 32 3.34 .97

Total 556 4.16 .83

2.3.

Class 

activities

#32

A 171 2.93 1.18

15.40 0.000***

B 95 3.16 1.20

C 124 3.47 1.22

D 134 3.80 1.08

E 32 2.44 1.34

Total 556 3.27 1.24

#33

A 171 2.71 1.25

23.90 0.000***

B 95 2.98 1.34

C 124 3.35 1.27

D 134 3.78 1.13

E 32 1.91 .86

Total 556 3.11 1.32

#34

A 171 3.39 1.09

36.99 0.000***

B 95 3.53 1.11

C 124 3.69 1.01

D 134 4.06 .88

E 32 1.69 .82

Total 556 3.54 1.14

<Table 9> Comparison among professors in knowledge and experience area for College English I



258

교양 교육 연구 Vol. 15, No. 5 (2021년 10월)

in the areas of knowledge acquisition and class activity. 

Especially for students from the classes of Professor E, 

“knowledge and experience” improvements were sig-

nificantly lower.

In knowledge and experience for College English I, 

there were very noticeable responses from the students. 

In every professor’s class, the two questions related to 

class activities, which were #32 (interactions with the class 

professor) and #33 (interactions with classmates), had 

significantly and relatively negative assessments. As 

mentioned earlier in relation to <Table 8>, College English 

I courses had to implement both online and offline classes 

due to COVID-19. Given the much lower performance 

indicators for interactions (#32 and #33) in class activities, 

utilizing the online method of lecture in class seemed 

to have a negative impact, especially on interactions for 

class activities. Professor E's case was also noticeable here 

in the area of knowledge and experience. In particular, 

four questions related to participation and utilization 

experience of class activities were found to be significantly 

below normal, ranging from 1.69 to 1.94 points. Even 

considering the COVID-19 situation, it was clear that there 

were significant differences between professors using 

online and offline class activities for interactions.

In the case of College English I, basic learning skills 

seemed to be well delivered in line with communication, 

the core competence required in the foreign language area. 

However, it seemed urgent to discuss the pros and cons 

of the methods of lecture and activity that each professor 

used for both online and offline classes to improve the 

curriculum of College English I.

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

2.3.

Class 

activities

#35

A 171 3.57 1.07

35.39 0.000***

B 95 3.72 1.00

C 124 3.74 .99

D 134 4.03 .91

E 32 1.75 0.76

Total 556 3.64 1.10

#36

A 170 3.70 1.00

38.29 0.000***

B 95 3.80 .85

C 124 3.90 .91

D 134 4.13 .86

E 32 1.94 .88

Total 555 3.76 1.03

#37

A 171 3.66 .92

33.44 0.000***

B 95 3.71 .91

C 124 3.88 .91

D 134 4.13 .84

E 32 2.13 .98

Total 556 3.74 1.00

#38

A 171 3.62 1.04

27.10 0.000***

B 95 3.69 .93

C 124 3.79 .89

D 134 4.07 .95

E 32 2.13 .98

Total 556 3.69 1.05

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Note: R = number of respondents, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 9> Continued
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4.2 Results of the performance diagnostic 

analysis from College English II

4.2.1 General status of respondents for 

College English II

In College English II, 484 students (84.6%) who took 

the course were first and second-year students. The 

number of respondents was 447, and the response rate 

of students taking College English II was quite high at 

78.1%, as shown in <Table 10>.

4.2.2 Analysis results of performance areas 

from College English II

① Performance of basic learning competency for 

College English II

As indicated in <Table 11> for College English II, the 

performance of basic learning competency area shows a 

mean score of 4.00, with a standard deviation of 0.74.

From the performance indicators of survey questions, 

#18 (I am prepared to do my best with the assignments 

and learning required by this class) in learning preparedness 

was the highest, with 4.20 points. Meanwhile, #17 (I 

registered for the class because I was interested in the 

subject) in the same sub-area (learning preparedness) was 

relatively low, with 3.80 points.

A comparison of basic learning competency area by 

professor in <Table 12> also showed statistically significant 

differences in data utilization and learning preparedness. 

All performance indicators were above average overall. 

However, it could be seen that Professor A's students' 

indicators, in particular, were relatively low in the College 

English II classes.

In the case of “basic learning competence” for College 

English II, #9 (I can find necessary data or information 

using books or the Internet) and #18 ((I am prepared to 

work hard on the tasks and learning required by this class) 

mean scores were high overall, but #1 (I can summarize 

key contents by listening to others in public and private 

situations) and #2 (I can understand the hidden meaning 

by listening to others), which were directly related to 

listening comprehension, were relatively very low, along 

with #17 (I registered for the class because I was interested 

School year Number of respondents Number of students Response rate (%)

1st 113 157 72.0

2nd 281 327 85.9

3rd 32 45 71.1

4th 21 43 48.8

Total 447 572 78.1

<Table 10> Respondents’ status for College English II

Sub-area Question SD D N A SA Total M SD

1.1.

Acceptance

#1
15

(3.4)

123

(27.5)

178

(39.8)

131

(29.3)

447

(100)
3.95 .84

#2
2

(0.4)

16

(3.6)

141

(31.5)

165

(36.9)

123

(27.5)

447

(100)
3.87 .87

1.3.

Data utilization
#9

1

(0.2)

11

(2.5)

73

(16.3)

187

(41.8)

175

(39.1)

447

(100)
4.17 .80

1.5.

Learning 

preparedness

#17
14

(3.1)

28

(6.3)

130

(29.1)

134

(30.0)

140

(31.4)

446

(100)
3.80 1.05

#18
3

(0.7)

11

(2.5)

80

(17.9)

154

(34.5)

199

(44.5)

447

(100)
4.20 .86

Total 447 4.00 .74

Note: SDA = strongly disagree, DA = disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree A = agree, SA = strongly agree, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 11> Frequency analysis by performance indicators of basic learning competency area for College English II
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in the subject of this class) in all classes of College English 

II. According to the indicators based on students' 

responses, students’ interest in basic learning competence 

for acquiring listening skills through College English II 

(listening comprehension) seemed low. These figures 

could indicate that there need to be discussions and 

changes in the College English II (listening comprehension) 

curriculum at I University.

② Knowledge and experience for College English II

For “knowledge and experience” performance of College 

English II, the overall mean score was 3.78, with a 

standard deviation of 0.77, as shown in <Table 13>.

By the measurement of survey questions, the mean 

score for #19 (While reading newspapers, books, and 

Internet materials, I can see if they were covered in the 

class) was the highest, with 4.10 points followed by #23 

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

1.1.

Acceptance

#1

A 36 3.67 1.22

1.661 0.143

B 72 3.94 .77

C 118 4.02 .80

D 70 4.11 .77

E 76 3.89 .79

F 75 3.89 .83

Total 447 3.95 .84

#2

A 36 3.61 1.32

1.64 0.149

B 72 3.81 .83

C 118 3.98 .80

D 70 4.01 .83

E 76 3.79 .85

F 75 3.85 .80

Total 447 3.87 .87

1.3.

Data utilization
#9

A 36 3.72 1.21

2.57 0.026*

B 72 4.24 .70

C 118 4.22 .78

D 70 4.23 .75

E 76 4.17 .74

F 75 4.20 .77

Total 447 4.17 .80

1.5.

Learning 

preparedness

#17

A 36 3.64 1.27

3.22 0.007**

B 71 4.06 .79

C 118 3.93 1.02

D 70 3.90 1.04

E 76 3.67 1.01

F 75 3.48 1.17

Total 446 3.80 1.05

#18

A 36 3.72 1.21

3.81 0.002**

B 72 4.38 .68

C 118 4.31 .88

D 70 4.24 .82

E 76 4.20 .75

F 75 4.04 .86

Total 447 4.20 .86

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Note: R = number of respondents, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 12> Comparison among professor in basic learning competency area for College English II
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(I can tell the contents I learned from this class), with 

a mean score of 4.07. However, #32 (the experience of 

asking the professor about various methods such as online) 

and #38 (I applied ideas, experiences, knowledge, and 

information gained from this class in my daily life) were 

relatively low, with 3.34 and 3.57 points, respectively.

The <Table 14> indicates the comparison of “knowledge 

and experience” among professors, which also indicated 

statistically significant differences.

For knowledge and experience in College English II, 

compared to other professors’ data, in the case of Professors 

A, performance in class activities was significantly below 

the average score, with means ranging from 1.69 to 2.03. 

There seemed to be no experience exchanging help with 

others for learning (#34) or using and applying ideas, 

experiences, knowledge, and information gained from this 

class (#36, #37 and #38). Based on the responses from 

students who participated in College English II, it was 

Sub-area Question SD D N A SA Total M SD

2.1.

Knowledge 

acquisition

#19
2

(0.4)

10

(2.2)

95

(21.3)

176

(39.4)

164

(36.7)

447

(100)
4.10 .84

#21
3

(0.7)

17

(3.8)

117

(26.2)

175

(39.1)

135

(30.2)

447

(100)
3.94 .88

#22
2

(0.4)

10

(2.2)

93

(20.8)

200

(44.7)

142

(31.8)

447

(100)
4.05 .81

#23
2

(0.4)

16

(3.6)

86

(19.2)

186

(41.6)

157

(35.1)

447

(100)
4.07 .85

2.3.

Class activities

#32
31

(6.9)

66

(14.8)

161

(36.0)

97

(21.7)

92

(20.6)

447

(100)
3.34 1.16

#34
20

(4.5)

36

(8.1)

150

(33.6)

136

(30.5)

104

(23.3)

447

(100)
3.60 1.07

#36
17

(3.8)

22

(4.9)

140

(31.3)

159

(35.6)

109

(24.4)

447

(100)
3.72 1.01

#37
19

(4.3)

30

(6.7)

147

(33.0)

145

(32.5)

105

(23.5)

447

(100)
3.64 1.05

#38
20

(4.5)

48

(10.8)

135

(30.3)

144

(32.3)

99

(22.2)

447

(100)
3.57 1.08

Total 447 3.78 .77

Note: SDA = strongly disagree, DA = disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree A = agree, SA = strongly agree, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 13> Frequency analysis by performance indicators of knowledge and experience area for College English II

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

2.1.

Knowledge 

acquisition

#19

A 36 3.72 1.14

3.68 0.003**

B 72 4.26 .69

C 118 4.22 .80

D 70 4.14 .80

E 76 4.09 .79

F 75 3.88 .87

Total 447 4.10 .84

#21

A 36 3.64 1.15

2.51 0.030*

B 72 4.14 .74

C 118 4.03 .82

D 70 4.00 .89

E 76 3.87 .89

F 75 3.79 .91

Total 447 3.94 .88

<Table 14> Comparison by Professor in Knowledge and Experience Area for College English II
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Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

2.1.

Knowledge 

acquisition

#22

A 36 3.72 1.00

1.68 0.139

B 72 4.14 .66

C 118 4.12 .81

D 70 4.04 .88

E 76 3.99 .81

F 75 4.09 .76

Total 447 4.05 .81

#23

A 36 3.58 1.27

3.20 0.008**

B 72 4.17 .73

C 118 4.19 .80

D 70 4.13 .83

E 76 4.01 .77

F 75 4.05 .82

Total 447 4.07 .85

2.3.

Class 

activities

#32

A 36 3.19 1.55

3.05 0.010*

B 72 3.36 1.19

C 118 3.52 1.12

D 70 3.63 1.02

E 76 3.18 1.08

F 75 3.01 1.12

Total 447 3.34 1.16

#34

A 36 2.03 1.06

24.10 0.000***

B 72 3.88 .80

C 117 3.85 .84

D 70 3.89 .96

E 76 3.55 1.08

F 75 3.48 1.03

Total 446 3.60 1.07

#36

A 36 1.94 .96

36.05 0.000***

B 72 3.96 .76

C 118 3.96 .84

D 70 4.04 .75

E 76 3.72 .99

F 75 3.65 .86

Total 447 3.72 1.01

#37

A 36 1.72 .78

41.00 0.000***

B 72 3.89 .82

C 117 3.91 .84

D 70 4.00 .80

E 76 3.66 1.03

F 75 3.57 .89

Total 446 3.64 1.05

#38

A 36 1.69 .67

34.04 0.000***

B 72 3.83 .82

C 117 3.84 .89

D 70 3.86 .94

E 76 3.58 1.06

F 75 3.52 1.02

Total 446 3.57 1.08

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Note: Q = question, R = number of respondents, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 14> Continued
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also clear that there were significant differences between 

professors using online and offline class activities. It 

seemed necessary to exchange and understand the pros 

and cons of class activities that each professor used 

through discussion and to improve the curriculum of 

College English II through changes.

4.3 Results of the performance diagnostic 

analysis from College English III

4.3.1 General status of respondents for 

College English III

Similar to the other courses, 728 students (92.0%) who 

took the course were first and second-year students. 

However, the number of respondents for College English 

III was only 363, with a relatively low response rate of 

49.9% compared to the other classes of College English 

I and II, as indicated in <Table 15>. A possible reason 

the survey participation rate was significantly lower than 

in other College English subjects is that the explanation 

of and encouragement to participate in the survey were 

not accurately delivered because the native professors 

spoke only in English in College English III classes.

4.3.2 Analysis results of performance areas 

from College English III

① Performance of basic learning competency for 

College English III

In the performance of basic learning competency for 

College English III, the overall mean score was 4.18, with 

a standard deviation of 0.67, as shown in <Table 16>.

By indicators of survey questions, #15 (I understand 

and respect each team member has a different mindset) 

in team-work was the highest, with 4.45 points. Meanwhile, 

#7 (I can write sentences according to spelling and 

grammar) in expression was relatively low, with only 3.91 

points. Judging from these figures, it could be assumed 

that students were exposed to little writing, although there 

were beginner-level writing activities in the textbook 

itself. It could be because College English III is a course 

that focuses on practicing English conversation as a group. 

Other than that, there were many positive comments above 

4.0 points for all other performance indicators; that is, 

other basic learning competences other than writing skills 

seemed to have been appropriate for students in College 

English III.

As in <Table 17>, the analysis of basic learning com-

petency areas by professor showed statistically significant 

differences in acceptance, expression, data utilization, and 

teamwork. There were 33 students who did not indicate 

their class section and the data from these students were 

excluded from the analysis.

According to performance indicators, most of them 

looked similar, and they were above the normal level in 

basic learning competence area for College English III. 

However, Professor H’s students were relatively low in 

all language skills (from #1 to #8), using materials (#10), 

and interest in the course (#17), except for teamwork (#13, 

#15) and learning preparedness (#18). Other than that, 

in most professors’ classes, all language skills remained 

similarly higher than average without significant changes. 

Above all, Professor F’s basic learning competence areas 

were high, ranging from 4.19 to 4.67 points. In particular, 

teamwork and learning preparedness required by the class 

were quite high. Based on the performance indicators for 

College English III, it could also be assumed that even 

School year Number of respondents Number of students Response rate (%)

1st 318 619 51.4

2nd 20 51 39.2

3rd 8 29 27.6

4th 17 29 58.6

Total 363 728 49.9

<Table 15> Respondents’ status for College English III



264

교양 교육 연구 Vol. 15, No. 5 (2021년 10월)

Sub-area Question SD D N A SA Total M SD

1.1.

Acceptance

#1
5

(1.4)

3

(0.8)

55

(15.2)

154

(42.4)

146

(40.2)

363

(100)
4.19 .82

#2
10

(2.8)

7

(1.9)

69

(19.0)

145

(39.9)

132

(36.4)

363

(100)
4.05 .94

#3
4

(1.1)

3

(0.8)

47

(12.9)

162

(44.6)

147

(40.5)

363

(100)
4.23 .79

#4
6

(1.7)

4

(1.1)

47

(12.9)

163

(44.9)

143

(39.4)

363

(100)
4.19 .83

1.2.

Expression

#5
7

(1.9)

6

(1.7)

71

(19.6)

148

(40.8)

131

(36.1)

363

(100)
4.07 .89

#6
11

(3.0)

4

(1.1)

88

(24.2)

131

(36.1)

129

(35.5)

363

(100)
4.00 .96

#7
18

(5.0)

10

(2.8)

84

(23.1)

127

(35.0)

124

(34.2)

363

(100)
3.91 1.06

#8
7

(1.9)

6

(1.7)

71

(19.6)

138

(38.0)

141

(38.8)

363

(100)
4.10 .90

1.3.

Data utilization

#9
1

(0.3)

2

(0.6)

43

(11.8)

138

(38.0)

179

(49.3)

363

(100)
4.36 .73

#10
8

(2.2)

8

(2.2)

64

(17.6)

125

(34.4)

158

(43.5)

363

(100)
4.15 .94

1.4.

Team work

#13
1

(0.3)

1

(0.3)

35

(9.6)

139

(38.3)

187

(51.5)

363

(100)
4.40 .70

#15
3

(0.8)

28

(7.7)

136

(37.5)

196

(54.0)

363

(100)
4.45 .67

1.5.

Learning 

preparedness

#17
10

(2.8)

5

(1.4)

83

(22.9)

122

(33.6)

143

(39.4)

363

(100)
4.06 .96

#18
1

(0.3)

36

(9.9)

133

(36.6)

193

(53.2)

363

(100)
4.43 .68

Total 363 4.18 .67

Note: SDA = strongly disagree, DA = disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree A = agree, SA = strongly agree, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 16> Frequency analysis by performance indicators of basic learning competency area for College English III

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

1.1.

Acceptance

#1

A 29 4.28 0.751

4.959 0.000***

B 30 4.10 0.803

C 39 4.51 0.644

D 29 4.41 0.628

E 90 4.12 0.832

F 42 4.36 0.821

G 31 4.26 0.575

H 40 3.63 0.868

Total 330 4.19 0.800

#2

A 29 3.97 0.906

4.453 0.000***

B 30 3.83 1.085

C 39 4.44 0.680

D 29 4.31 0.712

E 90 3.98 0.971

F 42 4.31 0.869

G 31 4.10 0.746

H 40 3.50 0.961

Total 330 4.04 0.925

<Table 17> Comparison by professor in basic learning competence area for College English III
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Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

1.1.

Acceptance

#3

A 29 4.28 0.649

5.846 0.000***

B 30 4.03 0.669

C 39 4.54 0.600

D 29 4.38 0.622

E 90 4.18 0.842

F 42 4.52 0.634

G 31 4.23 0.669

H 40 3.68 0.859

Total 330 4.22 0.766

#4

A 29 4.28 0.649

4.060 0.000***

B 30 4.13 0.629

C 39 4.51 0.601

D 29 4.24 0.689

E 90 4.12 0.846

F 42 4.45 0.670

G 31 4.16 1.036

H 40 3.70 0.911

Total 330 4.19 0.807

1.2.

Expression

#5

A 29 4.21 0.726

7.984 0.000***

B 30 3.73 0.907

C 39 4.46 0.600

D 29 4.38 0.494

E 90 3.99 0.942

F 42 4.45 0.739

G 31 3.97 0.875

H 40 3.40 0.928

Total 330 4.06 0.880

#6

A 29 3.79 1.082

5.475 0.000***

B 30 3.77 0.935

C 39 4.46 0.600

D 29 4.34 0.614

E 90 3.86 0.955

F 42 4.29 0.944

G 31 4.16 0.779

H 40 3.50 1.013

Total 330 4.00 0.937

#7

A 29 3.72 0.922

5.789 0.000***

B 30 3.70 1.119

C 39 4.31 0.922

D 29 4.28 0.649

E 90 3.82 1.128

F 42 4.21 1.001

G 31 4.10 1.044

H 40 3.15 0.949

Total 330 3.89 1.057

<Table 17> Continued
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Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

1.2.

Expression
#8

A 29 4.00 0.886

5.821 0.000***

B 30 4.00 0.788

C 39 4.64 0.584

D 29 4.34 0.614

E 90 4.02 0.821

F 42 4.31 0.924

G 31 4.06 1.153

H 40 3.53 0.933

Total 330 4.10 0.892

1.3.

Data utilization

#9

A 29 4.34 0.721

3.229 0.003**

B 30 4.37 0.718

C 39 4.64 0.537

D 29 4.41 0.568

E 90 4.34 0.690

F 42 4.45 0.705

G 31 4.35 0.661

H 40 3.93 0.917

Total 330 4.35 0.717

#10

A 29 4.00 1.000

3.029 0.004**

B 30 4.17 0.986

C 39 4.31 0.832

D 29 4.38 0.622

E 90 4.21 0.918

F 42 4.19 1.065

G 31 4.23 0.920

H 40 3.55 0.932

Total 330 4.13 0.942

1.4.

Team work

#13

A 29 4.34 0.670

2.949 0.005**

B 30 4.37 0.718

C 39 4.64 0.584

D 29 4.41 0.501

E 90 4.41 0.669

F 42 4.62 0.582

G 31 4.19 0.910

H 40 4.10 0.709

Total 330 4.40 0.686

#15

A 29 4.41 0.733

1.920 0.066

B 30 4.37 0.718

C 39 4.56 0.641

D 29 4.52 0.509

E 90 4.43 0.671

F 42 4.67 0.526

G 31 4.29 0.588

H 40 4.23 0.733

Total 330 4.44 0.655

<Table 17> Continued
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if the same textbook was used, the activities used by each 

professor were different. It also means that it is necessary 

to exchange the strengths and weaknesses of the activities 

and teaching methods through discussion.

② Knowledge and experience for College English III

The mean for knowledge and experience performance 

for College English III was 4.16, with a standard deviation 

of 0.73, as indicated in <Table 18>.

Overall, there were many positive results for all 

performance indicators for knowledge and experience 

areas in College English III. By measurement of survey 

questions, #23 (I can tell the contents I learned from the 

class) was the highest, with 4.37 points. However, #32 

(I asked the professor questions in various ways including 

online to better understand the contents of the class) was 

relatively lower than other questions, with 3.93 points. 

This semester, both offline and online classes were 

combined, depending on the COVID-19 circumstances. 

If students had questions, they would have been able to 

interact enough in the classroom or via Microsoft Teams 

chat and emails. Nevertheless, improving the question-

and-answer environment between students and professors 

always seemed to be a challenge.

Examining the data and p-values in <Table 19>, a 

comparison of knowledge and experience areas by 

professor indicated statistically significant differences in 

knowledge acquisition and class activities.

Most professors in College English III classes had 

knowledge and experience performance indicators far 

exceeding 4.00 points (higher than average level) overall 

compared to the other courses of College English I and 

II. Specifically, the indicators for knowledge acquisition 

(#21, #22, and #23) and class activities with classmates 

(#33) were quite high. However, in the case of Professor 

H, the performance indicators from knowledge and 

experience areas were just above the average level, and 

the indicators in class activities were relatively low. In 

particular, the interactions with the professor (#32) and 

with classmates (#33) were the lowest. Specifically, in 

the case of College English III, the number of students 

was less than 20 because the course purpose was to 

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

1.5.

Learning 

preparedness

#17

A 29 4.21 0.774

4.796 0.000***

B 30 3.87 1.074

C 39 4.46 0.682

D 29 4.45 0.572

E 90 3.88 0.958

F 42 4.31 0.950

G 31 3.81 1.327

H 40 3.58 0.903

Total 330 4.04 0.970

#18

A 29 4.52 0.634

2.970 0.005**

B 30 4.40 0.621

C 39 4.62 0.633

D 29 4.52 0.509

E 90 4.36 0.676

F 42 4.62 0.539

G 31 4.39 0.715

H 40 4.08 0.797

Total 330 4.42 0.667

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Note: R = number of respondents, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 17> Continued
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Sub-area Question SD D N A SA Total M SD

2.1.

Knowledge 

acquisition

#21
3

(0.8)

3

(0.8)

54

(14.9)

135

(37.2)

168

(46.3)

363

(100)
4.27 .80

#22
2

(0.6)

3

(0.8)

55

(15.2)

137

(37.7)

166

(45.7)

363

(100)
4.27 .80

#23
1

(0.3)

3

(0.8)

38

(10.5)

139

(38.3)

182

(50.1)

363

(100)
4.37 .73

2.3.

Class 

activities

#32
21

(5.8)

15

(4.1)

72

(19.8)

115

(31.7)

140

(38.6)

363

(100)
3.93 1.13

#33
12

(3.3)

12

(3.3)

59

(16.3)

135

(37.2)

145

(39.9)

363

(100)
4.07 1.00

#34
8

(2.2)

6

(1.7)

72

(19.8)

140

(38.6)

137

(37.7)

363

(100)
4.08 .91

#35
7

(1.9)

6

(1.7)

68

(18.7)

142

(39.1)

140

(38.6)

363

(100)
4.11 .90

#36
2

(0.6)

5

(1.4)

67

(18.5)

147

(40.5)

142

(39.1)

363

(100)
4.16 .81

#38
6

(1.7)

5

(1.4)

79

(21.8)

134

(36.9)

139

(38.3)

363

(100)
4.09 .89

Total 363 4.16 .73

Note: SDA = strongly disagree, DA = disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree A = agree, SA = strongly agree, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 18> Frequency analysis by performance indicators of knowledge and experience area for College English III

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

2.1.

Knowledge 

acquisition

#21

A 29 4.28 0.751

5.497 0.000***

B 30 3.97 0.999

C 39 4.64 0.628

D 29 4.48 0.574

E 90 4.18 0.856

F 42 4.52 0.634

G 31 4.32 0.653

H 40 3.78 0.832

Total 330 4.26 0.805

#22

A 29 4.28 0.751

5.162 0.000***

B 30 4.13 0.730

C 39 4.59 0.595

D 29 4.41 0.628

E 90 4.20 0.864

F 42 4.52 0.671

G 31 4.35 0.709

H 40 3.73 0.816

Total 330 4.26 0.784

#23

A 29 4.48 0.634

3.576 0.001**

B 30 4.33 0.661

C 39 4.62 0.590

D 29 4.34 0.614

E 90 4.32 0.791

F 42 4.55 0.593

G 31 4.42 0.620

H 40 3.93 0.859

Total 330 4.36 0.720

<Table 19> Comparison by professor in knowledge and experience area for College English III
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Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

2.3.

Class 

activities

#32

A 29 4.03 0.865

5.650 0.000***

B 30 3.70 1.393

C 39 4.18 0.914

D 29 4.10 1.113

E 90 3.90 1.092

F 42 4.07 1.197

G 31 4.45 0.925

H 40 3.05 0.959

Total 330 3.92 1.124

#33

A 29 4.07 1.100

5.853 0.000***

B 30 4.17 0.874

C 39 4.33 0.898

D 29 4.31 0.850

E 90 4.18 0.869

F 42 4.19 0.943

G 31 3.97 1.197

H 40 3.20 0.966

Total 330 4.06 0.997

#34

A 29 3.90 1.235

5.316 0.000***

B 30 3.90 1.125

C 39 4.44 0.680

D 29 4.21 0.675

E 90 4.09 0.744

F 42 4.36 0.850

G 31 4.19 0.946

H 40 3.43 0.844

Total 330 4.07 0.908

#35

A 29 4.00 1.000

5.186 0.000***

B 30 3.87 1.167

C 39 4.41 0.677

D 29 4.28 0.591

E 90 4.11 0.726

F 42 4.36 0.850

G 31 4.29 0.973

H 40 3.48 0.905

Total 330 4.10 0.885

#36

A 29 4.28 0.751

5.597 0.000***

B 30 3.93 0.828

C 39 4.49 0.601

D 29 4.41 0.568

E 90 4.08 0.810

F 42 4.36 0.692

G 31 4.19 0.873

H 40 3.60 0.841

Total 330 4.15 0.798

<Table 19> Continued
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improve and practice beginner-level English conversation 

skills. Thus, depending on the COVID-19 situation, 

offline (face-to-face) classes or real-time online classes 

were recommended to professors. Nevertheless, it was 

curious that the performance indicators from Professor 

H's classes showed that there was little interaction between 

the professor and the students, until it was discovered 

that Professor H continued to conduct online video lessons 

due to personal reasons. In other words, compared to 

face-to-face classes, it could be assumed that non-face-

to-face classes undermined the interaction between 

professors and students. To prepare for the post-COVID-19 

era, it also seems necessary to discuss effective online 

activities that can guide interaction with others in non-face-

to-face classes for English language learning.

Overall, basic learning competence was found to have 

higher performance evaluations than knowledge and 

experience area in all College English courses. Students 

responded that their English communication competences 

had improved in each subject. This could indicate that 

communication which was the core competency pursued 

in the foreign language area of i-LAC as well as the 

direction of education pursued in College English courses, 

was appropriate. However, unlike the results from basic 

learning competence, some performance evaluations in 

knowledge and experience area were significantly low. 

Specifically, questions #32 (interactions with the professor) 

and #33 (interactions with classmates) related to class 

activities were found to be significantly lower than other 

questions. The COVID-19 situation, which resulted in a 

mix of online and offline classes, might have caused many 

inconveniences in terms of utilizing class activities where 

students could interact with professors and classmates. 

Furthermore, it was noticeable that there were statistically 

significant differences between professors even in the 

same subject. Thus, it seems necessary to discuss the 

strengths and weaknesses of class activities conducted in 

each class and to develop effective class activities both 

for offline and online classes to prepare for the post-

COVID-19 era.

5. Conclusion

COVID-19 has triggered rapid changes in the environ-

ment surrounding higher education. Amid these changes, 

efforts are being made to verify students’ performance 

in various ways to foster the quality of higher education, 

not only in each university’s core competencies but also 

in governments and research institutes. This is because 

there is a growing awareness that the performance of 

college education should be statistically analyzed and that 

the quality of education should be improved based on 

the result of analysis.

This study was intended to measure the performance 

indicators of university students in line with communica-

Sub-area Question Prof. R M SD F p

2.3.

Class 

activities

#38

A 29 4.38 0.728

3.694 0.001**

B 30 3.97 0.928

C 39 4.31 0.766

D 29 4.21 0.726

E 90 4.08 0.877

F 42 4.19 1.018

G 31 4.03 0.948

H 40 3.50 0.847

Total 330 4.07 0.893

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Note: R = number of respondents, M = mean score, SD = standard deviation

<Table 19> Continued
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tion, the core competency for foreign language in general 

basic education at I University, a local private university. 

Based on the aforementioned findings, the conclusions 

and significance of the study are as follows. Performance 

diagnosis was conducted on the College English I, II, 

and III courses in the area of foreign language communica-

tion in Liberal Arts College at I University. The perform-

ance diagnosis was analyzed by having students respond 

to the survey questions selected by the professors in charge 

of each subject and comparing the results. The response 

rates were 72.9%, 78.1%, and 49.9% for College English 

I, II, and III, respectively. The mean for College English 

I basic learning competency was 4.12 and that for 

knowledge and experience was 3.76, which is far above 

the average level. College English II was also well above 

the average level, with a mean score of 4.0 in basic learning 

competency, and 3.78 in knowledge and experience. In 

the case of College English III, the mean scores for basic 

learning competency and knowledge and experience were 

generally high at 4.18 and 4.16 points, respectively. In 

general, there seemed to be an improvement in students’ 

competencies in areas where each course emphasized the 

purpose (target) in line with communication, which was 

the core competency of foreign language in I University. 

This could indicate that communication competency 

pursued in the foreign language area of i-LAC as well 

as the direction of education pursued in College English 

courses, was appropriate.

This study has several limitations. First, when choosing 

the performance diagnostic questions, it seemed necessary 

to coordinate opinions with other professors who taught 

the same subject. For the current study, the professors 

in charge of the course chose the performance diagnosis 

evaluation questions. However, as there were many 

performance diagnostic questions that could be necessary 

regarding the target of courses, the professors in charge 

of each course needed to discuss and select the ones that 

corresponded to course targets. Second, it was presupposed 

that students would answer in the survey questions 

faithfully, although it seemed necessary to identify 

effective ways to increase students’ participation in the 

survey. In the case of online surveys using the Naver 

Office form, students were encouraged to voluntarily 

participate in the survey, but the survey participation for 

students in College English III classes, where native 

professors only spoke English in class, was generally low. 

The participation rate would have been higher if there 

had been a process to induce participation in Korean. Last, 

in this study, only two areas of basic learning competence 

and knowledge and experience were diagnosed and 

analyzed in line with communication, which was the core 

competency for foreign language in i-LAC. In future 

studies, it may be useful to go one step further and analyze 

thinking, value, and integration competences to examine 

the status and effectiveness of general English education 

holistically as cultural education as well as general English 

education in the area of foreign language.

This study suggests on the future studies using tools 

developed by KNIGE. First, there will have to be a process 

for professors of each subject to review the feasibility 

of the questions when choosing diagnostic tool questions. 

This is because performance indicators, which are 

considered important by professors, may vary, so it seems 

desirable to select appropriate diagnosis questions for each 

subject after sufficient discussion. Second, in order to 

effectively use tools developed by KNIGE, it seems 

necessary for professors to predict student achievement 

when selecting diagnostic questions and comparing them 

to actual results of responses. In future studies, this process 

should be supplemented, so that professors can use it as 

materials for improving their classes.
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Appendices

구분 영역 개념(설명) 하위영역 성과지표 측정문항

1 기초학습역량
◦ 교양수업을 수강하기 위해 기본적으로 요구

되는 준비도를 진단한다.

1.1. 수용
듣기 2

읽기 2

1.2. 표현
말하기 2

쓰기 2

1.3. 자료활용
구성 2

변환 2

1.4. 팀워크
과제수행 2

의견조정 2

1.5. 학습준비도 학습태도 2

2 지식 및 경험

◦ 학습 내용에 대한 기억과 이해를 진단한다.

◦ 교육목적에 대해 이해하는지 진단한다.

◦ 수업관련 활동에 대한 참여도를 진단한다.

2.1. 지식습득

기억 2

이해 2

결과 1

2.2. 교육목적 목적인식 8

2.3. 수업활동
참여 4

활용 3

3 사고
◦ 분석, 추론, 비판 등 인지적 전략을 활용한 

고차적 사고 능력을 진단한다.

3.1. 분석

내용파악 3

관계분석 2

현상분석 2

3.2. 추론 추론 4

3.3. 비판
평가 2

논박 2

4 가치
◦ 윤리적 판단, 사회적 책임, 개방적 태도 등 

가치 형성과 관련된 영역을 진단한다.

4.1. 윤리의식
윤리적 문제 2

윤리적 관점 3

4.2. 과학적 가치
자연이해 2

과학적 탐구 2

4.3. 시민의식
사회적 책임 2

사회참여 2

4.4. 역사의식
맥락이해 2

쟁점분석 2

4.5. 문화적 개방성
다문화 수용성 2

국제문제이해 2

4.5. 예술적 감성
감상 2

태도 2

5 통합

◦ 지식, 기술, 태도 등을 융합하여 복잡한 문제

를 해결하거나 새로운 환경에 적용하는 능력

을 진단한다.

5.1. 문제해결력

문제인식 3

정보수집 2

해결전략 수립 2

해결전략 평가 3

5.2. 융복합능력
학문분야 간 연계 3

창의적 통합 2

전체 5 19 39 93

<Appendix 1> The performance diagnosis areas developed by KNIGE in 2016
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영역 하위 영역 성과 지표 목표진술 측정문항

1.

기초 

학습 

역량

1.1

수용
읽기

텍스트를 읽고 의미를 

이해한다.

3. 글을 읽고 핵심 내용을 파악할 수 있다.

4. 글을 읽고 글쓴이의 의도를 파악할 수 있다.

1.3.

자료 활용
구성

필요한 자료를 찾아 

편집⋅활용한다.
9. 필요한 자료나 정보를 도서나 인터넷 등을 활용하여 찾을 수 있다.

1.5.

학습 준비도
학습태도 학습을 준비한다.

17. 이 수업의 주제에 흥미가 있어서 수강신청을 했다.

18. 이 수업에서 요구하는 과제와 학습을 열심히 할 준비가 되어 있다.

2.

지식 

및 

경험

2.1.

지식 습득

기억
배운 내용인지 아닌지 

분별한다.

19. 신문, 책, 인터넷 자료 등을 읽고 수업에서 다뤘던 내용인지 분별할 

수 있다.

20. 이 수업에서 다룬 주요 인물이나 용어, 사건 등을 기억할 수 있다.

이해 배운 내용의 의미를 안다.
21. 이 수업에서 배운 내용과 관련된 사례를 말할 수 있다.

22. 이 수업에서 배운 주요 내용을 요약할 수 있다.

결과 학습 결과를 인식한다. 23. 이 수업을 통해 무엇을 알게 되었는지 말할 수 있다.

2.3.

수업 활동

참여 수업 활동에 참여한다.

32. 수업내용을 더 잘 이해하기 위해 교수님께 온라인 등 다양한 방식으

로 질문을 하였다.

33. 학습(내용이해, 발표, 시험준비, 토론, 과제 등)을 위해 다른 학생들

과 도움을 주고 받았다.

34. 학습(내용이해, 발표, 시험준비, 토론, 과제 등)을 할 때, 다른 수업으

로부터 얻은 지식과 생각을 연결해 보았다.

35. 학습(내용이해, 발표, 시험준비, 토론, 과제 등)을 위해 수업과 관련

된 자료를 추가로 찾아 활용하였다.

활용 학습 성과를 활용한다.

36. 다른 사람과 이야기할 때 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 

정보 등이 도움이 된 적이 있다.

37. 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 정보 등을 활용해 문제를 

해결하거나 대안을 생각해 봤다.

38. 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 정보 등을 일상생활에서 

응용해 봤다.

<Appendix 2> Performance diagnosis questions used for College English I

영역 하위 영역 성과지표 목표진술 측정문항

1. 

기초

학습

역량

1.1.

수용
듣기

상대방의 말을 듣고 

의미를 이해한다.

1. 공적⋅사적인 상황에서 상대방의 말을 듣고 핵심 내용을 요약할 

수 있다.

2. 상대방의 말을 듣고 숨겨진 의미를 파악할 수 있다.

1.3.

자료 활용
구성

필요한 자료를 찾아 

편집⋅활용한다.
9. 필요한 자료나 정보를 도서나 인터넷 등을 활용하여 찾을 수 있다.

1.5.

학습 준비도
학습태도 학습을 준비한다.

17. 이 수업의 주제에 흥미가 있어서 수강신청을 했다.

18. 이 수업에서 요구하는 과제와 학습을 열심히 할 준비가 되어 있다.

2.

지식 

및 

경험

2.1.

지식 습득

기억
배운 내용인지 아닌지 

분별한다.

19. 신문, 책, 인터넷 자료 등을 읽고 수업에서 다뤘던 내용인지 분별할 

수 있다.

이해 배운 내용의 의미를 안다.
21. 이 수업에서 배운 내용과 관련된 사례를 말할 수 있다.

22. 이 수업에서 배운 주요 내용을 요약할 수 있다.

결과 학습 결과를 인식한다. 23. 이 수업을 통해 무엇을 알게 되었는지 말할 수 있다.

2.3.

수업 활동

참여 수업 활동에 참여한다.

32. 수업내용을 더 잘 이해하기 위해 교수님께 온라인 등 다양한 방식으

로 질문을 하였다.

34. 학습(내용이해, 발표, 시험준비, 토론, 과제 등)을 할 때, 다른 수업으

로부터 얻은 지식과 생각을 연결해 보았다.

활용 학습 성과를 활용한다.

36. 다른 사람과 이야기할 때 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 

정보 등이 도움이 된 적이 있다.

37. 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 정보 등을 활용해 문제를 

해결하거나 대안을 생각해 봤다.

38. 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 정보 등을 일상생활에서 

응용해 봤다.

<Appendix 3> Performance diagnosis questions used for College English II
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영역 하위 영역 성과 지표 목표진술 측정문항

1. 

기초

학습

역량

1.1.

수용

듣기
상대방의 말을 듣고 

의미를 이해한다.

1. 공적⋅사적인 상황에서 상대방의 말을 듣고 핵심 내용을 요약할 

수 있다.

2. 상대방의 말을 듣고 숨겨진 의미를 파악할 수 있다.

읽기
텍스트를 읽고 

의미를 이해한다.

3. 글을 읽고 핵심 내용을 파악할 수 있다.

4. 글을 읽고 글쓴이의 의도를 파악할 수 있다.

1.2.

표현

말하기
자신의 의견을 

말로 전달한다.

5. 자신의 생각이나 의견을 상대방과 상황에 맞게 말할 수 있다.

6. 여러 사람 앞에서 준비한 내용을 효과적으로 발표할 수 있다.

쓰기
자신의 의견을 

글로 표현한다.

7. 맞춤법과 문법에 맞게 문장을 쓸 수 있다.

8. 자신의 생각이나 의견을 글을 통해 효과적으로 전달할 수 있다.

1.3.

자료 활용
구성

필요한 자료를 찾아 

편집⋅활용한다.

9. 필요한 자료나 정보를 도서나 인터넷 등을 활용하여 찾을 수 있다.

10. 한글, 워드, 파워포인트, 엑셀, 그림 등을 이용해 문서, 그림, 동영상 

등을 작성하거나 편집할 수 있다.

1.4.

팀워크

과제수행
팀의 목표를 이루기 

위해 노력한다.

13. 팀프로젝트를 수행할 때, 팀에 도움이 되는 아이디어나 대안을 

제시하는 편이다.

의견조정 팀에서 의견을 조율한다. 15. 팀원 각자의 사고방식에 차이가 있음을 이해하고 존중하는 편이다.

1.5.

학습 준비도
학습태도 학습을 준비한다.

17. 이 수업의 주제에 흥미가 있어서 수강신청을 했다.

18. 이 수업에서 요구하는 과제와 학습을 열심히 할 준비가 되어 있다.

2.

지식 

및 

경험

2.1.

지식 습득

이해 배운 내용의 의미를 안다.
21. 이 수업에서 배운 내용과 관련된 사례를 말할 수 있다.

22. 이 수업에서 배운 주요 내용을 요약할 수 있다.

결과 학습 결과를 인식한다. 23. 이 수업을 통해 무엇을 알게 되었는지 말할 수 있다.

2.3.

수업 활동

참여 수업 활동에 참여한다.

32. 수업내용을 더 잘 이해하기 위해 교수님께 온라인 등 다양한 방식으

로 질문을 하였다.

33. 학습(내용이해, 발표, 시험준비, 토론, 과제 등)을 위해 다른 학생들

과 도움을 주고 받았다.

34. 학습(내용이해, 발표, 시험준비, 토론, 과제 등)을 할 때, 다른 수업으

로부터 얻은 지식과 생각을 연결해 보았다.

35. 학습(내용이해, 발표, 시험준비, 토론, 과제 등)을 위해 수업과 관련

된 자료를 추가로 찾아 활용하였다.

활용 학습 성과를 활용한다.

36. 다른 사람과 이야기할 때 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 

정보 등이 도움이 된 적이 있다.

38. 이 수업에서 얻은 아이디어, 경험, 지식, 정보 등을 일상생활에서 

응용해 봤다.

<Appendix 4> Performance diagnosis questions used for College English III
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주차별 구분 수업계획 내용

1주차

주요학습내용

- 단순현재가 사용되는 경우

- 일반동사의 3인칭단수현재형 철자규칙

- 단순현재의 부정문

- 단순현재의 의문문과 그에 대한 응답

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit1-Lesson 1 (1.1) (1.2) / 연습문제: 4, 6 / 독해자료: “An Afar Wedding”

2주차

주요학습내용

- 단순현재와 현재진행의 차이

- 현재진행의 부정문

- 현재진행의 의문문과 그에 대한 응답

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit1-Lesson 2 (1.4) (1.5) / 연습문제: 5, 6 / 독해자료: “Diwali”

3주차

주요학습내용

- 단순과거를 사용하는 경우

- 단순과거의 부정문

- 단순과거의 의문문과 그에 대한 응답

- 규칙동사의 과거형 철자규칙

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 2-Lesson 1 (2.1) (2.2) / 연습문제: 4, 5 / 독해자료: “The Lion Guardians Project, Kenya”

과제 교재 pages A5-A6의 불규칙 동사표 암기

4주차

주요학습내용

- 단순과거와 과거진행의 차이

- 과거진행의 부정문

- 과거진행의 의문문과 그에 대한 응답

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 2-Lesson 2 (2.3) (2.4) / 연습문제: 4, 6 / 독해자료: “Community Radio in Guatemala”

5주차

주요학습내용

- some과 any의 평서문, 부정문, 의문문에서의 용법의 차이

- many, much, a lot of의 평서문, 부정문, 의문문에서의 용법의 차이

- many, much, a lot of의 가산성(countability)의 차이

- a little과 a few의 가산성의 차이

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 3-Lesson 3 (3.6) (3.7) / 연습문제: 4, 5 / 독해자료: “The Science of Sports”

과제 기본단어 300개 중 전반부 150개 암기

6주차

주요학습내용

- 인칭대명사의 주격과 목적격의 형태

- 인칭대명사의 소유격과 소유대명사격의 형태

- 재귀대명사의 형태

- 재귀대명사의 두 가지 용법

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 4-Lesson 1 (4.1) (4.2) (4.3) / 연습문제: 4, 6, 8 / 독해자료: “Getting Around Mexico City”

7주차

주요학습내용

- 시간 관련 전치사로서의 at, on, in의 차이

- 시간 관련 전치사로서의 for, from-until, during의 용법

- 장소 관련 전치사로서의 at, on, in의 차이

- 장소 관련 전치사로서의 at, on, in 이외의 전치사의 용법

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 4-Lesson 2 (4.4) (4.5) / 연습문제: 4, 6, 7 / 독해자료: “Diving in the Bahamas”

8주차

주요학습내용 중간고사

수업방법 중간고사

수업자료 중간고사

9주차

주요학습내용

- 현재완료의 ‘완료’ ‘계속’ ‘경험’ ‘결과’ 용법

- 현재완료의 부정문

- 현재완료의 의문문과 그에 대한 응답

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 5-Lesson 1 (5.1) (5.2) / 연습문제: 4, 8 / 독해자료: “Asia's Aral Sea”
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10주차

주요학습내용

- 형용사의 제한적 용법

- 2형식 동사의 종류

- 형용사의 서술적 용법

- 형용사가 수식하는 명사구와 복합명사의 차이

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 6-Lesson 1 (6.1) (6.2) / 연습문제: 5, 6, 7 / 독해자료: “Koalas Fight Back!”

과제 기본단어 300개중 후반부 150개 암기

11주차

주요학습내용

- will을 미래 조동사로 사용하는 경우

- will이 사용된 문장의 부정문

- will이 사용된 문장의 의문문과 그에 대한 응답

- be going to를 미래 조동사로 사용하는 경우

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 7-Lesson 1 (7.1) (7.2) / 연습문제: 4B, 5 / 독해자료: “A Star-Studded Trip You'll Never Forget”

12주차

주요학습내용

- 형용사의 비교급 형태의 두 가지 종류

- 부사의 비교급 형태의 두 가지 종류

- 형용사와 부사의 비교급을 이용한 비교구문의 구조

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 8-Lesson 1 (8.1) (8.2) (8.3) / 연습문제: 4, 6, 7 / 독해자료: “What is a Consumer Society?”

13주차

주요학습내용
- 형용사와 부사의 원급을 이용한 비교구문의 구조

- 원급비교 구문을 이용한 비교급비교의 의미 표시

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료 교재: Unit 8-Lesson 2 (8.4) (8.5) / 연습문제: 5, 6 / 독해자료: “Online Reviews: ★ or ★★★★?”

14주차

주요학습내용

- 형용사와 부사의 최상급 형태의 두 가지 종류

- 형용사와 부사의 최상급을 이용한 비교구문의 구조

- 비교급비교와 최상급비교의 차이

수업방법 문법사항 설명, 연습문제 풀이, 영어지문 독해

수업자료
교재: Unit 8-Lesson 3 (8.6) (8.7) / 연습문제: 4, 6 / 독해자료: “Mount Everest: The Highest Garbage Dump in 

the World?”

15주차

주요학습내용 기말고사

수업방법 기말고사

수업자료 기말고사
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주차별 구분 수업계획 내용

1주차

주요학습내용
영어 음소 (English phonemes)와 최소대립쌍 (minimal pairs), /tr/, /dr/, /nt/, /t+y/, /d+y/ 발음, 단타음 규칙, 성문폐쇄음 

규칙, 음생략 규칙, 연음 규칙

수업방법 발음규칙을 예를 들어 설명한다.

수업자료 영어 발음규칙 유인물

2주차

주요학습내용
Listening for Main Ideas (p. 6), Listening for Specific Information (pp. 6-7), Using Context Clues (p. 17), Listening 

for the Main idea & Details (p. 19), Listening for the Main idea & Specific Information (p. 21)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 1 Neighborhoods, Cities, and Towns

3주차

주요학습내용

Listening for Main Ideas (pp. 30-31), Listening for Reasons (p. 37), Listening for Specific Information (p. 38), 

Using Context Clues (p. 39), Listening for store Names and Prices (pp. 41-42), Listening for the Main idea & 

to Online Shopping Information (p. 44)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 2 Shopping and E-Commerce

4주차

주요학습내용
Listening for Main Ideas/Specific Information (pp. 53-55), Using Context Clues (p. 63), Listening for the Main 

idea & to VoiceMail (p. 64)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 3 Friends and Family

5주차

주요학습내용

Listening for Main Idea/s & Specific Information (pp. 74-76), Listening for the Main ideas & Specific Information 

(p. 80), Using Context Clues (p. 82), Listening for the Main Idea (p. 82), Listening for the Main ideas & Specific 

Information (p. 85)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 4 Health Care

6주차

주요학습내용
Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information (pp. 94-95), Listening to Small Talk (p. 101), Using Context 

Clues (p. 104), Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information (p. 105)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 5 Men and Women

7주차

주요학습내용

Review:

발음규칙, Chapter 1 Neighborhoods, Cities, and Towns, Chapter 2 Shopping and E-Commerce, Chapter 3 Friends 

and Family, Chapter 4 Health Care, Chapter 5 Men and Women

수업방법 주요 내용을 듣고 복습한다.

수업자료 Chapters 1-5

8주차

주요학습내용 Week 1부터 Week 7까지 배운 내용 중에서 중요한 부분을 골라 테스트한다.

수업방법 Mid-term Examination

수업자료 Mid-term Examination

9주차

주요학습내용

Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information (pp. 114-115), Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information 

(p. 121), Using Context Clues (p. 123), Listening for the Main ideas & Details (p. 125), Listening to a Dream 

(p. 128)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 6 Sleep and Dreams

10주차

주요학습내용

Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information (pp. 136-137), Listening for the Main ideas & Specific Information 

(p. 142), Using Context Clues (p. 144), Listening for the Main ideas & Specific Information (p. 145), Listening 

to Future Plans (p. 148)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 7 Work and Lifestyles

11주차

주요학습내용

Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information (pp. 155-156), Listening for the Main idea & Specific Information 

(pp. 161-162), Listening for the Main ideas & to Instructions (p. 165), Listening for the Main Idea & Ordering 

Steps in a Recipe (p. 168)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 8 Food and Nutrition

<Appendix 6> Syllabus for College English II



279

A Study on Performance Diagnosis of College English Courses in General Education after Core Competency-Based Reform

주차별 구분 수업계획 내용

12주차

주요학습내용

Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information (pp. 178-179), Listening for the Main ideas & Specific Information 

(pp. 184-185), Using Context Clues (p. 189), Listening for Main ideas & Places on a Map (pp. 190-191), Listening 

for the Main Idea & Specific Information (pp. 192-193)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 9 Great Destinations

13주차

주요학습내용
Listening for Main Ideas & Specific Information (pp. 202-203), Listening for Main Ideas & Opinions (p. 208), 

Using Context Clues (p. 210), Listening for Main Ideas & Details (p. 211)

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapter 10 Our Planet

14주차

주요학습내용

Review:

Chapter 6 Sleep and Dreams, Chapter 7 Work and Lifestyles, Chapter 8 Food and Nutrition, Chapter 9 Great 

Destinations, Chapter 10 Our Planet

수업방법 Audio program을 들려주고 문제를 풀게 한 다음 설명한다.

수업자료 Chapters 6-10

15주차

주요학습내용 Week 9부터 Week 14까지 배운 내용 중에서 중요한 부분을 골라 테스트한다.

수업방법 Final Examination

수업자료 Final Examination
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주차별 구분 수업계획 내용

1주차

주요학습내용

We will cover the syllabus, explain any computer programs the students might use ex: Kahoot, Google Classroom etc...

We will then cover basic classroom vocabulary, including, “Can you...Do you...Are you...?”

Encourage students to greet all students not just those sat adjacent to them.

수업방법 General lecturing, and choral work of key words.

수업자료 Syllabus and Text-book pages 8-11

2주차

주요학습내용

We will use choral exercises from section 1, this could be interspersed with questions pertaining to the students' 

futures for possible extra vocabulary and interest.

The listening task can be used as an introduction to how to continue to use the book.

Key expressions from the Pair-work and Grammar sections, should be learnt so that the students are comfortable 

using them.

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 1 of the textbook.

과제 Life picture activity on pg18.

3주차

주요학습내용

We will cover the key phrases and add extra vocabulary where important.

It may be helpful to highlight common errors when it comes to hair for instance, “He has short black hair,” not 

“He is short black hair. Students could be encouraged to show family, or high school photos for a more interesting 

and personal approach to answering these questions.

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 2 of the textbook

과제 Written assignment on friends and family, related to physical descriptions

4주차

주요학습내용

The key phrase of this unit is “How often do you + verb phrase?” Teachers could also teach “Do you ever...?” 

as this relates to unit 0, but is not as important as the first expression. Students should be able to use a range 

of adverbs for frequency.

Teachers may also wish to teach the time prepositions “On, In, At” and how they differ in their usage.

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 3 of the textbook

과제 Submission of the written assignment

5주차

주요학습내용

Of key import here are the prepositional phrases, “next to, opposite, in front of, on the nth floor, etc...”

Students should also learn vocabulary such as “turn left/right, go straight ahead.” Teachers can talk in terms of 

“blocks” or use the occasion to teach first, second, third, etc... Teachers should also highlight the idea of using 

easily recognizable landmarks (banks, petrol stations, coffee shops etc.)

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 5 of the textbook.

과제 Role-plays giving directions

6주차

주요학습내용

The use of simple past verbs in this section, if the students are more advanced then past-participle forms could 

be taught, but secondary to simple past. This is to encourage fewer mistakes in a typically difficult unit. Ex: “I 

went to”, not “I gone to”.

The pair work on 55-56 is particularly handy in this regard, and can be easily modified by the teacher, “What 

did you do...? (Yesterday, last weekend, last vacation, on your birthday, x years ago, etc...) Verb+ed - endings 

could be taught, “-t,-d,-id”

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 6 of the textbook

7주차

주요학습내용

Further work on unit 6 if required. This week should be used to explain the test style and to review all the preceding 

material. Students should be encouraged to ask questions on anything they have found difficult. A quiz and review 

can be helpful for particular areas of difficulty.

Students should also be made to sign-up for their midterm exams.

수업방법 Revision for mid-term exam, reviewing the 1st half of the semester

수업자료 Any material covered

8주차

주요학습내용
Students will visit their professors at their allotted test time. Each student should be asked 6 questions from a 

pre-assigned list, and each student should be given approximately 5 minutes to answer them.

수업방법 Individual mid-term speaking test.

수업자료 Test questions
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9주차

주요학습내용
Key focus on the vocabulary on pg 73, different ways to ask the same question, essentially, “Would you like 

to + verb phrase?” This unit ties in well with vocabulary from unit 3.

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 8 of the textbook

과제 Prepare for role-plays, based on friends meeting.

10주차

주요학습내용

Key phrases “I will, I'm going to + verb phrase + time preposition”, could include “I'll probably, I may/might, 

I won't” for variety of possibility.

“I have already + p.p verb phrase” could be taught in some cases time permitting.

The students should be able to demonstrate longer answers by this point, and give valid reasons. The activity 

on page 82 is useful for this.

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 9 of the textbook

11주차

주요학습내용

Comparatives, and their usage.

In this section, a Students Market could be created as a role-play experience.

Key vocabulary here, “A is/are adjective+er than B” “A is/are more adjective than B” “B is/are not as adjective 

as A” Teachers should get the students to describe common objects for a variety of adjectives. Handouts in this 

section are useful.

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 10 of the textbook, Roleplays

12주차

주요학습내용

Students should learn, “First, then, next, last” at a minimum. Other time order expressions could be taught if time 

permits. Students should be able to demonstrate their knowledge of simple activities before moving into the later 

parts of the unit. Ex: How do you make ramyeon?

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 11 of the textbook

과제 Students have the opportunity to do video presentations on a process.

13주차

주요학습내용

In this unit it might be helpful for the teacher to teach extra vocabulary relating to music, movies, and books 

(plot, characters, lyrics, etc...), so that students can give fuller, more interesting answers.

The activity on pages 103-104 is useful here.

“I think that, In my opinion, For me, My favorite....is adjective because (reasons).”

수업방법 General lecturing, followed by pair work and student discussion

수업자료 Unit 12 of the textbook

과제 Possible presentation or “Show and Tell”

14주차

주요학습내용

These classes offer opportunities for Q & A sessions on particular areas of difficulty.

Furthermore, students should ensure they know their test schedule.

Teachers should go over all the units covered after the mid-term exam.

수업방법 Final test revision, review of the 2nd half of the semester.

수업자료 Units 8-12

15주차

주요학습내용
Students will visit their professors at their allotted test time. Each student should be asked 6 questions from a 

pre-assigned list, and each student should be given approximately 5 minutes to answer them.

수업방법 Individual final speaking test.

수업자료 Units 8-12
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핵심역량기반 개편 후 대학교양영어 성과진단 연구
－I 대학교 사례를 중심으로

정신시아명희

인제대학교 리버럴아츠칼리지 조교수

초록

I 대학은 2021년 대학기본역량진단을 앞두고 핵심역량을 중심으로 교양교육과정을 개편한 것을 토대로 학습성과진단을 

실시하였고, 본 연구는 그 중 기초교양교육에 해당하는 대학영어 교과목에 대한 진단결과를 바탕으로 진행하였다. 기초교양교육

의 외국어 영역은 I대학의 5가지 핵심 역량 중에 ‘커뮤니케이션’ 역량에 중점을 두었다. 본 연구는 이러한 대학영어 교과목들이 

대학의 핵심 역량에 적합한지 알아보기 위해 대학영어 수업을 수강하는 학생들의 반응을 살펴보았다. 각 대학영어 수업이 

‘커뮤니케이션’에 중점을 둔 핵심역량에 적합한지, 특히 영어 커뮤니케이션 능력을 위한 기본지식의 학습과 그 지식을 바탕으로 

하는 경험이 적합한지, 학생들의 영어 커뮤니케이션 능력 향상을 위해 교과 과정에 어떤 변화가 필요한지 살펴보았다.

설문조사를 통해 대학영어I(독해), 대학영어II(듣기), 대학영어II(말하기) 수업에 참여한 학생들의 교육적 향상을 비교 분석하

였고, 이러한 학습성과진단을 토대로 대학영어 교과목의 교과과정 개선을 위한 기초 자료로 활용하고자 하였다. 학습성과진단을 

위해 한국교양기초교육원(KNIGE)에서 2016년에 제시한 성과진단 도구를 선택 활용하였다. 5개 영역의 93문항 중 ‘기본학습능

력’과 ‘지식과 경험’ 영역에서 각각의 교과목에 해당하는 문항을 선택 조사하였고, 각 문항은 리커트 5점 척도를 사용하여 

측정되었다. 이번 성과진단 조사에는 세 개의 대학영어 교과목을 수강한 전체 학생 2063명 중 1,366명(66.2%)이 참여하였다.

학습성과진단 분석결과, 일반적으로 학생들은 각 교과목에서 영어 의사소통 능력이 향상되었다고 반응하였는데, 이는 

I대학의 기초교양 외국어영역에서 추구하는 핵심 역량과 해당 교과목에서 추구하는 교육의 방향이 적합하다는 것으로 간주될 

수 있는 결과였다. 다만, 기초학습영역과는 사뭇 다르게, 지식과 경험 영역 중 수업활동과 관련된 문항들은 다른 문항들보다 

낮게 나타났다. 학기 동안에 코로나 상황에 따라 대면과 비대면 수업을 병행하였는데, 이러한 상황이 학생들로 하여금 교수 

및 동료들과 상호작용 하는데 있어서 불편함이 있었다는 것으로 사료된다. 대면 수업에서뿐 만 아니라, ‘위드 코로나’ 시대를 

대비하기 위해서라도 효과적인 비대면 혹은 온라인 수업에서의 상호작용을 위한 활동 개발과 관련된 논의가 시급해 보였다.

주제어: 리버럴아츠칼리지, 기초교양, 대학교양영어, 핵심역량, 성과진단평가




