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Students' self-efficacy is a crucial factor in learning foreign/second language. Although a growing body of
literature has drawn attention to the self-efficacy in various fields, very few studies have addressed this
issue in the field of foreign language and especially German learning. The purpose of this paper was to
develop a reliable and valid tool for measuring self-efficacy beliefs of German learners. A total of 205
students (154 Female and 51 Male) studying in the German language education department participated in
the study. After the data collection, exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis were
performed to determine the validity and reliability of the scale. The Cronbach Alpha value of the
developed scale was found to be 0.928, which is quite high. The explained variance value of the factors
was found to be 62.943, which indicates a high validity. As a result of the analysis, a 23-item and 3-
dimensional scale was developed. In conclusion, the developed scale is a valid and reliable tool for
measuring language learning performance, linguistic skills, and learning confidence in the language
learning process in the context of self-efficacy belief.
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1. Introduction

Learning a foreign language professionally is a long and arduous process that requires dedication
and hard work. Both individual and external factors affect the language learning success of
students. In this paper, the concept of self-efficacy, which is in the group of individual factors and
is believed to affect the success of the student in many works of literature, will be emphasized. The
term self-efficacy, which has taken its place in many disciplines, entered the history of literature
for the first time when psychologist Albert Bandura published his article "Self-Efficacy: Toward a
Unifying Theory of Behavior Change" in 1977. The term self-efficacy has been included in hundreds
of articles published in the fields of sociology, medicine, kinesiology, and many other fields,
especially in psychology and related fields. The most common meaning of self-efficacy is people's
beliefs about what they are capable of doing (Maddux, 2002). Bandura (1994) defines the term self-
efficacy briefly as individuals' personal beliefs about their capabilities that produce performance
levels that are effective in their lives. According to the researcher, self-efficacy beliefs have a
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decisive role in people's feelings, thoughts, motivations, and behaviors. However, sometimes the
concept of self-efficacy is confused with some other similar concepts. This may cause some
inconsistencies in the measurement tools developed especially for self-efficacy. One of the concepts
most often confused with self-efficacy is self-concept. Both concepts are related to the motivation,
emotions, and performances of the individual (Bong & Sklaavic, 2003). Self-concept is a more
complex concept that brings together the cognitive and emotional reactions of the individual
towards himself. While self-concept is briefly defined as the individual's perception of
himself/herself as a whole, the concept of self-efficacy focuses on the capabilities and represents
the perceptions of the individual regarding his/her capabilities (Bandura, 1997; Bong & Clark,
1999). According to Bandura (2006) if a measurement tool for self-efficacy is being developed, the
items related to self-efficacy should be expressed with the modal verb "can" instead of "will", since
they are about capability. The model "can" is a judgment of capability, while "will" is a statement of
intent (Bandura, 2006).

For individuals experiencing psychological stress, self-efficacy is among the most important
factors that can help them overcome this stress (Panc et al., 2012). Self-efficacy beliefs affect the
individual's functioning quality through cognition, motivation, emotion, and decision
mechanisms. People's beliefs about their abilities also affect their way of thinking. Individuals may
think pessimistically or optimistically in line with their self-efficacy beliefs. Thus, they can activate
themselves in the context of the performance or lower their performance level. The self-efficacy
belief of individuals plays a role in how well the individual can motivate himself in reaching the
determined goals and expectations. Self-efficacy determines not only the level of motivation but
also the individual’s level of resistance to difficulties and failures. High belief in one's ability to
cope with failures and difficulties has a very important place in one's self-regulation. People with
low self-efficacy beliefs easily begin to believe that their efforts are in vain when they encounter
difficulties and obstacles, so they give up. On the other hand, people with high self-efficacy belief
do not give up in the face of difficulties and try to find ways to overcome them (Bandura, 2011).

The success of students does not only depend on the knowledge and skills they have, it also
depends on the necessity to have a high self-efficacy belief in order to use knowledge and skills
effectively. For this reason, students with the same ability and knowledge may not always be
equally successful when they have different self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1993). Cognitive theories
about learning also emphasize that learners' thoughts, beliefs, attitudes, and value judgments have
an important place in the learning process. Students who are unsure of their own capabilities to
learn may not be enthusiastic about participating in learning activities and study their lessons
reluctantly. As a result, the student's learning action is interrupted. Therefore, teachers should plan
their lessons by taking into account the thoughts of the students (Schunk, 2012). Self-efficacy is a
strong predictor of improving language skills and learning performance, and various factors affect
students' self-efficacy beliefs. For example, encouraging students to learn and providing them with
positive feedback contribute to their development of self-efficacy. Students who are encouraged
for a task by their superiors, mentors, and teachers develop a high sense of self-efficacy. However,
physiological and emotional factors such as fatigue and anxiety during the learning process
negatively affect students' self-efficacy beliefs (Raoofi et al., 2012). Learned helplessness syndrome
may occur when students' low self-efficacy continues for a long time (Arslan, 2012). In order to
prevent this, it is important to continue education and learning activities by determining the
factors affecting students' self-efficacy beliefs and their self-efficacy status.

2. Literature Review

Self-efficacy is a potential motivational factor that can improve learning and achievement
(Akengin et al., 2014). Since many educational researchers are aware of this, over the years, self-
efficacy has started to be investigated intensively in the field of education. Many studies in the
field of education reveal that there is a linear relationship between academic achievement and self-
efficacy (Hayat, et al. 2020; Hwang et al, 2016; Koca & Dadands, 2019; Késeoglu, 2015; Motlagh et
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al., 2011; Pajares & Miller, 1994; Phan, 2012). Although the fields are different, the importance of
self-efficacy has been sufficiently demonstrated when it comes to learning. In the field of
education, quantitative studies dealing with especially students' mathematical skills come to the
fore. Many scales related to mathematics have been found in the literature (Ozcan & Kiiltiir, 2021).
Despite their relevance to education and learning, these mathematical scales cannot be used in
every field because self-efficacy is a domain-specific factor (Akengin et al., 2014). Therefore, not all
self-efficacy scales developed in the language teaching field may be suitable for measuring
German learners' self-efficacy. For example, there may be differences between those who learn
English and those who learn German. The use of English as the language of international
communication and teaching English as the first foreign language in many countries may
psychologically change their perspective on language compared to the German language.
Therefore, it would be more beneficial to deal with self-efficacy studies for German learners.
However, a review of the literature indicates that there is limited research on German language
learning and self-efficacy. Related to the subject of the study, these studies in the literature cover
university students and aim to measure self-efficacy in the four basic skills of reading, writing,
listening, and speaking in general. Some of these studies also try to reveal the relationship between
students' motivation and self-efficacy levels (Afifah & Indriwardhani, 2021; Akin & Akpmar Dellal,
2016; Busse, 2013; Hsieh, 2008; National Capital Language Resource Center, 2000).

In the country where this study was conducted, a modest number of studies have been
conducted on this issue. Studies in this country are generally aimed at measuring the professional
self-efficacy of students studying in German departments and language learning self-efficacy
studies are limited to measuring self-efficacy beliefs in four language skills. In addition, the
relationship of variables such as age, gender, and grade level with students' self-efficacy beliefs
was also examined. Most of the studies aimed at measuring the professional self-efficacy of foreign
language teachers in all fields (German-English-Arabic-French). Some studies only aimed at
measuring self-efficacy in speaking skills (Akin & Akpmar Dellal, 2016; Aydin, 2013; Can, 2020;
Katranci, 2014; Yesilyurt, 2013). The most relevant study to this study is Akin and Akpar Dellal's
(2016) study aiming to determine the self-efficacy beliefs of German language students. In their
study, students' self-efficacy beliefs were examined according to the type of high school they
attended, grade level, and gender. As a result of the study, no significant relationship was found
between high school type and self-efficacy. On the other hand, it was determined that the 4th-
grade students had the highest self-efficacy and the male students had higher self-efficacy than the
female students. On the contrary, Can (2020) did not find a significant relationship between the
gender and self-efficacy of students studying German in a similar study. Since there are very few
self-efficacy studies on German learners, it is difficult to say that there is a definite conclusion on
the variables affecting self-efficacy. Therefore, there is a need for more self-efficacy studies for
German learners.

Since self-efficacy studies on foreign language learning in general focus on four language skills,
self-efficacy has not been examined in the context of variables such as learning strategies, learning
performance, or the student's psychological state (Raoofi et al., 2012). In addition to self-efficacy
studies on four language skills, it is necessary to examine German learning self-efficacy from
different perspectives because foreign language learning process is complex and
multidimensional. With this study, German self-efficacy will be measured from different aspects
besides four language skills, and it is thought that the study will contribute to the literature in this
respect.

3. The Present Study

Based on the previous research, self-efficacy has been studied in many areas, but there are very
few studies, especially in the field of learning German as a second and foreign language. Research
on self-efficacy in foreign language learning focuses on learning and particularly teaching the
English language (Cankaya, 2018; Huang & Chang, 1996; Karas, 2019; Wang & Pape, 2007; Wyatt &
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Dikilitas, 2021). Since English is the first foreign language taught in schools in many countries, it
can be stated that other languages stay in the background. With this study, the primary aim is to
develop a valid and reliable measurement tool that will measure the self-efficacy belief status of
learners of German language. This study will focus specifically on the answers to the following
three research questions:

e Is the developed measurement tool valid and reliable?

e Can the desired features be measured with the developed scale?

¢ Do the scale items serve the purpose?

4. Methodology
4.1. Research Design

This study is a scale development study that employs survey model. This model is commonly used
to describe facts and events by collecting data from certain large groups (Karakaya, 2012).

4.2, Participants

The participants of the study consist of 205 (Female: 154, Male: 51) undergraduate students who
are studying in the department of German Language Teaching at a state university in the fall term
of the 2021-2022 academic year. Participants are 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th year and German
preparatory class students. The widely accepted view regarding the adequacy of the sample size in
scale development studies is that the sample should at least cover fivefold of the number of the
items in the scale (Sencan, 2005; Tabachnick et al., 2019). Accordingly, at least 115 participants are
sufficient for this scale with 23 items. However, more participants participated in the study. As a
result, a sufficient number of samples (n=205) was reached in the study. For the transparency of
the study, a random sample was used. German is the second language for some students, as they
have lived in Germany before (29 Students). Although other students do not live in Germany,
German is considered a second language for them, as they currently use German extensively in
their education life and their future profession will be German teaching.

According to descriptive statistics, 24.9% of the study participants were males and 75.1% were
females. In addition, 19.5% of the participants studied in a German preparatory course, 22.9% in
their first year, 22.9% in their second year, 17.1% in their third year, and 17.6% in their fourth/last
year. Most of the students took German lessons in high school before, with a rate of 73.2%.
However, the rate of students living in Germany is only 14.1%. The most prominent reasons why
students prefer the German department are learning a new foreign language with a rate of 33.3%
and thinking that this department has good job opportunities with a rate of 17.6%. The rate of
students learning German because they like German was 15.6%. The rate of students studying in
the department of German language teaching to live abroad was 14.1% and studying German
teaching out of necessity because they did not get the necessary score in the university entrance
exam to study in another department, was determined as 13.2%.

4.3. Scale Development Process

The scale development process first started with a detailed literature review and an item pool was
created. In line with the literature review on the relevant field, 40 items were prepared. The 40
items were submitted to the opinion of 10 different experts. Opinions were requested from
assessment and evaluation experts as well as field experts. The Lawshe method was used to
calculate the content validity of the items. In line with this method, an expert opinion form was
developed. The purpose of the scale was stated in the form, and experts marked the items as
essential, useful but not essential and not necessary, and additionally, experts were asked for their
suggestions, if any. In order to obtain information about the clarity of the items and to determine
the internal validity of the scale, a pilot study of the draft scale was done with 40 students. It is
stated that selection between 30 and 50 participants representing the target group for the pilot
study is sufficient (Seker & Gengdogan, 2014). After the pilot study, the item-total correlations of
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the items and the Cronbach's alpha coefficient of the scale were calculated with the SPSS analysis
program. After the pilot application, the scale was applied to the larger sample (n=205) and the
data was analyzed. After the analysis of the data, the final version of the German Learning Self-
Efficacy Belief Scale was developed.

4.4. Measurement Tool and Data Collection

In the study, a 5-point Likert-type draft scale with 28-items was used to measure the self-efficacy
beliefs of students learning German as a foreign/second language. The answers in the scale were
prepared as strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), undecided (3), agree (4) and strongly agree (5).
Items 11 and 12 are reverse items on the scale. In the scale form, demographic and background
information of the participants were also asked by asking variables such as gender, age, type of
high school, duration of living and being in Germany, and the reasons for studying in the German
department. Obtaining information about these variables helps to analyze possible relationships
with the variables and scale items.

The scale was applied face-to-face to all students who could be reached in a 4-week period by
the researcher. The students were informed about the content of the study and volunteer consent
forms were given to students. The scale was applied only to the volunteer students. Students were
asked to mark the most appropriate option for them on the scale form.

4.5. Data Analysis

After the scale was applied to the large sample, SPSS 25 and AMOS statistical programs were used
in the analysis of the data. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed to determine the
construct validity of the scale. EFA was performed using principal components analysis and direct
oblimin methods to examine the factor structure of the scale. Since the factors are correlated, the
direct oblimin rotation method, which is one of the oblique methods, was preferred. The suitability
of the data for factor analysis was evaluated with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s test
of sphericity. To evaluate the collected data, item-total correlation coefficients were calculated
again. Item discrimination index was calculated by the 27% lower and upper groups. Cronbach’s
alpha was calculated for the reliability. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to confirm
the sub-dimensions revealed by EFA. In addition to CFA, convergent and discriminant validity
analyzes were used to examine the construct validity. A t-test for independent samples is used to
test if there is a statistically significant difference between two independent groups.

5. Results
5.1. Findings about Content Validity in Line with Expert Opinions

Using the Lawshe technique, the content validity rate was calculated in line with the opinions of 10
experts. The content validity index is calculated by dividing the number of experts who marked
the essential option for each item by the number of experts (Gilbert & Prion, 2016; Lawshe, 1975).
The acceptable content validity rate for each item was found to be 0.62, and it was decided to
exclude 12 items, which were below the value from the scale. The content validity ratios of all
remaining items were calculated as 0.907. Adjustments were made in the items in line with the
suggestions of the experts, and then the draft scale was formed as 28 items.

5.2. Findings about Face Validity in Line with the Pilot Study

As a result of the analyses made in the pilot study carried out with 40 students, the Cronbach’s
alpha value was found to be quite high as 0.949. With the pilot study, it was determined that all
draft scale items were understandable.

5.3. Findings about the Validity and Reliability Analyses

As illustrated in Table 1, the scale aiming to measure the self-efficacy belief in learning German
was developed based on three sub dimensions. The sub dimensions are shown in Table 1 as F1
(Language Learning Performance), F2 (Language Skills), and F3 (Language Learning Confidence).
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Before the EFA, the KMO test was performed to determine whether the sample was suitable or
not. The KMO value was found to be 0.901. According to Kaiser values over 0.90 are marvelous.
The analysis result shows that the sample size is perfectly sufficient to perform factor analysis
(Field, 2009; Kaiser & Rice, 1974). The results from Bartlett’s test show that the obtained chi-square
value is normal (¥2(253) = 3093.152; p = 0.00). This result indicates that the data were obtained in
the direction of multivariate normal distribution.

Table 1

EFA and reliability results of the German learning self-efficacy belief scale

Factors and items a* FL

F1: Language Learning Performance (a=0.912)
19.1 can use different methods to remember what I learned in classroom 0.924 0.800
18.1 can use different methods to keep my newly learned German words in my mind  0.923 0.808
11. I can't make an effort to improve my German outside of the classroom 0.926 0.796
14.1 can make learning process of German fun 0.924 0.784
20. I can study German hard enough and regularly 0.925 0.718
4.1 can use different learning methods to learn German 0.923 0.685
9.1 can use different materials (music, movies, etc.) to improve my German 0923 0.764
5.1 can follow my lessons regularly 0925 0.727

F2: Language Skills (a=0.921)
7.1 can easily answer questions in German 0.925 0.862
6. I can easily communicate with someone in German 0.926 0.897
13.1 can easily understand what I read in German 0.926 0.845
17.1 can write texts in German without any difficulties 0.926 0.783
24.1 can understand what I hear in German without any difficulties 0.926 0.829
1. I can easily participate in any German activity in the classroom 0.925 0.755

F3: Language Learning Confidence (a=0.893)
21.1 can overcome the mistakes I made while learning German 0.925 0.786
22.1 can use the principles and methods of learning German without any difficulties ~ 0.925 0.702
23.1 can discover my shortcomings in learning German 0.925 0.705
8.1 can do my homework in German without anyone's help 0.925 0.705
28. 1 can describe myself as competent in learning German 0.925 0.710
3. I can be successful in learning German 0.923 0.629
10.I can learn German on my own without the need for a special course 0925 0.715
27.1 can find solutions to the learning problems I have while learning German 0.924 0.707
12. No matter how hard I try; I may not be able to learn German very well 0.926 0.665

Total (@=0.928)

Explained Variance = 62.943%

Eigenvalue= 9.069

KMO =0.901; x? (253) =3093.152; Bartlett’s Test (p) = 0.000

Note. a*: a if item deleted; FL: Factor Load

In line with the factor analysis, 5 items (15, 16, 26, 25, 2) were removed from the 28-item draft
scale because items 15, 26 and 25 did not have sufficient factor loading. In addition, items 16 and 2
were not included in the theoretically appropriate sub-dimensions. There were no items with cross
loading. In the factor analysis performed with the remaining 23 items, 3 components with an
eigenvalue above 1 were observed. The total variance of the components is 62.943%. The explained
variance between 50% and 75% indicates that the analysis is valid and sufficiently exploratory
(Pallant, 2020; Sencan, 2005). In the repeated analysis for the three factors, the total variance was
39.429% for the first factor F1, 14.361% for the second factor F2, and 9.153% for the third factor F3.

According to the EFA, the acceptance level of the factor loads was determined as 0.400. As seen
in Table 1, the Cronbach’s alpha value was calculated as 0.912 for factor 1, 0.921 for factor 2, 0.893
for factor 3, and 0.928 for the whole scale (23 items). For reliability, a Cronbach’s alpha value of
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> 0.70 is acceptable, > 0.80 is good, and = 0.90 is excellent (George & Mallery, 2003).
Accordingly, the reliability of the scale is excellent.

Table 2
Item analysis results of sub-dimensions of the German learning self-efficacy belief scale for participants
Ttems Total tgm t p value
Correlation (Lower 27 % **-Upper 27%**)  (Lower 27 % **-Upper 27 % **)

Item 19 0.616 —8.501 <0.01***
Item 18 0.685 —-10.394 <0.01***
Item 11 0.495 -5.397 <0.01***
Item 14 0.630 —6.049 <0.071***
Item 20 0.581 —8.147 <0.071***
Item 4 0.688 —8.488 <0.01***
Item 9 0.694 —7.292 <0.071***
Item 5 0.585 —6.811 <0.01***
Item 7 0.560 —11.001 <0.01***
Item 6 0.506 —9.436 <0.01***
Item 13 0.533 —9.050 <0.01***
Item 17 0.527 —-10.239 <0.01***
Item 24 0.536 —9.996 <0.01***
Item 1 0.568 9.951 <0.07***
Item 22 0.570 —-8.920 <0.01***
Item 21 0.533 —5.411 <0.07***
Item 28 0.560 —9.672 <0.01***
Item 12 0.487 —7.831 <0.01***
Item 10 0.538 —8.912 <0.01***
Item 23 0.567 —-5.973 <0.01***
Item 8 0.578 -7.023 <0.01***
Item 27 0.613 -7.718 <0.01***
Item 3 0.672 —8.364 <0.01***

Note. n = 205; ** ny = np =55; *** p < 0.05 for significant values.

It is stated that the sufficient value for the item-total test correlation should be at least 0.30
(Kline, 2000). Item correlations of the scale were examined and the scale items were above 0.30. The
t-test results showing the discrimination power of all items of the scale and the item-total
correlation values are given in Table 2. The item-total test correlation values of the items vary
between 0.487 and 0.694, and all items are related to each other. Comparing the mean scores of the
groups in the lower 27% and upper 27% with the t-test helps to reveal the distinctiveness of the
scale items. No statistically significant difference was observed in line with this comparison. This
result shows that the scale has a distinctive feature in measurement.
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Figure 1
Scree plot obtained from explanatory factor analysis

In the graph above, the slope of the descents seen from the first point shows the degree of
contribution to the variance (Cokluk et al., 2012). After the third point, the contribution of each
factor to the variance decreases, and it is seen that the contributions of the variances to be added
are very close to each other. It was decided that there should be three factors in line with the
eigenvalues and percentages of variance and the data obtained from the graph, in line with the
EFA.

Table 3

CFA results of German learning self-efficacy belief scale

RMSEA CFI IFI GFI TLI RMR CMIN CMIN/df
0.076 0.912 0.913 0.832 0.900 0.056 486,532 2172

According to the CFA (see Table 3), the structural equation modelling result of the scale was
found to be significant at the p < 0.01 level. It was determined that 23 scale items and three sub-
dimensions were related to the scale structure. The model has 3 modifications. CMIN/df shows
excellent fit, while RMSEA, CFI, IFI, TLI and RMR have an acceptable fit index. RMSEA value
between 0.06 and 0.1 corresponds to an acceptable fit. GFI, IFI, TLI, and CFI indices take values
between 0-1, and the validity increases as they get closer to 1. Values above 0.90 are expected for
these fit indices (Byrne, 2011; Harrington, 2009; Sencan, 2005; Simon et al. 2010). However, in some
studies, it is stated that GFI values in the range of 0.80-0.89 can be considered as an appropriate
value (Segars & Grover 1993; Doll et al., 1994; Okur & Yalgimn-Ozdilek 2012). Each fit index
represents another aspect of the fit of the proposed model and constitutes a limited source of
information for model fit. Therefore, it is recommended that the decision to reject or accept a
model should always be based on more than one fit indices (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006).
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Figure 2
Model of the German learning self-efficacy belief scale

The accuracy of the dimensions was checked by performing DFA on the 3 sub-dimensional
scales obtained as a result of EFA. The diagram of the first model established for the scale is shown
in Figure 2. Structural equation model was established with a scale diagram since multiple normal
distribution, multicollinearity, and reliability conditions were met in the study.

Table 4
Results of the Convergent and Discriminant Validity

CR AVE MSV MaxR(H) F2 F1 F3
F2 0.918 0.653 0.173 0.930 0.808
F1 0.910 0.560 0.442 0.915 0.416 0.748
F3 0.894 0.486 0.442 0.901 0.327 0.665 0.697

Convergent validity and discriminant validity are important analyzes that are frequently used
in proving the construct confirmed by confirmatory factor analysis. Convergent validity indicates
how theoretically a measure relates to other measures designed to measure the same construct.
When the construct is evaluated in terms of different and unrelated variables, distinctiveness
analysis comes to the fore (de Vet et al., 2011; Streiner et al., 2015). Fornell-Larcker criterion is
frequently used for these analyses. In line with this criterion, convergent validity can be evaluated
with average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reability (CR). The recommended value of
CRis 0.70 and above. AVE values ranged within acceptable value are 0.50 and above. Also, the CR
value should be higher than the AVE value. The maximum shared variance (MSV) value is used
for discriminant validity. MSV and maximum H reliability [MaxR(H)] values are used to
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determine discriminant validity. In order to ensure discriminant validity, AVE values should have
higher values than MSV values, MaxR(H) values should be greater than CR, and the square root of
the AVE value should be higher than the correlation values of that variable with other variables
(Byrne, 2010). When the convergent and discriminant validity results of the German learning self-
efficacy scale are examined in Table 4, the CR values of the scale are over 0.70. Thus, it can be said
that the factors of the scale have high internal reliability. AVE values show that only factor 3 does
not exceed 0.50 with a slight difference. However, if the AVE value is lower than 0.50 and the CR
value is higher than 0.60, the convergent validity of the construct is still sufficient (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981; Lam, 2012; Peterson, 2000). The very high CR values of this scale indicate that
convergent validity is provided. As seen in Table 4, the AVE values of the scale are higher than the
MSV values, and the MaxR(H) values are higher than the CR values. Apart from these, the square
roots of the AVE values are higher than the correlation values between the variables. All these
show that the scale has discriminant validity.

6. Discussion

This study was conducted to develop a measurement tool specifically to measure the self-efficacy
beliefs of students learning German. Although there are very limited studies (Akin & Akpmar
Dellal, 2016; Can, 2020) showing similarity in the literature, no scale has been found to measure the
self-efficacy beliefs of individuals learning German from different perspectives, except for four
language skills. This scale, which was developed for learners of German as a second/foreign
language, is expected to fill the gap in the literature and guide further studies.

The developed German Learning Self-Efficacy Belief Scale has 23 items and consists of three sub-
dimensions. These three sub-dimensions include self-efficacy from different perspectives. The first
sub-dimension is performance, the second sub-dimension is skill, and the third sub-dimension is
psychological/confidence. High Cronbach Alpha coefficients for the sub-dimensions of the scale
(performance=0.91, skill=0.92 and confidence=0.89) indicates that the items in the sub-dimensions
are consistent with each other. According to EFA, 3 sub-dimensions explain 23 scale items quite
well at the level of 62.9%. According to DFA, CFI=0.91, RMSEA=0.076 and cmin/df were found as
2.172. The values of the goodness-of-fit indices show that the model explains the obtained data
well. Thus, it can be said that the proposed model/ structure is acceptable. Since the validity of the
scale was not intended to be based only on confirmatory factor analysis, its validity was proved
more than once by performing convergent and discriminant analyzes as well.

When the self-efficacy scales used for German learners and most closely related to the subject of
this study are examined, only one self-efficacy scale for German was observed. Akin and Akpinar
Dellal (2016) used the self-efficacy scale developed for English by adapting it to German for
learners of German. Can (2020) also used the same scale adapted into German in her research. The
German Self-Efficacy Belief Scale is a 5-point Likert-type scale with 34 items consisting of reading,
writing, listening and speaking sub-dimensions. Cronbach’s alpha of the scale adaptated by Akin
and Akpmar Dellal (2016) was found to be 0.94, while the factor loads of the scale items varied
between 0.42 and 0.69. On the other hand, in Can's study (2020), Cronbach’s alpha of the self-
efficacy scale was found to be 0.925. Similar results were obtained in this study, the internal
consistency coefficient of the scale was found to be 0.928, and the factor loads were found to be
between 0.629 and 0.897, which are higher values compared to other scale.

The both mentioned scales are valid and reliable measurement tools. The most important
limitation of this study was that not all students could be reached due to the principle of
volunteering. The most important contribution of this scale to the literature and the important
point where it differs from other scales is that it includes the effort and psychological state of the
student as well as linguistic skills in the measurement.
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7. Conclusion

German Learning Self-Efficacy Belief Scale developed and validated in this study is a reliable scale
that has a very high internal consistency. In line with the results of the validity and reliability
analyses of the scale, it was determined that the items of the scale represented the area to be
measured and measured the researched structure. The scale can be associated with the
demographic variables of the participants and re-applied to different and larger sample. In
addition, studies can be conducted on the factors affecting the language learning self-efficacy
beliefs of German learners. In addition, findings to be obtained with this scale can be supported by
qualitative studies on the same subject.

Funding: No funding source is reported for this study.

Declaration of interest: No conflict of interest is declared by author.

References

Afifah, L., & Indriwardhani, S. P. (2021). Students’ self-efficacy in learning foreign language during the
COVID-19 pandemic. KnE Social Sciences, 235-241.

Akengin, H., Yildirim, G., 1brahimoglu, Z., & Arslan, S. (2014). An investigation the relationship of students’
self -efficacy perceptions and academic achievements related to geography course. Marmara Journal of
Geography, 29, 150-167.

Akin, B., & Akpinar Dellal, N. (2016). Self-efficacy beliefs of the German language teaching students. Turkish
Studies, 11(19), 19-30. http:/ /dx.doi.org/10.7827 / TurkishStudies.10045

Arslan, A. (2012). Predictive power of the sources of primary school students’ self-efficacy beliefs on their
self-efficacy beliefs for learning and performance. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 12(3), 1907-1920.

Aydn, 1. S. (2013). Development of a speaking self-efficacy scale for teacher candidates. Mediterranean Journal
of Educational Research, 14, 33-46.

Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning.  Educational
Psychologist, 28, 117-148. https:/ /doi.org/10.1207 /s15326985ep2802_3

Bandura, A. (1994). Self-efficacy. In V. S. Ramachaudran (Ed.), Encyclopedia of human behavior (Vol. 4, pp. 71-
81). Academic Press.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. W.H. Freeman and Company.

Bandura, A. (2011). On the functional properties of perceived self-efficacy revisited. Journal of Management,
38(1), 9-44. https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/0149206311410606

Bandura, A. (2006). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. In F. Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.), Self-efficacy
beliefs of adolescents (pp. 307-337). Information Age Publishing.

Bong, M., & Clark, R. E. (1999). Comparison between self-concept and self-efficacy in academic motivation
research. Educational Psychologist, 34(3), 139-153. https:/ /doi.org/10.1207 /s15326985ep3403_1

Bong, M., & Skaalvik, E. M. (2003). Academic self-concept and self-efficacy: How different are they really?
Educational Psychology Review, 15(1), 1-40. https://doi.org/10.1023 / A:1021302408382

Busse, V. (2013). An exploration of motivation and self-beliefs of first year students of German. System, 41(2),
379-398. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2013.03.007

Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural equation modeling with Amos. Routledge.

Byrne, B. M. (2011). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications, and programming
(Multivariate Applications Series). Routledge.

Can, D. (2020). Investigation of self-efficacy beliefs and professional attitudes German teacher candidates
[Unpublished Master's thesis]. Atattirk University, Erzurum.

Cankaya, P. (2018). The exploration of the self-efficacy beliefs of English language teachers and student
teachers. Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 14(3), 12-23.

Cokluk, O., Sekercioglu, G. & Biiytikoztiirk, $. (2012). Sosyal bilimler i¢in ¢ok degiskenli istatistik: SPSS ve Lisrel
uygulamalar [Multivariate statistics for social sciences: SPSS and Lisrel applications]. Pegem Akademi.

de Vet, H. C. W,, Terwee, C. B., Mokkink, L. B., & Knol, D. L. (2011). Measurement in Medicine: A Practical
Guide. Cambridge.


http://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.10045
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2802_3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311410606
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3403_1
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021302408382
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2013.03.007

F. Cobanogullari / Journal of Pedagogical Research, 6(4), 130-142 141

Doll, W. ]J. Weidong, X. & Gholamreza, T. (1994). A confirmatory factor analysis of the end-user computing
satisfaction instrument, MIS Quarterly, 18(4), 453-461.

Field, A. (2009). Discovering Statistics Using SPSS. Sage.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and
measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39-50.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104

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

Gilbert, G. E., & Prion, S. (2016). Making sense of methods and measurement: Lawshe's content validity
index. Clinical Simulation in Nursing, 12(12), 530-531. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/].ECNS.2016.08.002

Harrington, D. (2009). Confirmatory factor analysis. Oxford University Press.

Hayat, A. A, Shateri, K., Amini, M., & Shokrpour, N. (2020). Relationships between academic self-efficacy,
learning-related emotions, and metacognitive learning strategies with academic performance in medical
students: A structural equation model. BMC medical education, 20(1), 1-11.

Hsieh, P. H. (2008). “Why are college foreign language students’ self-efficacy, attitude, and motivation so
different?”. International Education, 38(1), 76-94.

Huang, S. C., & Chang, S. F. (1996). Self-efficacy of English as a second language learner: An example of four
learners (ED396536). ERIC. https:/ /files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ ED396536.pdf

Hwang, M. H., Choi, H. C, Lee, A, Culver, ]. D., & Hutchison, B. (2016). The relationship between self-
efficacy and academic achievement: A 5-year panel analysis. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 25(1),
89-98. https:/ /doi.org/10.1007 /s40299-015-0236-3

Karakaya, I. (2012). Bilimsel arastirma yontemleri [Scientific research methods]. In A. Tanrivgen (Ed.),
Bilimsel arastirma yontemleri [Scientific research methods] (pp.55-84 ). An1.

Kaiser, H. F., & Rice, J. (1974). Little Jiffy, Mark Iv. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 34(1), 111-117.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/001316447403400115

Karas, M. J. (2019). English language teacher self-efficacy beliefs (Publication No. 6091) [Doctoral dissertation,
The University of Western Ontario]. Electronic Thesis and Dissertation Repository.

Katranci, M. (2014). Pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy perception of their speaking skills. Bartin University
Journal of Faculty of Education, 3(2), 174-195.

Kline P. (2000). The handbook of psychological testing. Psychology Press.

Koca F., & Dadand, 1. (2019). The mediation roles of test anxiety and academic motivation in the relationship
between academic self-efficacy and academic achievement. Elementary Education Online, 18(1), 241-252.
http://dx.doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.527207

Koseoglu, Y. (2015). Self-Efficacy and academic achievement--A case from Turkey. Journal of Education and
Practice, 6(29), 131-141.

Lam, L. W. (2012). Impact of competitiveness on salespeople's commitment and performance. Journal of
Business Research, 65(9), 1328-1334. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.10.026

Lawshe, C. H. (1975). A quantitative approach to content validity. Personnel Psychology, 28(4), 563-575.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1975.tb01393.x

Maddux, J. E. (2002). Self-efficacy: The power of believing you can. In C. R. Snyder & S. J. Lopez (Eds.),
Handbook of positive psychology (pp. 277-287). Oxford University Press.

Motlagh, S. E., Amrai, K., Yazdani, M. J., Altaib Abderahim, H., & Souri, H. (2011). The relationship between
self-efficacy and academic achievement in high school students. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 15,
765-768. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.03.180

National Capital Language Resource Center. (2000). High school foreign language students' perceptions of
language learning strategies use and self-efficacy. ERIC Clearinghouse.

Okur, E. & Yalgin-Ozdilek, S., (2012). Environmental attitude scale developed by structural equation
modeling. Elementary Education Online, 11(1), 85-94.

Ozcan, B., & Kiiltiir, Y. Z. (2021). The relationship between sources of mathematics self-efficacy and
mathematics test and course achievement in high school seniors. Sage Open, 11(3).
https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/21582440211040124

Pajares, F., & Miller, M. D. (1994). Role of self-efficacy and self-concept beliefs in mathematical problem
solving: A path analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 86, 193-203. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.86.2.193

Pallant, ]. (2020). SPSS survival manual: A step by step guide to data analysis using IBM SPSS. Routledge.


https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECNS.2016.08.002
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED396536.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-015-0236-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447403400115
http://dx.doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.527207
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.10.026
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1975.tb01393.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.03.180
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211040124
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.86.2.193
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.86.2.193

F. Cobanogullari / Journal of Pedagogical Research, 6(4), 130-142 142

Panc, T., Mihalcea, A., & Panc, 1. (2012). Self-efficacy survey: A new assessment tool. Procedia-Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 33, 880-884. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.01.248

Peterson, R. A. (2000). A meta-analysis of variance accounted for and factor loadings in exploratory factor
analysis. Marketing Letters, 11(3), 261-275. https:/ /doi.org/10.1023/ A:1008191211004

Phan, H. P. (2012). Relations between informational sources, self-efficacy and academic achievement: A
developmental approach. Educational Psychology, 32, 81-105.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2011.625612

Raoofi, S., Tan, B. H., & Chan, S. H. (2012). Self-efficacy in second/foreign language learning contexts.
English Language Teaching, 5(11), 60-73. http:/ /dx.doi.org/10.5539/ elt.v5n11p60

Raykov T. & Marcoulides G. A. (2006). On multilevel model reliability estimation from the perspective of
structural equation modeling. A Multidisciplinary Journal, 13(1), 130-41.
https://doi.org/10.1207 /515328007sem1301_7

Schunk, D. H. (2012). Learning theories an educational perspective sixth edition. Pearson.

Segars, A. H. & Grover, V. (1993). Re-examining perceived ease of use and usefulness: a confirmatory factor
analysis, MIS Quarterly, 17(4), 517-525.

Simon, D., Kriston, L., Loh, A., Spies, C., Scheibler, F., Wills, C., & Harter, M. (2010). Confirmatory factor
analysis and recommendations for improvement of the Autonomy-Preference-Index (API). Health
Expectations, 13(3), 234-243. https:/ /doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-7625.2009.00584.x

Streiner, D. L., Norman, G. R., & Cairney, J., (2015). Health measurement scales: A practical guide to their
development and use. Oxford University Press.

Seker, H., & Gengdogan, B. (2014). Psikolojide ve egitimde 6l¢me aract gelistirme [Developing a measurement
tool in psychology and education]. Nobel.

Sencan, H. (2005). Validity and reliability in social and behavioural measurements. Seckin.

Tabachnick, B. G., Fidell, L. S., & Ullman, J. B. (2019). Using multivariate statistics. Pearson.

Wang, C., & Pape, S. J. (2007). A probe into three Chinese boys' self-efficacy beliefs learning English as a
second  language.  Journal  of  Research  in  Childhood  Education,  21(4),  364-377.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/02568540709594601

Wyatt, M., & Dikilitas, K. (2021). English language teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs for grammar instruction:
Implications for  teacher educators. The Language  Learning  Journal, 49(5), 541-553.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/09571736.2019.1642943

Yesilyurt, E. (2013). Teacher self-efficacy perceptions of teacher candidates. Electronic Journal of Social Sciences,
12(45), 88-104.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.01.248
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008191211004
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2011.625612
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/elt.v5n11p60
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1301_7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-7625.2009.00584.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02568540709594601
https://doi.org/10.1080/09571736.2019.1642943

