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Analysis Questionnaire and examined Malaysian Form 1 students’
perceived learning needs, challenges, and preferences regarding English
simple past tense learning and game-based grammar learning support.
The questionnaire was primarily developed using Hutchinson and
Waters’ (1987) Necessities, Lacks, and Wants framework, while
selected items in the Wants section were informed by relevant
constructs from the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of
Technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Three subject matter
experts (SMEs) evaluated the initial 21 substantive-item questionnaire
using the Content Validity Index (CVI), yielding a Scale-Level Content
Validity Index based on the average I-CVI (S-CVI/Ave) of .78. The
item-level results and qualitative expert feedback were used to identify
items requiring revision. Following expert feedback, unclear and
double-barrelled items were reworded, simplified, and separated into
single-construct statements to improve clarity and address issues
identified during the expert review. The revised 28 substantive-item
questionnaire was then administered to 67 Form 1 students from two
government secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur. The revised 28
substantive-item questionnaire demonstrated acceptable internal
consistency (Cronbach’s o = .728). Descriptive analysis indicated that
the pilot respondents perceived basic past tense rules as important,
reported difficulties in recognising correct past tense verb forms,
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perceived memorising word lists and repetitive grammar exercises as
boring, and expressed positive preferences for game-based learning
features. These pilot findings provide preliminary indications for the
subsequent design and development of the proposed game-based
learning application, particularly regarding clear and basic past tense
rules, game-based practice, user-friendly navigation, immediate
feedback, and motivational features.
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Introduction

Grammar instruction continues to be an important area of second language learning,
particularly in relation to how learners develop accurate use of grammatical forms through
different instructional approaches (Ouli & Konta, 2025). In Malaysia, lower secondary students
continue to face challenges in learning English grammar, which has encouraged interest in
alternative instructional approaches, including technology-enhanced learning (Shukor et al.,
2025). The Malaysian English curriculum has been progressively aligned with the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), with CEFR-aligned curriculum
implementation introduced to Form 1 students in 2017 (Sukri et al., 2025; Md Nawawi et al.,
2021). The CEFR provides a common framework for describing language proficiency through
levels and communicative descriptors (Council of Europe, 2020).

Despite years of formal schooling, Malaysian secondary school learners continue to
demonstrate difficulties with the English simple past tense, including recurrent errors of
misformation, omission, and addition (Mohamad Sazali et al., 2024). First-language influence
may contribute to some of these difficulties. Previous Malaysian studies have reported mother-
tongue interference in English writing among learners from different linguistic backgrounds,
including Malay, Chinese, and Tamil-speaking educational contexts (Mehat & Ismail, 2021;
Govindarajoo et al., 2022; Nair & Krish, 2021). These findings suggest that learners’ linguistic
backgrounds may influence aspects of English language production, supporting the need to
consider linguistic diversity when examining simple past tense learning difficulties.

To address these persistent grammar issues, technology-supported approaches have

increasingly been examined for grammar learning. Digital game-based learning has been
associated with improved grammar performance among English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
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learners (Khan et al., 2024). Malaysian learners have demonstrated specific difficulties with
the English simple past tense, including errors involving verb forms and the use of the past
tense auxiliary be (Mohamad Sazali et al., 2024; Manokaran et al., 2013). These documented
difficulties underscore the need to establish the specific grammar needs of learners in order to
create a game-based learning intervention to address them. Therefore, careful needs analysis
and expert validation are needed before developing a game-based grammar learning
intervention. This is important to ensure that the questionnaire appropriately captures students’
learning needs and provides relevant information to guide the subsequent design of the game-
based grammar learning application.

Literature Review
Challenges in Past Tense Mastery Among Malaysian ESL Students

Malaysian secondary school learners have demonstrated difficulties with the English simple
past tense. Corpus analysis of Malaysian secondary students’ writing identified three recurring
error types: omission, misformation, and addition, with misformation occurring most
frequently (Mohamad Sazali et al., 2024). One contributing factor may be first-language
influence, as previous research involving Malaysian ESL learners has identified verb tense and
subject-verb agreement errors that may be associated with first-language (L1) interference
(Mehat & Ismail, 2021). These difficulties may affect learners’ ability to use the simple past
tense accurately in written communication. Malaysian secondary education is aligned with
CEFR-based proficiency targets, with B1 identified as an aspirational target for the secondary
stage (Md Nawawi et al., 2021). As the present study focuses specifically on Form 1 students,
identifying their simple past tense learning needs is important for providing appropriate support
during the early stage of secondary education.

Game-Based Learning for Grammar Instruction

Grammar learning requires repeated opportunities for practice and feedback to support more
accurate language use. Game-based learning can provide interactive and engaging
opportunities for grammar learning and assessment (Abdul Rashid & Din, 2023). Digital game-
based learning has also been associated with improved grammar performance among EFL
learners (Khan et al., 2024), while gamification in language learning has been linked to learner
motivation and language learning outcomes (Shen et al., 2024). Navinkumar and Sivakami
(2024) reported improved grammar performance together with positive motivation and
engagement among young ESL learners. In the Malaysian context, Shukor et al. (2025)
examined a technology-based grammar intervention for lower secondary ESL learners,
highlighting the growing use of online and technology-supported approaches in Malaysian ESL
grammar teaching. Accordingly, these studies support the potential value of technology-
supported and game-based approaches for grammar learning. In the present study, a systematic
needs analysis and careful evaluation of the questionnaire are used to identify learner
requirements before decisions are made about the subsequent application design.

Needs Analysis and Instrument Validation
This study adopts Hutchinson and Waters’ (1987) Necessities, Lacks, and Wants framework to

structure the Needs Analysis Questionnaire around three constructs: Necessities, which refer
to what students need to know; Lacks, which refer to gaps between their current and target
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proficiency; and Wants, which refer to students’ own learning preferences. Selected items in
the Wants construct were informed by relevant constructs from the Unified Theory of
Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), particularly performance expectancy, effort
expectancy, and facilitating conditions related to the use of digital learning tools (Venkatesh et
al., 2003). To evaluate the content validity of the instrument, expert ratings were quantified
using the Content Validity Index (CVI), while the resulting item and scale level indices were
interpreted together with qualitative expert feedback to guide questionnaire revision (Lynn,
1986; Polit & Beck, 2006).

Research Objectives (RO)

ROI1: To evaluate the content validity and reliability of the Needs Analysis Questionnaire
through expert review and pilot testing.

RO2: To explore Form 1 students’ perceived learning needs, challenges, and preferences
regarding English simple past tense learning and game-based grammar learning support based
on the Needs Analysis Questionnaire.

Research Questions (RQ)

RQ1: What evidence of content validity and reliability is obtained for the Needs Analysis
Questionnaire through expert review and pilot testing?

RQ2: What are Form 1 students’ perceived learning needs, challenges, and preferences

regarding English simple past tense learning and game-based grammar learning support?

Table 1 summarises the alignment between the research objectives, instruments, and data
analysis methods.

Table 1: Alignment of Research Objectives, Instruments, and Data Analysis

Research

Objective Method & Instrument Data Analysis

(RO)

ROI1: Content Expert Validation Form: The CVI & Qualitative Synthesis: CVI

Validity and Expert Validation Form was used scores were used to summarise the

Reliability to obtain evaluations and level of expert agreement on item
feedback from the three SMEs, relevance, while qualitative feedback
while the revised Needs Analysis was synthesised to explain the
Questionnaire was administered revisions made to the questionnaire.
to 67 students for pilot reliability Cronbach’s alpha was used to examine
testing. the internal consistency of the revised

questionnaire during pilot testing.

RO2: Needs Needs Analysis Questionnaire: Descriptive Statistics: Likert-scale

Analysis Administered to the 67 students responses were analysed using
to examine their perceived Statistical Package for the Social
learning needs, difficulties with Sciences (SPSS) to  compute

the English simple past tense, and
preferences for  game-based
learning support.

frequency, percentage, mean, standard
deviation, and subscale mean scores.
Items were further ranked by mean
scores to identify the most prominent
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needs, lacks, and wants among the
students.

Methodology
Research Design

The Needs Analysis Questionnaire was primarily structured around Hutchinson and Waters’
(1987) Necessities, Lacks, and Wants framework, which informed the three main constructs:
Necessities (Part B), Lacks (Part C), and Wants (Part D). Selected items in Part D were also
informed by relevant constructs from the UTAUT, particularly performance expectancy, effort
expectancy, and facilitating conditions related to digital learning tools (Venkatesh et al., 2003).
This allowed the questionnaire to investigate students’ perceived grammar learning needs in
conjunction with the technology-supported grammar learning preferences.

Participants and Sampling

This pilot study was conducted with 67 Form 1 ESL students from two government secondary
schools in Kuala Lumpur, with 34 students from one school and 33 students from the other.
The participants were selected purposively according to the study inclusion criteria: they were
Form 1 students who had learned the English simple past tense and had obtained parental or
guardian consent to participate. This pilot sample was not meant to be representative of the
larger population of Malaysian Form 1 students, but rather for the preliminary instrument
evaluation.

This pilot study had 67 participants, which was deemed to be sufficient. The pilot aimed to
examine the reliability of the revised Needs Analysis Questionnaire and to obtain preliminary
descriptive information about students’ perceived learning needs, difficulties, and preferences.
Bujang et al. (2024) recommended a minimum of 30 respondents for a pilot study assessing
questionnaire reliability using Cronbach’s alpha after allowing for a 20% nonresponse rate. The
present sample of 67 participants, therefore, exceeded this recommended minimum.

Research Instruments

To address the research objectives, an Expert Validation Form and a Needs Analysis
Questionnaire were utilised during this phase.

Expert Validation Form: An evaluation form provided to three SMEs to assess the content
validity, clarity, and appropriateness of the questionnaire prior to pilot administration.

Needs Analysis Questionnaire: A closed-ended questionnaire structured around Hutchinson
and Waters’ (1987) Necessities, Lacks, and Wants framework, with selected items in the Wants
section informed by relevant UTAUT constructs. The questionnaire examined students’
perceived grammar learning needs, difficulties with the English simple past tense, and
preferences for game-based learning support. One additional demographic item on students’
device type for learning apps or games was added based on Expert 3°s recommendation.

492



International Journal of
Modern Education

EISSN: 2637-0905
Volume: 8 Issue: 31 (September 2026) PP. 448-507
Scale Justification: The questionnaire used a four-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = Strongly
Disagree to 4 = Strongly Agree. The four-point scale was designed to motivate students to
express a clear degree of agreement or disagreement and not to choose a neutral midpoint.

Expert Validation and CVI

Content validation is a process of checking if the items of the questionnaire are a good
representation of the content to be measured and suitable for the respondents. The questionnaire
in this study was sent to three expert evaluators, who were all experienced English language
experts. They checked the questionnaire for pedagogical appropriateness, clarity of
instructions, and curriculum appropriateness. The CVI was used to quantify the experts’
feedback using their ratings. Items that received higher levels of expert agreement were kept,
and items that needed improvement were revised, reworded, or split into single-construct items
based upon the experts’ qualitative feedback.

Data Collection and Analysis Procedure

Following expert review and the necessary questionnaire revisions, the revised questionnaire
was administered to 67 Form 1 students during the pilot study. The participants completed Parts
B, C, and D using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 = Strongly
Agree. Consent was obtained prior to the administration of the instruments. The students first
completed the four-point Needs Analysis Questionnaire. Brief explanations of questionnaire
instructions and item wording were provided when necessary to ensure that students
understood the questionnaire before responding.

1) For RO1: The CVI scores were tabulated to describe the level of expert agreement on
the questionnaire items, while the experts’ qualitative feedback was synthesised to
explain the revisions made to the instrument. Cronbach’s alpha was then calculated to
examine the internal consistency of the revised questionnaire during pilot testing.

2)  For RO2: Responses to the four-point Likert scale questionnaire were analysed using
SPSS to calculate frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. The analysis
was used to describe students’ perceived learning needs, difficulties, and preferences
related to English simple past tense learning and game-based learning support.

Results and Discussion

ROI: Content Validity and Reliability of the Questionnaire

The first research objective aimed to evaluate the content validity and reliability of the Needs
Analysis Questionnaire, which assesses Form 1 students’ perceived necessities, difficulties
(Lacks), and preferences for game-based learning (Wants) regarding the English simple past

tense. The instrument was submitted to three SMEs with extensive experience in English-
language education for review. The background of the expert panel is shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Background of Expert Validators

Expert Qualification  Area of Expertise Year.s of Affiliation
Experience
Expert PhD English Language 10 years Academy of Language
1 Education; Design Studies, Universiti
and Development Teknologi MARA
Research (UiTM), Shah Alam,
Selangor
Expert PhD English Language 9 years Centre for Foundation
2 Education; Design Studies (CFS), UiTM
and Development Dengkil, Selangor
Research
Expert PhD English Language 15 years Language Centre,
3 Education UPNM
Expert Review Findings

After examining the three major constructs of the questionnaire (Part B — Necessities, Part C —
Lacks, and Part D — Wants), the experts pointed out areas that needed revisions prior to the
administration of the pilot. The experts’ evaluative feedback identified problems with the
wording of the items, clarity of the items, double-barrelled items, and contextual
appropriateness for Form 1 students, although the questionnaire, overall, appeared aligned with
the intended constructs and target respondents.

Qualitative Feedback and Instrument Amendments

The experts’ feedback was summarised and resulted in four main categories of amendments:
(1) removal of double-barrelled questions, (2) contextualisation of generic terminology, (3)
inclusion of examples for regular and irregular verbs, and (4) inclusion of one demographic
item on students’ type of device for learning apps or games.

Elimination of Double-Barrelled Questions (Expert 2’s Feedback)

A methodological revision was made to not include more than one concept in a questionnaire
item, based on Expert 2’s feedback. Expert 2 said that the conjunctions used in the items, such
as and/or, might mean that the respondents would have to consider two ideas in one item, which
might impact the clarity of the response. A student may like games, but not apps, or points, but
not badges, for instance. Several items in Parts C and D were modified and broken down into
individual items to ensure that each item was centred on one idea.

* Original item C1 (“identify and use”) was broken down into revised C1 (recognising
verbs) and C2 (using verbs).

* Original item C7 (“rote memorisation and drilling”) was split into revised C8
(memorising lists) and C9 (doing the same exercises repeatedly).

* Original item D1 (“digital games or learning apps”) was broken down into revised D1
(digital games like puzzles) and D2 (learning apps like Quizizz).

* Original item D3 (“anytime and anywhere”) was divided into revised D4 (any time)
and D5 (anywhere).
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* Original item D4 (“no internet or strong Wi-Fi”) was broken up into revised D6
(without internet) and D7 (weak Wi-Fi).
* Original item D5 (“points or badges”) was divided into revised D8 (earning points) and
D9 (getting badges).
* Original item D6 (“simple to use and smooth flow’’) was broken into revised D10 (easy
to use) and D11 (finding lessons quickly).

Contextualising Generic Terminology (Expert 1’s Feedback)

Expert 1 commented that a number of items in Part B: Necessities were very general or used
jargon that might not be understood by Form 1 students. The following sub-amendments were
made:

» Simplifying Grammar Jargon: Expert 1 suggested revisions to items B2 and B3. B2 was
reworded using basic English grammar rules, while B3 was reworded using clearer past
tense wording for changing verbs.

» Connecting Grammar to Application: Items B4, B5, and B6 were marked as “very
generic” and did not have a clear learning goal. For example, B4 was modified from “I
need to be able to use various tenses accurately” to “I need to use tenses correctly so
my writing and speaking are clear and easy to understand.” In the same way, B5 and
B6 were rephrased to link past tense learning with speaking confidence and
communication.

» Contextualising for Gamification: Expert 1 suggested that items D5 and D6 should be
specified to be related to the learning process. As a result, the amended items were
reworded to link rewards to students’ learning progress and to relate the game features
more explicitly to game-based learning.

Addition of Examples for Regular and Irregular Verbs (Expert 3’s Feedback)

Expert 3 suggested the inclusion of examples of verbs that are regular and irregular to clarify
the items. This suggestion was accepted as Form 1 students might be able to understand the
item better if examples are given. Hence, examples were incorporated in the questionnaire
items.

Addition of Device-Type Information (Expert 3’s Feedback)

Expert 3 reported that the items in the questionnaire were mostly suitable. The expert, however,
suggested that there should be an addition of the type of device students use for learning apps
or games, especially Android or Apple/iOS. This suggestion was accepted because students’
device type could inform the design of the application, their access to it, and its compatibility
with different devices. Hence, it was decided to add one more item in the demographic part of
the questionnaire.

Quantitative Expert Agreement: CVI
The CVI was used to determine the degree of expert agreement on the initial 21 substantive
items of the Needs Analysis Questionnaire by analysing the ratings from the three experts. Each

item was rated on a 5-point scale, where 1 = Not Relevant and 5 = Highly Relevant. A score of
4 (Relevant) and 5 (Highly Relevant) was combined and given a score of 1, and a score of 1-3

495



International Journal of

_ Modern Education

IJMOE
EISSN: 2637-0905

Volume: 8 Issue: 31 (September 2026) PP. 448-507
was combined and given a score of 0. Next, the Item-Level CVI (I-CVI) was determined by
dividing the sum of the scores by the number of experts (Polit & Beck, 2006).

The I-CVI indicates the proportion of experts who rated an item as relevant. An [-CVI of 1.00
reflects agreement among all three experts regarding the relevance of the item. An [-CVI of .67
indicates that two of the three experts rated the item as relevant, whereas an I-CVI of .33
indicates that only one of the three experts rated the item as relevant. Items with lower I-CVI
values were examined together with the experts’ qualitative feedback to determine the revisions
required (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006). Table 3 presents the CVI results for the initial 21
substantive-item student questionnaire as rated by three expert validators.

Table 3: CVI for the Student Questionnaire (21 Substantive Items, 3 Experts)

Item Construct Expert Expert Expert I-  Suggestion/Action Taken
1 2 3 CVI
B1 Goals of learning 5 5 5 1.00 None
English grammar
B2  Verbs vs. Nouns 3 5 5 .67 El: Simplify
distinction wording/reworded  using
basic grammar rules
B3  Rules for 3 5 5 .67 El: Simplify
Regular/Irregular wording/reworded ~ with
Verbs clearer past tense wording
B4  Accurate tense use 3 5 5 .67 El: Clarify the learning
purpose/reworded to link
tense use with clear
communication
B5  Confident 3 5 5 .67 El: Sentence too
communication generic/reworded to link
past tense with speaking
confidence
B6 Use of ‘was’ and 3 5 5 .67 El: Clarify
‘were’ statement/reworded to link
was/were with
communication
B7 Identification of 5 5 5 1.00 None
time words
C1 Identifying 4 3 4 .67 E2: Double-barrelled item;
Regular/Irregular E3: Add verb
Forms examples/split into two
items with examples
C2  Consonant 4 5 5 1.00 None
doubling (-ed)
C3 Past vs. Present 4 5 5 1.00 None
Perfect context
C4  Errors after ‘Did’ 4 5 5 1.00 None
C5 Missing time 4 5 5 1.00 None
markers
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Item Construct Expert Expert Expert [I- Suggestion/Action Taken
1 2 3 CVI1
Cc6 L1 translation 4 5 5 1.00 None
errors
C7  Rote memorisation 4 3 5 .67 E2: Double-barrelled
is boring item/split into two items
C8  Wrong forms 4 5 5 1.00 None
(goed/buyed)
D1 Digital games over 4 3 5 .67 E2: Double-barrelled
textbooks item/split games and apps
D2 Immediate 4 5 5 1.00 None
feedback
D3 Mobile learning 4 3 5 .67  E2: Double-barrelled
preference item/split “anytime” and
“anywhere” into two items
D4 Offline mode/No 4 3 5 .67  E2: Double-barrelled
Wi-Fi item/split Wi-Fi/internet
D5  Points and badges 3 3 5 .33 El: Link rewards to

learning progress; E2:
Double-barrelled
item/split points and

badges
D6 Simple navigation 3 3 5 .33 El: Link to game-based
and flow learning; E2: Double-

barrelled item/split ease of
use and lesson access

S-CVI/Ave .78
Note. E1 = Expert 1; E2 = Expert 2; E3 = Expert 3. Expert ratings of 4 or 5 on a 5-point relevance scale were
coded as 1 (relevant), while ratings of 1 to 3 were coded as 0 (not relevant). I-CVI = Item-Level CVI; S-CVI/Ave
= Scale-Level CVI based on the average I-CVI. Items with lower I-CVI values were revised based on the experts’
suggestions before pilot administration.

Nine items achieved full expert agreement with an I-CVI of 1.00, while 10 items obtained an
[-CVI of .67 and two items obtained an [-CVI of .33. The [-CVI results were considered
together with the experts’ qualitative comments, which highlighted concerns related to
wording, item clarity, and double-barrelled statements. Items requiring improvement were
subsequently revised based on the experts’ suggestions before pilot administration.

Interpretation of CVI Results

The quantitative analysis yielded a Scale-Level CVI/Average (S-CVI/Ave) of .78 for the initial
21 substantive-item questionnaire. Nine items achieved an [-CVI of 1.00, 10 items obtained an
[-CVI of .67, and two items obtained an [-CVI of .33. These results were interpreted together
with the experts’ qualitative feedback to identify items requiring revision. Based on the
combined quantitative and qualitative evidence, the flagged items were revised before the
questionnaire was administered in the pilot study.
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Based on the experts’ evaluative feedback, all flagged items were systematically revised.
Double-barrelled items were broken into single-construct items, and generic language was
reworded using age-appropriate language for Form 1 students. After these amendments, the
questionnaire was extended from 21 to 28 substantive Likert-scale items, including seven
Necessities items, 10 Lacks items, and 11 Wants items. The S-CVI/Ave of .78 refers to the
initial 21 substantive items; a second complete CVI was not recalculated for the revised 28
substantive items. Subsequently, the revised 28 substantive-item questionnaire went on to pilot
administration for further evaluation of its reliability and to provide preliminary descriptive
findings.

The iterative revision process in this study used the quantitative CVI results, as well as the
experts’ qualitative comments, to direct changes to the questionnaire items, and the calculation
and interpretation of the CVI were based on Polit and Beck (2006).

Using expert review, an S-CVI/Ave of .78 was obtained for the initial 21 substantive-item
questionnaire for RO1. When combined with the experts’ qualitative feedback, item-level CVI
results revealed problems with wording, clarity, and double-barrelled items. These issues were
resolved prior to the administration of the pilot, and then the modified questionnaire proceeded
to the pilot testing phase with Form 1 ESL students. Table 4 shows the results of the reliability
analysis of the Needs Analysis Questionnaire using Cronbach’s alpha.

Table 4: Reliability Analysis (Cronbach’s Alpha) for the Needs Analysis Questionnaire

Subscale No. of Items Cronbach’s a Reliability Level
Part B: Necessities 7 173 Acceptable
Part C: Lacks 10 723 Acceptable
Part D: Wants 11 763 Acceptable
Overall Substantive Items 28 728 Acceptable

Note. N = 67. A Cronbach’s alpha value of .70 was adopted as the operational minimum for acceptable internal
consistency in this pilot analysis (George & Mallery, 2003).

Results show that acceptable reliability was obtained for all subscales. Part B: Necessities
recorded a Cronbach’s alpha value of .773 for seven items, followed by Part D: Wants with
.763 for 11 items, and Part C: Lacks with .723 for 10 items. The 28 substantive items overall
had a Cronbach’s alpha value of .728, which is acceptable. Internal consistency for each of the
three subscales and the 28 substantive items overall was acceptable, with all coefficients above
the operational minimum value of .70 adopted for this pilot analysis. This result agrees with
the commonly cited interpretation as proposed by George and Mallery (2003), where a
Cronbach’s alpha of .70 or greater is deemed acceptable. Table 5 shows the demographic profile
of the 67 Form 1 respondents who participated in the pilot study.

Table 5: Demographic Profile of Respondents (N = 67)

Variable/Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
School
School S 34 50.7
School K 33 49.3
Gender
Male 31 46.3
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Variable/Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Female 36 53.7
Age
13 years 50 74.6
14 years 17 254
First Language
Bahasa Malaysia/Malay 30 44.8
Mandarin/Chinese 34 50.7
Tamil 3 4.5
English Speaking Ability
Not well 17 254
Okay 19 28.4
Good 21 31.3
Very good 10 14.9
English Writing Ability
Not well 18 26.9
Okay 22 32.8
Good 20 29.9
Very good 7 10.4
Last English Exam Grade
A (80-100) 7 10.4
B (70-79) 12 17.9
C (60-69) 8 11.9
D (40-59) 15 22.4
E (0-39) 13 19.4
Don’t remember 12 17.9
Frequency of English Practice at Home
Every day 7 10.4
A few times a week 13 19.4
Once a week 25 37.3
Rarely 12 17.9
Never 10 14.9
Enjoyment of Learning English
Love it 10 14.9
Like it 12 17.9
Okay 24 35.8
Not really 13 19.4
Don’t like it at all 8 11.9
Smartphone/Tablet Ownership
Yes, own 47 70.1
Yes, share with family 12 17.9
No, don’t have 8 11.9
Frequency of App/Game Use
Every day 36 53.7
A few times a week 25 37.3
Rarely 7.5
Never 1 1.5
Type of Device for Learning Apps or Games
Android smartphone 32 47.8
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Variable/Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Apple/iOS smartphone 11 16.4
Tablet/iPad 7 10.4
Laptop/computer 8 11.9
No device for learning apps or games 9 134

Note. All percentages are based on N = 67.

The respondents were almost equally divided between the two schools, with 50.7% from
School S and 49.3% from School K. In terms of gender, 31 (46.3%) of the students were male,
and 36 (53.7%) were female. The majority of respondents were 13 years old (n = 50, 74.6%),
and 17 students (25.4%) were 14 years old.

When it came to language background and English proficiency, Mandarin/Chinese (n = 34,
50.7%) was the most common first language, followed by Bahasa Malaysia/Malay (n = 30,
44.8%) and Tamil (n = 3, 4.5%). The largest group self-rated their English speaking ability as
good (n =21, 31.3%), followed by okay (n = 19, 28.4%), not well (n = 17, 25.4%), and very
good (n = 10, 14.9%). Most students self-reported their level of English writing as okay (n =
22, 32.8%), followed by good (n = 20, 29.9%), not well (n = 18, 26.9%), and very good (n =
7, 10.4%). With regard to their last English examination grade, the largest number of students
had achieved Grade D (n = 15, 22.4%) and Grade E (n =13, 19.4%), with 12 students (17.9%)
not being able to remember their grade.

The results also revealed different levels of home practice of English. The majority of students
practised English once a week (n = 25, 37.3%), and only seven students (10.4%) practised
daily. As for enjoyment, the largest group said learning English was okay (n = 24, 35.8%), and
22 students said they liked or loved learning English. The majority of students had a
smartphone or tablet (n = 47, 70.1%), and over half of the students reported using apps or
games daily (n = 36, 53.7%). By type of device, the most commonly reported device was an
Android smartphone for learning apps or games (n = 32, 47.8%), followed by Apple/iOS
smartphone (n = 11, 16.4%), no device for learning apps or games (n = 9, 13.4%),
laptop/computer (n =8, 11.9%), and tablet/iPad (n =7, 10.4%). These findings offer contextual
data relevant to RO2 because of the different levels of self-rated English speaking and writing
ability among the respondents and the fact that they generally had access to digital tools that
can support game-based grammar learning. Table 6 gives the respondents’ perceived learning
needs in Part B: Necessities with regard to the English simple past tense.

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics for Part B: Necessities (Perceived Learning Needs)

SD D A SA %
Item Statement % % o % M SD Agree Rank

Understanding the goals of

Bl .2
grammar learning is important

6.0 209 358 373 3.04 091 73.1 5

Need basic English rules for past

B2
tense sentences

0.0 11.9 50.7 37.3 3.25 0.66 88.1 1

p3 Need to leamn the rules for 45 179 388 388 3.12 086 77.6 3
changing verbs to the past tense

gy Need correct tenses for clear 45 119 507 328 3.12 079 83.6 3
writing and speaking
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SD D A SA %

Item Statement % % % % M SD Agree Rank

Need past tense for speaking

45 119 448 388 3.18 0.82 83.6 2
confidence

Want to learn was/were for better

.. 1.5 164 522 299 3.10 0.72 82.1 4
communication

Need to recognise time markers
(yesterday, last week)
Note. N = 67. SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree. M = Mean (1 = Strongly
Disagree, 4 = Strongly Agree). SD = Standard Deviation. % Agree = combined percentage of Agree and Strongly
Agree responses. Rank is based on the mean score within the subscale (1=highest). Items with equal mean scores
share the same rank.

45 194 433 328 3.04 084 76.1 5

All recorded items have mean scores greater than 3.00, which reflects general agreement with
the stated learning needs. The item with the highest score was B2 “Need basic English rules
for past tense sentences” (M = 3.25, SD = 0.66) with 88.1% agreement, indicating that many
respondents perceived a need for basic English rules when forming past tense sentences. This
was followed by B35, “Need past tense for speaking confidence” (M = 3.18, SD = 0.82; 83.6%
agreement). B3, “Need to learn rules for changing verbs to the past tense,” and B4, “Need
correct tenses for clear writing and speaking,” were tied for third place, with both having M =
3.12. The lowest mean scores were for B1 (M = 3.04), “Understanding the goals of grammar
learning is important,” and B7 (M = 3.04), “Need to recognise time markers.” Generally, the
pilot respondents indicated a need for basic past tense rules, correct use of tenses and practical
grammar support for communication. Table 7 shows the respondents’ perception of the learning
problems of the simple past tense in English in Part C: Lacks.

Table 7: Descriptive Statistics for Part C: Lacks (Perceived Learning Difficulties)

SD ., .., SA %
Item Statement % D% A% % M SD Agree Rank
¢y Hard to recognise correct | o 34 595 338 316 071  85.1 1

past tense verbs

Hard to use past tense verbs
when talking/writing

Forget to double the final
consonant before -ed
Struggle to choose simple
past vs other tenses
Mistakes with ‘Did’ (e.g.,
Did you brushed)

Hard to identify tense
without a time marker

C7 L1 translation  causes
grammar errors

Memorising word lists is
boring

Repetitive grammar
exercises are boring

C2 3.0 209 403 358 3.09 083 76.1 4

C3 45 313 388 254 285 086 642 9
C4 6.0 209 463 269 294 085 73.1 8
C5 45 209 433 313 3.01 084 746 6
C6 90 149 433 328 3.00 092 76.1 7
6.0 164 448 328 3.04 086 77.6 5
C8 1.5 164 493 328 3.13 0.74 82.1 2

C9 30 194 418 358 3.10 082 77.6 3
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6.0 179 463 299 3.00 0.85 76.1 7

Difficulty forming verbs
C10

(goed, buyed)
Note. N = 67. SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree. M = Mean (1 = Strongly
Disagree, 4 = Strongly Agree). SD = Standard Deviation. % Agree = combined percentage of Agree and Strongly
Agree responses. Rank is based on the mean score within the subscale (1 = highest). Items with equal mean scores
share the same rank.

The highest ranked difficulty was C1 “Hard to recognise correct past tense verbs” (M = 3.16,
SD=0.71), and 85.1% of the respondents agreed that recognising correct past tense verb forms
was a prominent perceived difficulty. This was then followed by C8, “Memorising word lists
is boring” (M = 3.13, SD = 0.74; 82.1% agreement), and C9, “Repetitive grammar exercises
are boring” (M = 3.10, SD = 0.82; 77.6% agreement). These responses reflect perceived
problems not only in grammar learning, but also with conventional learning activities. Other
difficulties mentioned included use of past tense verbs when speaking/writing (C2: M = 3.09,
SD = 0.83; 76.1% agreement) and first language translation leading to grammar errors (C7: M
= 3.04, SD = 0.86; 77.6% agreement). The lowest mean score (M = 2.85, SD = 0.86) was
recorded for C3, “Forget to double the final consonant before -ed,” although 64.2% of the
respondents agreed with the statement. Generally, the pilot respondents indicated perceived
challenges with verb form recognition, the use of past tense forms, first language influence,
and grammar learning activities. The respondents’ preferences for game-based learning are
shown in Table 8 under Part D: Wants.

Table 8: Descriptive Statistics for Part D: Wants (Preferences for Game-Based

Learning)
Item Statement SD D A SA M SD % Rank
% % % % Agree

D1 Like digital games for
grammar study

D2 Like learning apps
(Quizizz/Kahoot)

D3 Immediate feedback is
helpful

D4  Like mobile apps to learn
English anytime

D5 Like mobile apps to learn

3.0 104 403 463 330 0.78 86.6 6

3.0 149 38.8 433 322 081 82.1 8

3.0 11.9 328 522 334 081 8&5.1 4

1.5 149 41.8 418 324 0.76 83.6 7

0.0 11.9 448 433 331 0.68 88.1 5

English anywhere
D6  Want an offline game 3.0 134 552 284 3.09 0.73 83.6 9
D7 Wanta gamethatworkson 5 55 4 493 269 301 075 761 10
weak Wi-Fi
D8  Want points for progress 6.0 11.9 343 47.8 322 0.88 82.1 8
D9 Want badges for progress 0.0 149 299 552 340 0.74 85.1 3
D10 Want easy-to-use game 3.0 75 284 61.2 346 0.77 89.6 2

DI1  Want quick lesson access 1.5 7.5 31.3 59.7 349 0.70 91.0 1
Note. N =67. SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree. M = Mean (1 = Strongly
Disagree, 4 = Strongly Agree). SD = Standard Deviation. % Agree = combined percentage of Agree and Strongly
Agree responses. Rank is based on the mean score within the subscale (1 = highest). Items with equal mean scores
share the same rank.
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The agreement levels of all items were above 75%, which generally showed positive
preferences for the proposed game-based learning features. The item with the highest score
was D11 “Want quick lesson access” (M = 3.49, SD = 0.70) with 91.0% agreement, indicating
that respondents highly valued the quick access to grammar lessons. This was followed by D10,
“Want easy-to-use game” (M = 3.46, SD = 0.77; 89.6% agreement), signifying ease of use was
also a preference among the respondents.

The respondents also expressed positive preferences for the motivational and feedback
features. 85.1% agreed with D9, “Want badges for progress” (M =3.40, SD =0.74), and 85.1%
agreed with D3, “Immediate feedback is helpful” (M = 3.34, SD = 0.81). There was also a
considerable level of preference for mobile learning anywhere (D5: M = 3.31, SD = 0.68;
88.1% agreement). The lowest mean score (M = 3.01, SD = 0.75) was for D7, “Want a game
that works on weak Wi-Fi,” but with 76.1% agreement. The general attitude of the pilot
respondents towards the game-based grammar learning features was positive, particularly
regarding quick access to lessons, ease of use, instant feedback, mobile access, and
motivational features. Table 9 shows the overall mean scores for the Needs Analysis
Questionnaire subscales.

Table 9: Subscale Mean Scores for the Needs Analysis Questionnaire

Subscale M SD Min Max
Part B: Necessities 3.12 0.52 1.71 3.86
Part C: Lacks 3.03 0.44 1.70 3.70
Part D: Wants 3.28 0.42 2.09 391

Note. N = 67. M = Mean of all items in the subscale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 4 = Strongly Agree). All subscale
means exceeded 3.00, indicating overall agreement across Necessities, Lacks, and Wants.

The mean scores on all three subscales were above 3.00, indicating that generally the
respondents agreed. The mean score for Part D: Wants was the highest (M = 3.28, SD = 0.42),
showing positive preferences for game-based grammar learning features. This was followed by
Part B: Necessities (M = 3.12, SD = 0.52), indicating that the respondents perceived that the
English simple past tense is important to learn for grammar and communication. A mean score
0f 3.03 (SD = 0.44) was recorded on Part C: Lacks, which also indicated perceived difficulties
in past tense forms and usage. The pilot results in general suggest that the respondents identified
learning needs, identified difficulties in grammar, and expressed favourable attitudes towards
grammar learning support through games. Table 10 presents the top-ranked items for each of
the subscales of the Needs Analysis Questionnaire.

Table 10: Top-Ranked Items per Subscale

Subscale Rank Item Statement M % Agree
Need basic English rules for past

Necessities 1 B2 325 581
tense sentences
) B5 Need past tense for speaking 318 83.6
confidence
3 B3 Need to learn the rules for 312 77.6

changing verbs to the past tense

3 B4 Need gqrrect tenses fqr clear 312 83.6
writing and speaking
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Hard to recognise correct past

Lacks 1 Cl 3.16 85.1
tense verbs
2 C8 Memorising word lists is boring 3.13 82.1
3 C9 Repetitive grammar exercises are 5 776
boring
Wants 1 D11 Want quick lesson access 3.49 91.0
2 D10 Want easy-to-use game 3.46 89.6
3 D9 Want badges for progress 3.40 85.1

Note. N = 67. Items are ranked by mean score within each subscale. % Agree = combined percentage of Agree
and Strongly Agree responses. Items with equal mean scores share the same rank.

The top item on the Necessities subscale was B2: Need basic English rules for past tense
sentences (M = 3.25, 88.1% agreement), followed by B5: Need past tense for speaking
confidence (M = 3.18, 83.6% agreement). B3, “Need to learn rules for changing verbs to the
past tense,” and B4, “Need correct tenses for clear writing and speaking,” were tied for third
place with a mean of 3.12 and agreement levels of 77.6% and 83.6% respectively. The pilot
respondents’ responses indicate that they perceived a need for basic grammar rules and
appropriate tense use to support communication.

The highest-ranked perceived difficulty in the Lacks subscale was C1, “Hard to recognise
correct past tense verbs” (M = 3.16, 85.1% agreement), followed by C8, “Memorising word
lists is boring” (M = 3.13, 82.1% agreement), and C9, “Repetitive grammar exercises are
boring” (M = 3.10, 77.6% agreement). These answers reflect perceived problems in
recognising the right form of the past tense verb as well as problems in engaging in
conventional grammar learning activities. The highest preferences for the Wants subscale were
for quick access to lessons (D11: M = 3.49, 91.0% agreement), an easy-to-use game (D10: M
= 3.46, 89.6% agreement), and badges for progress (D9: M = 3.40, 85.1% agreement). The
pilot results indicate some of the features that may be of interest in a game-based grammar
application, such as simple explanations of grammar, engaging practice, ease of access to the
lesson, ease of navigation, immediate feedback, and motivation/reward features.

Conclusion

The study addresses two research questions: the content validity and reliability of the Needs
Analysis Questionnaire and the perceived learning needs, challenges, and preferences of the
respondents related to the learning of the English simple past tense and game-based grammar
learning support. The initial 21 substantive-item questionnaire had an S-CVI/Ave of .78 for
ROI1. The I-CVI results, in conjunction with the experts’ qualitative feedback, revealed
problems primarily with double-barrelled wording, clarity, and general phrasing. These items
were then revised, separated, and reworded based on the feedback prior to the pilot
administration. The revised 28 substantive-item questionnaire subsequently demonstrated
acceptable internal consistency, with an overall Cronbach’s alpha of .728.

For RO2, the pilot needs analysis findings indicated that the respondents reported clear
perceived learning needs and difficulties related to the English simple past tense, together with
positive preferences for game-based grammar learning. The overall subscale means exceeded
3.00, with the highest mean recorded for Wants (M = 3.28), followed by Necessities (M =3.12)
and Lacks (M = 3.03). The respondents particularly reported a need for basic English rules for
past tense sentences and difficulty recognising correct past tense verb forms. They also
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perceived memorising word lists and doing repetitive grammar exercises as boring. They also
expressed preferences for quick lesson access, an easy-to-use game, immediate feedback, and
reward features such as badges. Android smartphones were the most commonly reported device
for learning apps or games. These pilot findings provide preliminary indications of features
that may be relevant to the proposed game-based application, including simple grammar
explanations, interactive practice, user-friendly navigation, immediate feedback, and
motivational features.

As this pilot study involved three expert validators and 67 students from two government
secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, the findings should be interpreted within the context of
instrument refinement rather than generalised to the wider Form 1 population. The revised
questionnaire will subsequently be used in the main needs analysis with a larger sample, and
the findings from that phase will contribute to the subsequent design and development of the
game-based learning application.

Acknowledgements:  The authors would like to express their sincere appreciation and
special gratitude to all individuals who directly or indirectly
contributed to the completion of this paper.

Funding Statement:  No funding.

Conflict of Interest The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest regarding

Statement: the publication of this paper. All authors have contributed to this
work and approved the final version of the manuscript for
submission to the International Journal of Modern Education
(IJMOE).

Ethics Statement: This study involved student respondents and expert validators for
the purpose of questionnaire validation and needs analysis. Prior to
data collection, the necessary research approval was obtained
through the Educational Research Application System (ERAS),
followed by permission from the Jabatan Pendidikan Wilayah
Persekutuan Kuala Lumpur (JPWPKL). Written parental or
guardian consent and student assent were obtained before student
participation. Participant and school identities were protected
through the use of codes, and no direct identifying information was
reported.

Author Contribution All authors contributed significantly to the development of this

Statement: manuscript. Razalina Ismail was responsible for the
conceptualisation, data collection, data analysis, and drafting of the
manuscript. Siti Fatimah Abd. Rahman contributed to the
methodology design, academic supervision, critical revision, and
validation of the final manuscript. Mohamad Fairuz bin Ali
contributed to the review of the manuscript and refinement of the
research methodology, and provided academic input during the
revision process. All authors read and approved the final version of
the manuscript prior to submission.

505



International Journal of
Modern Education IJMOE

EISSN: 2637-0905
Volume: 8 Issue: 31 (September 2026) PP. 448-507
References

Abdul Rashid, A., & Din, R. (2023). English grammar self-evaluation through gamified
assessment — A preliminary study. Journal of Personalized Learning, 5(1), 43-58.
https://spaj.ukm.my/jplearning/index.php/jplearning/article/view/180

Bujang, M. A., Omar, E. D., Foo, D. H. P, & Hon, Y. K. (2024). Sample size determination for
conducting a pilot study to assess reliability of a questionnaire. Restorative Dentistry &
Endodontics, 49(1), €3. https://doi.org/10.5395/rde.2024.49.¢3

Council of Europe. (2020). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, teaching, assessment: Companion volume. Council of Europe.

George, D., & Mallery, P. (2003). SPSS for Windows step by step: A simple guide and reference,
11.0 update (4th ed.). Allyn & Bacon.

Govindarajoo, M. V., Chow, C. H., & Aziz, S. F. A. (2022). Common errors made in English
writing by Malaysian Chinese primary year 6 ESL learners at a tuition centre in
Puchong, Malaysia. Asian Journal of University Education, 18(3), 674-691.
https://doi.org/10.24191/ajue.v18i3.18954

Hutchinson, T., & Waters, A. (1987). English for specific purposes. Cambridge University
Press.

Khan, R. M. ., Alahmadi, A., & Kumar, T. (2024). Evaluating the impact of digital interactive
games in developing EFL grammar skills. World Journal of English Language, 14(3),
463—475. https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v14n3p463

Lynn, M. R. (1986). Determination and quantification of content validity. Nursing Research,
35(6), 382-386. https://doi.org/10.1097/00006199-198611000-00017

Manokaran, J., Ramalingam, C., & Adriana, K. (2013). A corpus-based study on the use of past
tense auxiliary “be” in argumentative essays of Malaysian ESL learners. English
Language Teaching, 6(10), 111-119. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v6n10p111

Md Nawawi, N., Zuhaimi, N., Sabu, K., Mahamud, N. S. R., & Moh Nasir, N. A. (2021). CEFR
for languages and its effective implementation in secondary schools in Malaysia. Asian
Journal  of Assessment in  Teaching and Learning, 11(1), 63-72.
https://doi.org/10.37134/ajatel.vol11.1.6.2021

Mehat, S. Z., & Ismail, L. (2021). Malaysian Tertiary ESL Students’ Writing Errors and Their
Implications on English Language Teaching. Asian Journal of University Education,
17(3), 235-242. https://doi.org/10.24191/ajue.v17i3.14504

Mohamad Sazali, N. A. S., Mohd Radzi, N. A., Rosaidi, N. A., & Razali, R. (2024). A corpus-
based study of simple past tense errors in Malaysian learners’ English writing.
International Journal of  Modern Education, 6(21), 359-371.
https://doi.org/10.3563 1/IJMOE.621026

Nair, P. K., & Krish, P. (2021). Mother Tongue Interference in English Writing among Tamil
School Students. GEMA Online® Journal of Language Studies, 21(1), 110-123.
https://doi.org/10.17576/gema-2021-2101-07

Navinkumar, A., & Sivakami, B. (2024). Learning by gaming: Investigating the effectiveness
of Kahoot! on young ESL learners’ language performance. World Journal of English
Language, 14(3), 148—155. https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v14n3p148

Ouli, P. A., & Konta, I. (2025). The effectiveness of processing instruction and production-
based instruction on the acquisition of the past tense in Greek by child heritage learners:
A preliminary study. Ampersand, 14, 100207.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amper.2024.100207

506


https://spaj.ukm.my/jplearning/index.php/jplearning/article/view/180
https://doi.org/10.5395/rde.2024.49.e3
https://doi.org/10.24191/ajue.v18i3.18954
https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v14n3p463
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006199-198611000-00017
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v6n10p111
https://doi.org/10.37134/ajatel.vol11.1.6.2021
https://doi.org/10.24191/ajue.v17i3.14504
https://doi.org/10.35631/IJMOE.621026
https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v14n3p148
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amper.2024.100207

International Journal of
~ Modern Education IJMOE

EISSN: 2637-0905
Volume: 8 Issue: 31 (September 2026) PP. 448-507

Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2006). The content validity index: Are you sure you know what’s
being reported? Critique and recommendations. Research in Nursing and Health, 29(5),
489—-497. https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.20147

Shen, Z., Lai, M., & Wang, F. (2024). Investigating the influence of gamification on motivation
and learning outcomes in online language learning. Frontiers in Psychology, 15,
1295709. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1295709

Shukor, S. S., Chuane, Q., Albakri, I. S. M. A., Madzlan, N. A., & Gopal, R. (2025).
STARTeCH for asynchronous interactive grammar learning: Transforming ESL
mastery in Malaysian schools. Studies in English Language and Education, 12(1), 380—
397. https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v12i1.37666

Sukri, S. I. A., Zubairi, A. M., Saad, M. A., & Preece, A. S. D. (2025). CEFR implementation
at the post secondary level: Teachers’ receptivity. Jurnal Kurikulum & Pengajaran Asia
Pasifik, 13(1), 33—44. https://doi.org/10.22452/juku.vol13nol.5

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of
information technology: Toward a unified view. MIS Quarterly, 27(3), 425-478.
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540

507


https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.20147
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1295709
https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v12i1.37666
https://doi.org/10.22452/juku.vol13no1.5
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540

