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Purpose of the study: The Intensive English programs in pesantren often
provide rich exposure and strong motivational support, yet their curriculum,
implementation, assessment, and documented outcomes may not be
systematically aligned. This study evaluated curriculum alignment,
implementation fidelity, outcome evidence, and improvement priorities in the
four-week Madani Course Program using the five stages of the Discrepancy
Evaluation Model (DEM).

Methodology: A qualitative evaluative case study involved one program
director, one coordinator, four tutors, and twenty-four students. Data were
generated through semi-structured interviews, six classroom observations, and
analysis of schedules, materials, attendance records, tutor notes, assessment
records, and program reports. The evidence was thematically coded, triangulated
in student- and program-level evidence matrices, compared with explicit
standards, and classified as minor, moderate, or major discrepancies.

Main Findings: Triangulated evidence indicated positive perceived and
observed outcomes in confidence, participation, routine vocabulary use, self-
introduction, and learning discipline. However, moderate discrepancies affected
measurable outcomes, curriculum sequencing, tutor preparation, structured
modules, target-language use, feedback, monitoring, and reporting. A major
product-stage discrepancy remained because comparable diagnostic and final
speaking assessments were unavailable; therefore, firm claims about linguistic
improvement could not be made.

Novelty/Originality of this study: The study contextualizes DEM by integrating
communicative pedagogy, formative assessment, and pesantren educational
culture into a transparent program-alignment framework. The findings imply that
similar residential programs should connect measurable weekly outcomes, tutor
preparation, staged language-use policies, comparable speaking tasks, portfolios,
and evidence-based reporting.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Pesantren have continued to adapt to changing educational, social, and technological demands while
preserving their religious, moral, residential, and communal foundations. In contemporary Indonesia, many
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pesantren combine religious study with formal schooling, digital literacy, vocational preparation, and foreign-
language education. English is increasingly positioned as a resource for academic mobility, access to global
knowledge, institutional visibility, and intercultural communication. Recent studies show that this expansion is
accompanied by persistent questions about teacher readiness, language policy, learning materials, student
motivation, and the capacity of pesantren to reconcile innovation with their distinctive educational culture [1]-

[8].

The residential structure of a pesantren can offer conditions that are difficult to reproduce in ordinary
English as a foreign language (EFL) classrooms. Students live together, follow common schedules, interact
repeatedly with peers, and can use English beyond formal lessons. Research has associated these conditions with
increased exposure, confidence, vocabulary practice, participation, and language habituation [2], [9]-[15].
However, the existence of an English environment does not by itself demonstrate program quality. Intensive
schedules may generate many activities without a coherent progression of learning outcomes; enthusiastic tutors
may use different instructional approaches; and confidence may improve without reliable evidence of
development in fluency, pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, or interaction. The central evaluation problem is
therefore not merely whether activities occur, but whether program intentions, resources, implementation,
outcomes, and reported benefits are aligned.

The Madani Course Program at Pondok Pesantren Nurul Haramain Lombok represents this type of
intensive, residential English initiative. The program seeks to strengthen students' willingness and ability to use
English through scheduled instruction, peer practice, language routines, and pesantren discipline. Previous work
at Nurul Haramain has documented motivational factors that support participation in English programs [12].
Nevertheless, a motivational description cannot establish whether the course has measurable outcomes, a shared
curriculum sequence, adequately prepared tutors, consistent feedback, or sufficient evidence for accountability.
A whole-program evaluation is required to identify where expected standards and actual performance converge
or diverge.

The Discrepancy Evaluation Model (DEM) provides an appropriate logic for this purpose. DEM defines
evaluation as a systematic comparison between standards and performance and uses the identified discrepancy as
diagnostic information for decision-making [16], [17]. Its stages address program design, installation, process,
product, and cost-benefit considerations. Design concerns the clarity of goals, learning outcomes, curriculum
structure, and assessment planning. Installation examines whether tutors, materials, facilities, schedules, rules,
and monitoring systems are ready. Process considers the fidelity and quality of implementation. Product
concerns evidence of intended outcomes. Cost-benefit evaluation considers whether documented benefits justify
the resources, time, and institutional investment. Although DEM is well established, its application requires
explicit, context-sensitive standards rather than mechanical judgements [18]-[20].

For an intensive English course, the standards must also reflect what meaningful language development
entails. Communicative competence extends beyond memorized vocabulary and grammatical knowledge to the
ability to use language appropriately and effectively in social interaction [21], [22]. Communicative tasks require
clear goals, relevant input, modeling, rehearsal, interaction, scaffolding, and opportunities for increasingly
independent performance [23]-[28]. Program outcomes should therefore distinguish participation and confidence
from demonstrable speaking performance. A supportive classroom climate is important because anxiety can
restrict achievement and willingness to communicate, whereas positive teacher and peer environments can
promote engagement [29]-[35]. At the same time, confidence should be accompanied by assessment evidence.
Formative assessment and feedback are most useful when they clarify the expected standard, indicate the
learner's current performance, and guide the next improvement step [36]-[40].

The recent literature on English in pesantren is growing, but it remains fragmented. Studies have
examined general development and challenges [7], instructional strategies [3], teacher difficulties [6],
motivational participation [12], environmental and institutional support [15], linguistic schoolscapes [9], context-
responsive pedagogy [10], learning materials [4], language policy [1], microlearning [41], and residential
speaking environments [11]. Evaluative studies have mainly used the Context, Input, Process, and Product model
to describe integrated or bilingual programs [42], [43], while other program evaluations have focused on broader
pesantren education [44]. These studies are valuable, yet four gaps remain. First, the Madani Course has not been
evaluated as an interconnected program system. Second, few studies use DEM to compare explicit standards and
actual performance across all five stages. Third, previous research often reports perceptions and activities
without constructing a transparent discrepancy map that links evidence to improvement priorities. Fourth, the
literature has not sufficiently integrated program evaluation standards with communicative pedagogy, formative
assessment, and pesantren culture.

The novelty of this study lies in addressing these gaps through an integrated program-alignment
framework. DEM supplies the evaluative architecture; communicative language learning and formative
assessment supply pedagogical and outcome standards; and pesantren culture supplies the contextual lens. This
integration enables the evaluation to examine five alignments: institutional vision with measurable learning
outcomes; program resources with expected readiness; classroom activities with communicative goals; perceived
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progress with documented learning evidence; and reported benefits with stakeholder accountability. Rather than
labeling the program simply successful or unsuccessful, the framework identifies which components should be
maintained, revised, standardized, or documented.

Accordingly, this study aimed to evaluate curriculum alignment, implementation fidelity, outcome
evidence, and improvement priorities in the Madani Course Program. It addressed three research questions: (1)
How does the Madani Course Program align with the expected standards of a pesantren-based intensive English
course across the DEM stages of design, installation, process, product, and cost-benefit? (2) What major
discrepancies are evident across these stages? (3) What improvement priorities can strengthen program quality,
accountability, and sustainability?

2. RESEARCH METHOD

This study employed a qualitative evaluative case-study design guided by DEM. The case was bounded
by one four-week implementation of the Madani Course Program, its participants, instructional activities,
management arrangements, and available program documents. The evaluative orientation distinguished the study
from a purely descriptive case study: evidence was interpreted by comparing actual conditions with contextually
appropriate standards and by converting identified discrepancies into improvement priorities [16], [17], [20]. The
qualitative approach was selected because the evaluation required detailed accounts of program intentions,
stakeholder experiences, classroom processes, institutional conditions, and the meaning of available outcome
evidence.

The five DEM stages were operationalized before data analysis. Design covered program aims,
measurable learning outcomes, curriculum sequence, teaching approach, and assessment planning. Installation
covered tutor readiness, materials, facilities, schedules, language rules, and monitoring tools. Process covered
instructional implementation, English use, student participation, scaffolding, feedback, and monitoring. Product
covered perceived and documented changes in confidence, participation, vocabulary use, speaking performance,
and discipline. Cost-benefit covered the program's value in relation to time, staffing, facilities, accountability,
and sustainability.

The evaluation was conducted at Pondok Pesantren Nurul Haramain Lombok, West Nusa Tenggara,
during a four-week Madani Course cycle. The course used a residential arrangement in which students attended
scheduled English sessions, practiced with peers, and participated in routines supervised by tutors and program
management. The students were predominantly at beginner and lower-intermediate levels according to tutor
judgement and classroom observation.

Purposive sampling was used because participants needed direct knowledge of program planning,
management, teaching, or participation [45]. The sample included the complete program-management team
involved in the cycle (one director and one coordinator), all four English tutors, and twenty-four students.
Participant codes protected confidentiality: PD for the program director, PC for the coordinator, T1-T4 for tutors,
and S1-S24 for students.

Table 1. Participant Profile
Participant group  Number Role in the evaluation Code
Program vision, institutional policy, expected outcomes, and

Program director 1 intended benefits PD

Program 1 Management, schedule, resources, monitoring, pC

coordinator documentation, and reporting

English tutors 4 Preparation, matf:rlals, teachlpg strategies, feedback, T1-T4
assessment, and implementation challenges

Student participants 24 Learning experience, participation, confidence, difficulties, S1-S24

perceived progress, and program value

Conventional statistical power was not applicable because this was a qualitative, single-case evaluation
that did not test group differences or estimate population effects. Sample adequacy was instead judged through
information power: the study had a narrow aim, a highly specific participant group, an established evaluation
framework, multiple stakeholder perspectives, repeated observations, and document evidence [46]-[48]. The
inclusion of all managers and tutors, together with twenty-four students, six observations, and program
documents, provided sufficient case-level evidence for triangulated analysis. The findings are intended for
analytical transferability to comparable programs, not statistical generalization.

Data were generated through semi-structured interviews, classroom observations, and document
analysis during the four-week course. Interviews were conducted in Indonesian so that participants could express
detailed views. The director and coordinator were interviewed for approximately 45-60 minutes each; tutors for
30-45 minutes each; and students for approximately 15-25 minutes each. With consent, interviews were audio-
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recorded and transcribed in Indonesian. Selected quotations were translated into English for reporting. Six
teaching sessions, each lasting approximately 60-90 minutes, were observed. The sessions included vocabulary
practice, guided conversation, pronunciation work, role play, short performance, and review. Structured field
notes recorded interaction patterns, target-language use, task organization, student participation, scaffolding,
feedback, time management, and monitoring. Documents included schedules, attendance lists, teaching
materials, tutor notes, available assessment records, and program reports. Table 2 aligns the data-collection

instruments with the DEM stages and the evidence sought.

Table 2. Data Collection Instrument Grid

DEM stage Key indicators PrlIslz)?lrr)::;iata Instrument/technique Evidence sought
Consistency between
Goals; measurable . o
. Director; program vision,
outcomes; curriculum . Management/tutor .
. . coordinator; tutors; . ; . written plans, weekly
Design sequence; teaching interview guides;
program . targets, tasks, and
approach; assessment document review form
documents assessment
plan .
expectations
. . Availability and
Tutor readiness; . Coordinator/tutor Y
o Coordinator; . . . adequacy of human,
. modules; facilities; interview guides; .
Installation tutors; schedules; . material,
schedule; rules; ; e document review; .0
.. materials; facilities . . organizational, and
monitoring tools observation checklist L
monitoring resources
Communicative Fidelity, consistency,
.. . Tutors; students; Tutor/student and quality of
activity; English use; . . . .
Lo six classroom interview guides; classroom
Process participation; . . . .
. sessions; tutor structured observation  implementation
scaffolding; feedback;
. notes field notes across tutors and
monitoring .
sessions
Confidence;
articipation; Students; tutors;
p P ’ 2 ’ Student/tutor Convergence between
vocabulary use; self- observations; . . .
. . interviews; outcome claimed outcomes
Product introduction; attendance; . .
. evidence sheet; and evidence from at
spontaneous response;  speaking tasks; .
L document review least two data sources
pronunciation; notes
discipline
. Whether benefits are
Perceived value; use
. documented
of resources; Director; Management . ..
Cost- . . . - . sufficiently to justify
reporting; coordinator; tutors; interview guide; .
benefit .- . . time, staffing,
accountability; available reports document review form o
L. facilities, and
sustainability

continuation

Expected standards were derived from DEM, recent program-evaluation studies, communicative
language pedagogy, formative-assessment principles, and the characteristics of residential pesantren learning
[18], [19], [25]-[271, [36], [39], [40], [42], [43]. The standards were also checked against available program
documents and stakeholder expectations. The program coordinator and one language-education colleague
reviewed the standards for theoretical relevance, contextual suitability, and clarity. Their feedback was used to
reduce vague judgement and to ensure that the criteria could be applied to a beginner-oriented intensive English
course.

Discrepancies were classified as minor, moderate, or major. A minor discrepancy indicated a limited
gap that did not substantially compromise implementation. A moderate discrepancy affected consistency,
instructional quality, resource readiness, or monitoring. A major discrepancy directly weakened outcome
evidence, accountability, or sustainability. Classification required explicit comparison between the expected
standard and triangulated evidence; a positive perception alone was not treated as proof that a standard had been
achieved.

Table 3. DEM Standards and Discrepancy Decision Rules

DEM stage Expected standard Evidence rule Discrepancy focus

Clear goals, measurable weekly Written or consistently
outcomes, curriculum map, articulated standards

Clarity and

Desi ST
esien operationalization of
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DEM stage Expected standard Evidence rule Discrepancy focus
teaching approach, and assessment  confirmed across program intentions
plan management, tutors, and

documents

Resource availability plus

evidence that resources were  Readiness and

ready for use before or implementation support
during implementation

Prepared tutors, structured
Installation = modules, facilities, schedule, rules,
rubrics, and monitoring tools

Consistency, target-
language use,
participation, feedback,
and monitoring

Active, communicative, scaffolded, Observed practice supported
Process student-centered, feedback-rich, by tutor/student accounts and
and monitored learning available monitoring records

Clear evidence supported by

Documented affective, behavioral, at least two sources; limited Difference between

Product . evidence supported by one claimed outcomes and
and linguistic outcomes . . . .
source or inconsistent available evidence
evidence
Documented benefits that justify SSI‘iake(z)};:)el((iiebr ] I;Sgsrr?:nts Reporting,
Cost-benefit time, staffing, facilities, and PP Y Teports, accountability, and

records, portfolios, or

institutional investment .
comparable evidence

sustainability

Analysis combined thematic analysis with a DEM standards-performance matrix [50]-[53]. First,
interview transcripts, observation notes, and documents were read repeatedly and organized by source and
participant group. Second, initial codes were assigned to meaningful segments; examples included unclear
outcomes, uneven tutor preparation, incomplete modules, inconsistent English use, supportive climate, limited
formative feedback, perceived confidence, and weak outcome documentation. Third, related codes were grouped
into candidate themes. Fourth, themes and evidence were mapped to the five DEM stages. Fifth, the expected
standard and actual condition for each indicator were compared in a matrix. Sixth, discrepancies were classified
according to the decision rules in Table 3. Seventh, improvement priorities were generated by considering the
severity of each discrepancy, its influence on subsequent DEM stages, and its practical feasibility.

Triangulation was embedded in the analysis. Interview claims were checked against observations and
documents, while management, tutor, and student perspectives were compared. For the product stage, 'clear
evidence' required support from at least two sources, such as an interview and observation, a tutor note and
performance task, or attendance and observation. 'Limited evidence' referred to a claim supported by only one
source or appearing inconsistently across the corpus. This rule was used to produce the descriptive outcome
counts reported in Table 4. No inferential statistical analysis was performed. The numerical counts in the
findings are descriptive summaries created after qualitative classification; they are not standardized pre-test-post-
test scores, independent quantitative measurements, or estimates of population parameters. Consequently, p-
values, confidence intervals, effect sizes, and conventional statistical power calculations would be inappropriate.
The counts are presented only to make the distribution of triangulated case evidence more transparent.

Credibility was strengthened through source and method triangulation, member checking of selected
interview summaries, and peer debriefing. The researcher maintained an audit trail that linked standards, codes,
evidence extracts, discrepancy judgements, and recommendations. Peer discussion with a language-education
colleague examined whether classifications were reasonable and sufficiently supported. These procedures
addressed the credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transparency expected in qualitative analysis [49],
[52], [53]. Institutional permission was obtained before data collection. Participants received information about
the study purpose, voluntary participation, audio recording, confidentiality, and academic use of the data.
Identifying information was replaced with codes, and student identities were not reported individually.

3.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results are organized by the five DEM stages. The stage-specific analysis answers the first research
question; the discrepancy synthesis and matrix answer the second; and the ranked improvement priorities answer
the third. Each result reports the expected standard, triangulated actual condition, discrepancy level, and practical
consequence.

Design Stage: Contextually Strong Vision but Incomplete Operationalization
A matrix documentary program explaining the context was thus not rationally framed. According to
both management and tutors, the course came about in response to students who were unable to have other real-
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time opportunities for English use outside of regular classes. The outputs expectations featured English
development as well as confidence, courage, discipline and learning habits. This vision was in line with the
practice of pesantren education, which consists of a combination of academic studies, character building,
communal activities, and repetitive exercises.

The main area of disparity was with how that high level vision would trickle down into measurable
results. After each programme, program documents had made a broad expression such as improving English and
confidence level and grabbing Eglish environment. They did not regular say weekly language functions or
performance objectives like performing a two-minute self-summary, addressing and answering plain inquiries of
daily situations for illustration outlining day-to-day life practices taking part in an assisted discussion providing a
quick readied talk. Consequently, the tutors had different interpretations of the aims of the program. In one class
students memorized vocabulary, in another they played games, and in another the short speech was put first. The
range of activities was perhaps beneficial, but the activities were not systematically linked to a common outcome
map.

A tutor explained, 'We know that the students must be more confident speaking English, but we decide
the daily focus depending on the situation. There is no fixed weekly target' (T2). This flexibility allowed tutors to
respond to learners, yet it also reduced curriculum coherence. The materials included vocabulary lists, everyday
conversations, pronunciation practice, role play, language games, and speech activities, but the sequence from
controlled practice to guided interaction and freer performance was not explicit. A student commented, 'T like
speaking activities, but sometimes I am confused because yesterday we learned vocabulary and today we have to
make a speech. I need more examples first' (S8). The design stage was therefore rated as moderately discrepant.
Contextual relevance and institutional commitment were strong, but measurable outcomes, curriculum mapping,
task sequencing, assessment planning, and written standards were incomplete. The first design priority is an
outcome-based curriculum that specifies weekly language functions, vocabulary themes, task progression, and
assessment evidence.

Installation Stage: Strong Residential Resources but Uneven Pedagogical Readiness

Installation strengths of this program included the following areas. Residential setting facilitated regular
attendance, prolonged contact time with peers to practice, and the incorporation of English activities into daily
life. They had classrooms, outdoor spaces and a schedule as well with vocabulary practice, conversations,
afternoon activities and evening review. And the program is helped by the atmosphere,' the coordinator says.
You have your students in a collaborative situation so you can wrangle time. They can practice the language
(PC) and repeat it with their friends.

Three installation mismatches limited the program ability to flexibly deploy these resources. First, tutor
preparation varied. On the comfortable side, two of the tutors employed communicative teaching while as others
relied more on explanation, translation, repetition and whole-class control. What had primarily happened in pre-
program coordination was scheduling and student management, not shared pedagogy, task sequencing, formative
assessment or feedback T3s was quoted saying, 'We have the programme coordination before we do not have
any special training' We talk about scheduling and other materials, but not really our teaching or assessment
strategies in depth.

Second, items were not grouped in a cohesive module. There were vocabulary lists, worksheets, sample
dialogues and topics for conversation but each tutor reused materials from previous cycles while others created
their own. Missing task instructions: Specifically, target expressions were not always highlighted; tasks did not
define interaction roles (who learns what and through how much other students), expected duration or
scaffolding steps (e.g., those used in Task 2) for novel situations and unfamiliar procedures, assessment criteria
are unclear on how serendipitous comprehension is to be measured. Third, evaluation and monitoring tools were
deficient. There were attendance records and ad hoc (non-standardized) notes from the tutors, but no
standardized diagnostic speaking task, weekly progress checklist, or student self-assessment form nor final
speaking rubric.

The Installation stage was found to be somewhat inconsistent. Although the environment, facilities,
schedule and institutional support were functional, tutor training was less so than structured modules, common
rubrics and monitoring tools. These shortcomings impacted process conformity and proof of product later on.

Process Stage: Engaging Participation but Inconsistent Implementation Fidelity

Observed sessions included vocabulary competitions, pair dialogues, pronunciation practice, role plays,
short speeches, and group games. Activities involving movement, peer support, humor, and competition
generated visible engagement. Students were more willing to speak when mistakes were treated as part of
learning and tutors used encouraging language. One student stated, 'Before joining the course, I was afraid to
speak English. Here, my friends also make mistakes, so I feel braver. The tutor says mistakes are okay' (S13).
The familiar residential peer group appeared to reduce social distance and supported participation.

Curriculum Alignment, Implementation Fidelity, and Outcome Evidence in a Pesantren-Based (Muh Junaidi)
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Despite these strengths, implementation fidelity varied across sessions and tutors. The first discrepancy
concerned English exposure. Indonesian and local languages were frequently used to explain instructions,
manage behavior, and clarify meaning. This use was understandable for beginners, but the program had no
staged policy indicating when English was expected and when Indonesian could be used strategically. T1
explained, 'If we use full English, some students do not understand. We mix Indonesian and English, but
sometimes we use too much Indonesian because we want to save time.' The discrepancy was therefore not the
presence of the first language, but the absence of agreed pedagogical boundaries.

The second discrepancy concerned student-centeredness. Some sessions provided pair work and role
play, whereas others were dominated by tutor explanation and choral repetition. In the latter sessions, students
were behaviorally present but had fewer opportunities to initiate, negotiate, or respond in English. The third
discrepancy concerned feedback. Tutors frequently praised students with expressions such as 'good,' 'excellent,’
and 'try again.' This supported confidence, but feedback rarely specified what was effective, what needed
improvement, or how the student should revise and reuse the language. Corrections were sometimes supplied
quickly without guided noticing or a follow-up opportunity to produce the form in another context.

The fourth discrepancy concerned monitoring. Daily activities were implemented, but tutor journals and
individual progress records were incomplete. Active students were easily noticed, while quieter students could
receive less attention. The program lacked a consistent record of who had improved, who needed additional
scaffolding, and which activities were most effective. The process stage was rated as moderately discrepant:
classroom activity and affective support were strong, but target-language policy, instructional consistency,
feedback quality, and monitoring required standardization.

Product Stage: Positive Affective and Behavioral Outcomes but Weak Measurement

The strongest perceived outcome was speaking confidence. Many students reported that repeated
practice reduced their fear of speaking. S5 stated, 'Now I am not too shy. My English is not perfect, but I can
introduce myself and answer simple questions.' Increased participation was also visible. At the beginning of the
course, a limited number of students volunteered; by the final week, more students participated in short
dialogues and responded to tutor questions. Tutor notes and observations also indicated growth in basic
vocabulary for greetings, self-introduction, daily routines, likes and dislikes, classroom language, and simple
opinions.

The residential schedule also supported learning discipline. Students regularly attended sessions,
memorized vocabulary, practiced with peers, and joined review activities. However, the evidence was stronger
for confidence, participation, self-introduction, and routine vocabulary than for spontaneous response and
pronunciation clarity. This pattern is plausible in a short intensive course: willingness and formulaic performance
can improve rapidly, whereas spontaneous interaction, pronunciation, and broader linguistic control usually
require longer, systematically sequenced practice.

Table 4. Outcome Summary Based on Triangulated Field Evidence
Students showing  Students showing

Outcome indicator Main evidence sources

clear evidence limited evidence
. Student interviews and classroom
Speaking confidence 19 5 .
observations
Basic vocabulary use 20 4 Tutor notes and speaking tasks
Participation in pair 11 3 Classroom observations and student
work interviews
Short self-introduction 29 ) Final classroom performance and
tutor notes
Classroom observations and tutor
Spontaneous responses 14 10
notes
Pronunciation clarity 13 11 Tutor fee?dback and performance
observation
Learning discipline 21 3 Attendance records and observations

The figures in Table 4 are not standardized pre-test-post-test scores. They are evaluative counts derived
from the evidence rule described in the method. Clear evidence required convergence across at least two sources;
limited evidence indicated one source or inconsistent support. The program could therefore demonstrate
meaningful affective and behavioral progress, but it could not make strong claims about language-proficiency
gains. The absence of common diagnostic and final tasks and a speaking rubric constituted a major product-stage
discrepancy.
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Cost-Benefit Stage: Contextually Valuable but Under-Documented

Stakeholders regarded the program as worthwhile because it used existing residential resources to
increase English exposure, build confidence, establish routines, and strengthen the institution's language-learning
identity. Dormitory routines, peer groups, tutors, and existing learning spaces made the program feasible without
requiring an entirely separate institutional structure. The principal discrepancy concerned evidence-based
reporting. The coordinator stated, 'Parents often ask whether their children improve. We can say yes because we
see the difference, but we need a better report, perhaps with scores or portfolios' (PC). Benefits were recognized,
but the program did not consistently document student progress, resource use, tutor reflections, or outcomes in a
form that could support accountability and cumulative improvement. The cost-benefit stage was therefore rated
as moderately discrepant.

Table 5. Evaluation Matrix and Improvement Priorities

DEM Expected standard Actual condition Discrepancy Priority action
stage level
Measurable outcomes,  Strong contextual vision, Develop an outcome-
. curriculum map, task but incomplete weekly based curriculum and
Design . Moderate
sequence, and outcomes, sequencing, and weekly performance
assessment plan criteria targets
Prepared tutors, Facilities and schedule were Standardize modules
. structured modules, ready; training, modules, and conduct tutor
Installation . o X Moderate .
rubrics, and monitoring  rubrics, and progress tools preparation before
tools were limited each cycle
Communicative, Engaging activities
scaffolded, feedback- occurred, but English use, Adop t a staged .
. . English-use policy,
Process rich, consistently student-centeredness, Moderate . .
. . observation checklist,
monitored feedback, and monitoring
. . . and feedback protocol
implementation varied
Measurable and Confidence and Use common speaking
Product documented affective,  participation improved, but Maior tasks, analytic rubrics,
behavioral, and diagnostic/final speaking J self-assessment, and
linguistic outcomes evidence was incomplete portfolios
Documented benefits . Produce a concise
Y Benefits were perceived but
Cost- that justify resources . DEM-based report
! not systematically recorded =~ Moderate
benefit and inform after each program
or reported
stakeholders cycle

Across the five stages, the program's most important pattern was a contrast between strong contextual
and motivational foundations and weaker technical systems. The design was meaningful but insufficiently
measurable; installation provided time and environment but incomplete pedagogical support; the process was
engaging but uneven; products were positive but under-measured; and benefits were plausible but under-
reported. Assessment and documentation were the most urgent priorities because the major product discrepancy
restricted both program learning and stakeholder accountability. Curriculum mapping and tutor preparation
formed the next priorities because they influenced all subsequent stages.

The findings indicate that the Madani Course should not be characterized as an ineffective program. Its
principal strength is contextual embeddedness. The course uses residential time, peer familiarity, disciplined
routines, moral expectations, and tutor mentorship as learning resources. This interpretation supports recent
studies showing that pesantren can create distinctive conditions for English exposure, motivation, language
policy, and context-responsive pedagogy [1], [2], [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [15]. The program is not an imported
course placed inside a pesantren; it is a locally organized language-learning arrangement shaped by pesantren
culture. However, contextual relevance and activity are not equivalent to alignment. DEM reveals that a program
may be active, popular, and motivational while still containing substantial gaps between standards and
performance [16], [17], [20]. This finding extends previous pesantren research by showing that environment,
institutional support, and motivation are necessary but insufficient. They must be connected to explicit outcomes,
resource readiness, implementation fidelity, assessment evidence, and reporting. Similar CIPP evaluations have
identified strengths in context and process while recommending clearer competency standards, periodic
assessment, and stronger documentation [42], [43]. The present study adds a discrepancy logic that identifies the
severity and downstream consequences of each gap.

The design-stage findings demonstrate why a broad objective such as 'improving speaking' is
inadequate for curriculum control. Communicative competence requires learners to perform identifiable
language functions in socially appropriate ways [21], [22]. For beginner learners, a usable curriculum should
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specify what students will be able to do at the end of each week and what evidence will demonstrate that ability.
Examples include greeting and introducing oneself, requesting clarification, describing routines, expressing
preferences, asking follow-up questions, and completing a guided role play. Such targets allow vocabulary,
pronunciation, grammar, interaction, and confidence to be taught as coordinated resources rather than
disconnected topics.

Task progression is equally important. The student's movement from a vocabulary lesson directly to a
speech illustrates how intensity can be confused with speed. Engagement research emphasizes that meaningful
participation depends on tasks that are appropriately challenging, socially supported, and clearly structured [25].
Oral development also requires sustained input and repeated opportunities to notice, rehearse, interact, and
perform [26]. A more coherent sequence for Madani Course would move from tutor modeling and
comprehension checks to choral or individual rehearsal, pair practice, guided conversation, role play, and
increasingly independent performance.

The installation discrepancy concerning tutor readiness explains part of the variation observed in the
process stage. Recent studies in pesantren report that teacher background, pedagogical strategy, contextual
understanding, and institutional support strongly shape English learning [3]-[6], [10], [13]-[15]. In a residential
program, tutors are simultaneously instructors, mentors, motivators, and language models. Preparation should
therefore cover shared outcomes, communicative task design, scaffolding, the staged use of English, corrective
feedback, assessment rubrics, and progress documentation. Standardization should not eliminate tutor creativity;
it should provide a common minimum structure within which creativity remains aligned with program goals.

The supportive climate helps explain the visible growth in confidence and participation. Research
consistently links positive classroom environments, peer familiarity, and teacher support with willingness to
communicate, while anxiety is negatively associated with language achievement [29], [30]-[35]. The Madani
Course reduced the social risk of speaking because students shared routines, observed peers making mistakes,
and received encouragement from tutors. Confidence functioned as a developmental bridge from silence to
participation. However, confidence alone does not make one a expert. As students may become more willing to
speak while relying on committed phrases or simply producing language that stays incomprehensible. It is
therefore vital to distinguish between affective readiness vs linguistic performance. Confident participation
would not be a separate but legitimate short-term goal, and each of fluency, vocabulary range, pronunciation
intelligibility, grammatical control, interaction between interlocutors and task completion must be measured
separately. This distinction would act to avoid respective underestimating of affective progress and over-
claiming of language gains.

We should also be careful in the way we read news about the continued use of Indonesian and local
languages. One way that judicious deployment of the L1 can help beginners is by supporting oral comprehension
while decreasing cognitive processing load and mitigating anxiety. The issue was not multilingual help, but
rather that of inconsistency. A model could necessitate English when greeting, during classroom routines, for
pair-task expressions and simple interactions while permitting Indonesian for complex explanations or when
emerging questions/urgent clarification arises. This would make exposure to the target language predictable and
age-appropriate instead of requiring an unrealistic policy for the exclusivity of English.

Feedback represented another important process gap. General praise helped establish psychological
safety, but it did not consistently help learners close the gap between current and expected performance.
Formative-assessment research distinguishes encouragement from information that guides improvement [36]-
[40]. Effective feedback in Madani Course should identify the successful feature, specify one manageable
improvement, provide or elicit a model, and create an immediate opportunity for the learner to try again. The
findings are consistent with evidence that the impact of feedback depends on its informational content and on
learners' opportunities to understand and use it [28], [38]-[40].

The major product discrepancy is the most consequential result. Interviews, observations, and tutor
notes indicated meaningful improvement, but the lack of common diagnostic and final tasks prevented robust
claims about change. A valid speaking assessment should represent the outcomes the course claims to develop
[37]). For this program, a practical assessment system could include a short diagnostic conversation in the first
week, weekly performance tasks, tutor checklists, student self-reflection, a final comparable speaking task, and
an analytic rubric covering task completion, fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation, grammatical control,
interaction, and confidence. Portfolios would connect assessment with accountability. A simple portfolio could
contain initial and final audio or video samples, weekly vocabulary or reflection records, tutor feedback,
attendance, and selected task products. This would allow students and parents to see change, help tutors identify
persistent needs, and give management evidence for program decisions. It would also strengthen cost-benefit
reporting because benefits could be considered alongside tutor time, facilities, supervision, and opportunity
costs. Recent pesantren program evaluations similarly recommend competency standards, periodic assessment,
mentor development, and more objective outcome evidence [42]-[44].

The recommended improvement sequence is therefore cumulative. First, define measurable
communicative outcomes. Second, align weekly materials and tasks with those outcomes. Third, prepare tutors
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to apply a shared communicative and feedback protocol. Fourth, implement a staged target-language policy.
Fifth, use diagnostic, formative, and final assessment with portfolios. Sixth, produce a concise DEM-based
report after each cycle. This sequence retains the program's cultural and motivational strengths while
strengthening its technical infrastructure.

The study's theoretical novelty is the integration of DEM with communicative language learning,
formative assessment, and pesantren educational culture. DEM alone identifies standards-performance gaps, but
it does not specify the content of a high-quality English course. Communicative pedagogy and assessment
supply those content standards, while the pesantren lens prevents the standards from being applied without
sensitivity to residential routines, moral education, peer life, and institutional identity. The resulting program-
alignment framework connects vision, outcomes, resources, implementation, evidence, and reporting in one
evaluative chain. Methodologically, the study contributes an instrument grid, explicit discrepancy rules, and a
triangulated matrix that other non-formal or residential English programs can adapt. The framework makes
qualitative judgement more transparent by showing what standard was used, what evidence described actual
performance, why a discrepancy level was assigned, and what action followed. The descriptive student counts
further clarify the distribution of qualitative outcome evidence without misrepresenting the design as a
quantitative effectiveness study.

Practically, program managers should prioritize assessment and documentation, followed by curriculum
mapping and tutor development. Tutors need concise modules, shared weekly targets, model tasks, feedback
prompts, and rubrics. Students need visible progression and opportunities to compare early and later
performances. Parents and institutional leaders need brief reports that distinguish participation, confidence, and
discipline from demonstrated language performance. These changes would improve both learning and
accountability without weakening the pesantren identity that gives the program much of its value. The findings
are analytically transferable to intensive English courses that share similar characteristics, particularly short
duration, residential routines, peer practice, locally developed materials, and limited assessment systems. They
should not be statistically generalized to all pesantren. The study was limited to one program cycle and one
institutional context; it did not use standardized pre-test-post-test measures; some product judgements relied on
triangulated qualitative evidence; and discrepancy classifications remained interpretive despite explicit criteria,
member checking, and peer debriefing. Future research should combine DEM with longitudinal speaking
assessment, portfolios, multiple evaluators, inter-rater calibration, student outcome tracking, and comparative
analysis across several pesantren programs.

4. CONCLUSION

The Madani Course Program is a contextually relevant intensive English course with strong cultural,
motivational, and organizational foundations. Its residential environment, peer interaction, repeated practice,
disciplined schedule, and supportive climate increased students' willingness to speak, participation, basic
vocabulary use, and learning discipline. The DEM analysis nevertheless showed that these strengths were not
fully translated into an aligned technical system. Moderate discrepancies affected design, installation, process,
and cost-benefit reporting, while a major discrepancy affected the product stage. General goals had not been
consistently operationalized as weekly measurable outcomes; tutor preparation, structured modules, rubrics, and
monitoring tools were incomplete; implementation varied in English use, student-centeredness, feedback, and
documentation; and perceived progress was not supported by standardized diagnostic and final speaking
evidence. The study therefore concludes that the program should be continued with systematic improvement
rather than replaced. The principal implication is the adoption of an integrated program-alignment framework:
define measurable communicative outcomes, sequence weekly tasks, prepare tutors, establish a staged English-
use policy, implement formative and final speaking assessment, maintain student portfolios, and issue a brief
DEM-based report after each cycle. This framework translates the program's educational vision into evidence-
based and sustainable practice while preserving its pesantren identity.
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