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Abstract: The aim of the present study is to develop a valid and reliable scale 

evaluating the effectiveness of language preparatory programs in the acquisition of 

language skills. In the development of Foreign Language Skills Scale (FLSS) in 

this study, research sample consisted of 326 preparatory school students for the 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and 350 preparatory school students for the 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Based on the data obtained from the first 

sample, an EFA was carried out on the FLSS. EFA has identified that 27 items of 

the scale have factor loads between 0.519 and 0.729, while they explain 65.376% 

of the total variance and are distributed under five factors. These factors are named 

as writing skill, speaking skill, listening skill, core skills, and reading skill. A CFA 

was applied on the data obtained from the second sample that consisted of 350 

students. As a result of the CFA, it was confirmed that the FLSS consisted of 27 

items and five factors. For all the items in the scale, item-subscale, item-test 

correlation coefficients and mean differences between the upper and the lower 27% 

of the participants were calculated, and it is determined that each item is consistent 

with not only the subscale it is under but also the whole test. In addition, the 

Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients of the total scale’s and five sub-scales’ 

internal consistency is quite high. The FLSS is expected to offer a comprehensive 

evaluation of the acquisition of four language skills in foreign language teaching 

programs. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

In the Turkish context there is an emerging need for individuals with a sound knowledge of at 

least one foreign language, which is usually English. With respect to higher education, the 

increasing demand for English, in turn, makes it necessary for the universities to offer intensive 

English programs being either compulsory or voluntary since either the medium of instruction 

at a number of state universities in Turkey is in English or some courses are offered in English. 

To this end, preparatory programs offer intensive English courses for tertiary level students 

before they are admitted to their own field of studies in faculties. Due to their crucial role in 

enabling tertiary level students to gain a proficient knowledge of English so that they can follow 

their courses in English effectively, it has, therefore, become essential to evaluate whether 

preparatory schools serve such ends or not (Coşkun, 2013; Ekşi, 2017). 

The Higher Education Council (2016) responsible for the coordination of universities in the 

Turkish context states the aim of foreign language education as “to teach students basic 
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principles of the foreign language that they are taught, to enhance their foreign language 

vocabulary, and to ensure that they can understand what they read and listen in a foreign 

language and they can express themselves orally or in writing” as declared in  the  Official 

Gazette dated 23.03.2016, with number 29662. However, curriculum design as well as its 

implemention and evaluation is left to universities. Regardless of compulsory or elective 

foreign language instruction offered in preparatory programs at tertiary level in Turkey, the 

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) that “describes in a 

comprehensive way what language learners have to learn to do in order to use a language for 

communication and what knowledge and skills they have to develop so as to be able to act 

effectively” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.1) is taken into consideration by almost all state and 

private foundation universities in designing preparatory programs. CEFR places students in six 

varying levels, including A1 level as breakthrough/beginner/basic user, A2 level as 

waystage/elementary/basic user, B1 level as threshold/intermediate/independent user, B2 level 

as vantage/upper intermediate/independent user, C1 level as effective operational 

proficiency/advanced user, and C2 level as  mastery/proficiency/proficient user under 

understanding (listening and reading), speaking (spoken interaction/spoken production) and 

writing with illustrative scales for each skill (Council of Europe, 2001). North (2007) also 

suggests the existence of six levels plus mid-parts of the scale which came to be known as plus 

levels such as B1+ between levels B1 and B2 and B2+ between levels B2 and Cl. 

To date, the CEFR, which has been set out to be a famework for the elaboration of language 

syllabi or examinations, was noted to be the most useful for the planning and development of 

curricula as well as designing tests and certification (North, 2007). Therefore, evaluation of 

foreign language teaching programs based on the CEFR guidlines is crucial not only for 

administrators but also for English language practitioners to get a clearer understanding of and 

give feedback on the process as it would help administrators and instructors see success, reveal 

strengths and weaknesses, and make necessary improvements (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, 

& Wiliam, 2004). It is, therefore, of paramount importance to evaluate language programs 

systematically and effectively in order to improve the quality expected from such efforts 

(Coşkun, 2013; Ekşi, 2017; Kiely & Rea-Dickins, 2005; Peacock, 2009).  

A number of studies have attempted to evaluate preparatory programs at tertiary level in the 

Turkish setting from different perpectives. A few researchers evaluated language programs 

using Context, Input, Process and Product (CIPP) model and mostly reported that the language 

curriculum components were viewed positively; however, some improvements as to physical 

conditions, content, materials and assessment in the curriculum needed to be made (Akpur, 

Alcı, & Karataş, 2016; Coşkun, 2013; Karataş & Fer, 2009; Tunç, 2010). Morover, Karcı-Aktaş 

and Gündoğdu (2020) applied ‘Bellon and Handler model’ to evaluate the English preparatory 

curriculum of a state university and stated the problems as lack of philosophy or goals of the 

English preparatory curriculum, inefficacy of the skills courses, communication problems 

between the administration and other participants, need to improve the physical facilities, need 

for professional English language teaching, and the necessity to involve all stake-holders in 

decision making processes. 

Some other studies also evaluated language programs using survey techniques and also came 

up with similar results. Language programs were viewed as effective in general; however, 

content, course materials, and teaching equipments (Güllü, 2007), physical contexts and the 

necessity to develop communicative skills (Tekin, 2015), and objectives, teaching materials, 

assessment, evaluation, and general structure (Uysal, 2019) were stated among problematic 

issues. In addition, curriculum needed revision in line with students’ needs (Sağlam & Akdemir, 

2018), curriculum needed to include academic or English for specific purposes courses (Balcı, 

Üğüten, & Çolak, 2018; Özkanal & Hakan, 2010) or technical English (Özkanal, 2009), a 
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preference towards teaching academic skills rather than general English was needed (Keser & 

Köse, 2019), there were some motivational and attendance problems (İşcan, 2017), speaking 

skill needed to recieve more attention and also content, materials and activities were to be 

modified (Öner & Mede, 2015), speaking and listening skills considered weak also needed to 

be included more in the program (Yılmaz, 2009), and four language skills were to be tested 

through contextualised and communicative test items for backwash effect (Paker, 2013). 

All these studies have attempted to evaluate foreign language teaching preparatory programs in 

terms of objectives, content, course materials, teaching equipments, physical contexts, and 

language components in general (Akpur, Alcı, & Karataş, 2016; Balcı, Üğüten, & Çolak, 2018; 

Coşkun, 2013; Karataş & Fer, 2009; Özkanal & Hakan, 2010; Tunç, 2010); however, no study 

has yet attempted to investigate learners’ success level in specific language skills; namely, 

speaking, reading, writing, or listening skills. Development of a scale to evaluate the 

efectiveness of preparatory programs in the acquisition of language skills has, therefore, been 

essential, and it is in this context that the present study aims to develop a scale which can be 

used to maintain a comprehensive overview of the process of acquisition of language skills 

within the field of foreign language teaching in an intensive modular preparatory program at a 

Turkish state university.   

2. METHOD 

This study used the basic survey model as a scale development study. 

2.1. Context of the Study 

This study was conducted in the School of Foreign Languages at Pamukkale University in 

Turkey in the 2018-2019 academic year. The preparatory school founded in 2004 has been 

offering intensive English language instruction since 2007-2008 academic year for about 1000 

students each year. Students are enrolled in various departments such as Business 

Administration, International Trade and Finance, English Language Teaching, English 

Language and Literature, Textile Engineering, and Electric and Electronics Engineering, where 

medium of instruction is in English in either all or in some selected courses. With the idea that 

the modular system can be effective as students can be placed according to their level of English 

proficiency, and they can also recieve appropriate education designed in line with the CEFR 

guidelines, the preparatory program has been based on a modular system since 2015-2016 

academic year (Erarslan, 2019). Pamukkale University Preparatory Program is also based on 

the descriptors of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) 

including A1, A2, B1, and B1+ levels. Students admitted to the program for at least two 

modules and at most four modules depending on their level of entry to the program are all 

supposed to complete the program at B1+ level. Volunteering students have the chance to attend 

B2 level as well. Each module lasts 8 weeks and the program runs 24 hours weekly with 192 

hours of courses in total in a module. The weekly schedule includes such language skills courses 

as listening (2 hours), speaking (3 hours), writing (5 hours) and reading (5 hours) as well as a 

core language course for 9 hours. Students in the program go through formative and summative 

assessment through quizzes, performance assignments, one midterm examination and one final 

examination for each module.  

2.2. Samples 

The study was carried out during the Spring Term of 2018-2019 academic year. Convenience 

sampling method was used to reach the sample since all the participants were already attending 

the preparatory program and they were easy to reach for research purposes. In this study, 

different samples were chosen from different levels to conduct a scale development study. 
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During the scale development phase of the study 326 students studying at Pamukkale University 

preparatory school participated in explaratory factor analysis (EFA) conducted on the data 

obtained from the samples. Of the participants 111 (34%) were B1 level, and 204 (62.6) were 

B1+ level and 11 (3.4 %) were B2 level students. 142 (43.6%) were female and 183 (56.1%) 

were male students.1 student (.3 %) did not mention the gender. The validity and reliability 

work of Foreign Language Skills Scale was obtained at the end of the pilot study conducted on 

the selected sample. For Comrey and Lee (1992), 300 is good for a sufficient sample size for 

factor analysis while Kline (1994) finds 200 individuals enough for a sample size with reliable 

factors.  

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was also carried out on the data obtained from the sample 

group of 350 students. The number of participants per item was more than 10 individuals as the 

scale consisted of 27 items. Of the participants 105 (29.2 %) were A1 level, 99 (27.5 %) were 

A2 level, 109 (30.3%) were B1 level, and 47 (13.1%) were B1+ level. 194 (53.9%) were male 

and 165 (45.8%) were female male students while 1 student (.3 %) did not mention the gender. 

2.3. Data Collection  

The validity and reliability analyses of the scale were conducted at the end of the pilot study 

with the selected sample. 

2.3.1. Foreign language skills scale for preparatory schools 

Foreign Language Skills Scale (FLSS) for Preparatory Schools was developed similar to the 

scaling approach based on grading totals developed by Likert (1932). During the scale 

development, first, literature on CEFR and evaluation of language programs was reviewed. 

Since review of the related literature did not show any measurement tools evaluating language 

skills in English Language Teaching Preparatory Programs based on CEFR, no specific sample 

was used while developing the scale items. Based on the review of literature, a number of 67 

items were developed for the scale in line with the CEFR descriptors. An item pool of 67 items 

related to evaluation of language program was then submitted for the opinions of 35 experts in 

preparatory schools or English Language Teaching departments to consult their views on the 

development of items in order to validate the item pool of the scale. 

During the pilot study stage, the items in the pools were examined by two English language 

teaching experts and one measurement and evaluation expert as well. According to expert 

views, researchers removed 34 items of the pilot scale as to the experts such items did not 

measure what was intended for or such items were found ambigous. After the pilot study, there 

were 33 scale items based on 5-point Likert-type; namely, Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), 

Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Disagree (2) and Strongly Disagree (1). 

2.4. Data Analysis 

In order to examine the validity and reliability analyses of the instrument, the data obtained 

from the first and second samples were uploaded onto the SPSS 22.00 and AMOS 16 software 

programs and analyzed. Firstly, for the purpose of determining the construct validity of the 

scale, KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) and Bartlett’s tests were carried out on the data obtained 

from the first sample to see the data’s suitability for factor analysis. KMO value was obtained 

to determine if data structure suits factor analysis based on the sampling adequacy. Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity was obtained to see the multivariate normal distribution of the data. In 

determining whether the data are appropriate for factor analysis, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value is 

to be greater than .70. For Bartlett's sphericity test, it was checked whether p <.05. .30 for the 

contribution value to common variance; .40 was used as a criterion for factor load value. While 

deciding the number of factors, the scree plot graph was used. Based on the obtained values, an 

EFA was carried out on the data.  
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Additionally, for each item in the scale, between item-subscale and the item-test correlation 

coefficient scores were calculated with a purpose to see whether each item was consistent with 

the subscale and whole scale. In addition, the statistical difference between item scores’ means 

between groups of the upper and lower 27% were examined with 0.05 alpha level. 

Subsequently, a CFA was applied on the data obtained from the second sample. During the 

confirmatory factor analysis phase, data set of another 350 students was examined, and extreme 

and missing values were checked. In order to calculate the reliability coefficient of the scale, 

the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient method was used. 

3. FINDINGS 

3.1. Findings on Validity 

3.1.1. Exploratory factor analysis 

Construct validity was applied to the measurement scale in order to determine the extent to 

which the FLSS as the measurement instrument can measure the variable it aims to measure 

without confusing it with other variables (Balcı, 2009; Gorsuch, 1983). To determine the 

construct validity of the FLSS, firstly, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s test analyses were 

conducted on the data collected from the first sample, and the values were obtained as KMO= 

0.940; Bartlett’s test value χ2 = 5390.619; sd=351 (p=0.000). As KMO values of higher than 

0.60 are seen to be sufficient for factor analysis in the social and educational sciences 

(Büyüköztürk, 2002), it was decided that factor analysis could be conducted on the 33 item in 

the scale.  

In Exploratory Factor Analysis, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a technique that is 

used to reveal whether or not the items in a scale could be divided into a lower number of factors 

that eliminate each other (Büyüköztürk, 2002). In order to classify the factors that were formed 

by collecting the items, Varimax orthogonal rotation technique was preferred as a rotation 

method since it was not expected that there would be a high degree of correlation among the 

factors that emerged in the principal component analysis (Kline, 1994). Items that have factor 

load values under 0.30 and those that are distributed under more than one factor with less than 

a difference of 0.10 between their factors loads need to be removed from the scale (Balcı, 2009; 

Büyüköztürk, 2002). As a result of the analyses in this study, the eigenvalues of the items had 

to be at least 1.00, while their factor loads at least 0.50. Items that were distributed under 

multiple factors were eliminated, 6 items were removed, and the analyses were carried out on 

the remaining 27 items. 

 
Figure 1. Eigenvalues based on the factors 
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As can be seen from the scree plot graph in Figure 1, 27 items can be collected under five 

factors. Without subjecting the remaining 27 items to rotation, it was found that the factor loads 

varied between 0.614 and 0.770. After subjecting the items to the Varimax orthogonal rotation 

technique, these factor loads were found to vary between 0.663 and 0.780. Additionally, it was 

identified that the items and factors in the scale explained 65.37% of the total variance. As it 

was stated that this ratio needs to be at least 40% (Kline, 1994; Scherer, Wiebe, Luther, & 

Adams, 1988), the obtained value was found sufficient. This finding obtained by EFA is shown 

in Figure 1 based on the eigenvalues. When Figure 1 is examined, it is seen that after five factors 

there is a routinized variation, and therefore, these factors have significant contribution to the 

variance. 

Furthermore, the factors were named by examining the contents of the items gathered under 

these five factors. There were eight items in the first factor named writing skill. There were five 

items in each of the factors named speaking skill, listening skill and reading skill. In addition, 

there were 4 items in the factor named core skills. Table 1 presents findings on the item loads 

of the remaining 27 items based on the factors, factor eigenvalues and variance explanation 

ratios. 

Table 1. FLSS common variances, item factor loads, variances explained by sub-scales and item 

analysis results 

Items  Common 

Variance 

Factor 1 

Writing 

Skill 

Factor 2 

Speaking 

Skill 

Factor 3 

Listening 

Skill 

Factor 4 

Core 

Skills 

Factor 5 

Reading 

Skill 

Q54 .696 .784     

Q51 .709 .726     

Q52 .691 .713     

Q56 .624 .708     

Q53 .594 .671     

Q55 .614 .658     

Q46 .671 .655     

Q47 .577 .609     

Q35 .705  .731    

Q36 .665  .710    

Q40 .683  .703    

Q37 .646  .667    

Q38 .729  .647    

Q31 ,678   .731   

Q29 .662   .700   

Q30 .628   .623   

Q33 .673   .616   

Q28 .559   .608   

Q61 .710    .761  

Q63 .697    .741  

Q60 .707    .737  

Q65 .606    .609  

Q15 .711     .755 

Q16 .734     .746 

Q18 .571     .519 

Q21 .519     .479 

Q19 .591     .474 

Eigenvalue   5.04 3.67 3.12 2.93 2.89 

Explained variance   18.68 13.58 11.57 10.85 10.70 

Total Variance 65.37  



Int. J. Asst. Tools in Educ., Vol. 7, No. 2, (2020) pp. 223–235 

 229 

As seen in Table 1, the factor loads of the items in the factor writing skill of the scale varied 

between 0.609 and 0.784. The eigenvalue of this factor in the general scale was 5.04, and its 

contribution to the general variance was 18.68%. The factor loads of the items in the factor 

speaking skill varied between 0.647 and 0.731. The eigenvalue of this factor was 3.67, and its 

contribution to the general variance was 13.58%. The factor loads of the items in the factor 

listening skill varied between 0.608 and 0.731. The eigenvalue of this factor was 3.12, and its 

contribution to the general variance was 11.57%. The factor loads of the items in the factor core 

skills varied between 0.609 and 0.761. The eigenvalue of this factor was 2.93, and its 

contribution to the general variance was 10.85%. And finally, the factor loads of the items in 

the factor reading skill varied between 0.474 and 0.755. The eigenvalue of this factor was 2.83, 

and its contribution to the general variance was 10.70%.  

In addition, the relationship between the four factors in the FLSS was determined and for this 

reason, the correlations among the factors were checked. The findings are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Correlation analysis results among the factors of the FLSS 

Factors Writing Skill Speaking 

Skill 

Listening 

Skill 

Core Skills Reading 

Skill 

Writing Skill -     

Speaking Skill 0.641** -    

Listening Skill 0.667** 0.684** -   

Core Skills 0.625** 0.642** 0.692** -  

Reading Skill 0.606** 0.602** 0.592** 0.574** - 
** p<0.01 

As seen in Table 2, based on the correlation values among the factors of the FLSS, the five 

factors were found to be significantly related, while there was no problem of autocorrelation.  

3.1.2. Item Discrimination  

The correlation coefficients between the Item and Subscale correlation and Item and Test 

correlation were also calculated, and the discrimination rate of each item was determined in 

order to reveal the degree to which each item served the general purpose of the subscale it was 

in and the entire scale (Balcı, 2009; Baykul, 2000). Table 3 presents the items, item-factors, 

item-subscale correlations and item-test correlations.  

As seen in Table 3, the item-subscale correlations were in the ranges of 0.665-0.748 for the first 

factor, 0.642-0.735 for the second factor, 0.593-0.683 for the third factor, 0.623-0,683 for the 

fourth factor and 0.608-0.692 for the fifth factor. Each item had a significant and positive 

relationship with the general scale (p<0.001).  

When the item-test correlation coefficients for the whole scale were examined, the lowest 

correlation value was found as 0.570, while the highest one was 0.739. Each item had a 

significant and positive relationship with the overall scale (p<0.001). These coefficients that 

were calculated were the validity coefficients of all items, and they indicated the consistency 

of the items with the entire scale. In other words, these referred to the degree to which the scale 

served its general objective (Baykul, 2000). 

The statistically significantly difference between item scores’ means between groups of the 

upper and lower 27% were examined. It was found that all the items in FLSS were discriminated 

and the mean difference between the lower and upper groups was at a significant level of 0.05.  
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Table 3. Item discrimination analysis results 

Initial 

Item No  

Updated 

Item No 

Item Factor Item-Subscale 

Correlation 

Item-Test 

Correlation 

Upper/Lower 

27% 

t 

Q54 26 I can enrich the text I write by using 

conjuctions 

1 .748 .635 11.481** 

Q51 23 I can write a paragraph. 1 .758 .692 16.394** 

Q52 24 I can express my feelings and 

thoughts in writing 

1 .743 .701 14.743** 

Q56 28 I can write the sections of a paragraph 

such as topic sentence, supporting 

sentences, and concluding sentence. 

1 .712 .649 12.908** 

Q53 25 I can write coherent texts. 1 .665 .602 10.508** 

Q55 27 I can use examples, quotes, or 

statistics to support my ideas when I 

write a paragraph. 

1 .739 .696 14.032** 

Q46 21 I can write sentences with meaning 

relations such as cause-effect, 

contrast, and comparison. 

1 .689 .662 12.673** 

Q47 22 I can rewrite a given sentence with 

the same meaning. 

1 .692 .662 11.839** 

Q35 12 I can answer any question when 

somebody asks me. 

2 .738 .664 11.698** 

Q36 13 I can communicate with non- native 

speakers of English. 

2 .718 .641 11.847** 

Q40 17 I can express personal information 

about myself. 

2 .642 .619 13.305** 

Q37 14 I can communicate with native 

speakers of English. 

2 .705 .637 12.858** 

Q38 15 I can participate in a conversation. 2 .755 .739 12.935** 

Q31 10 I can deduce the meaning of a word I 

do not know from the context when I 

listen to a conversation 

3 .658 .594 11.506** 

Q29 8 During the listening process, when I 

am asked, I can catch the details such 

as who, where, and when,   

3 .660 .627 12.841** 

Q30 9 I can understand the main idea of any 

conversation I listen to. 

3 .683 .669 12.927** 

Q33 11 During the the listening process, I can 

catch phrases such as ‘the door of the 

room’, and ‘students in the class’.  

3 .623 .634 11.268** 

Q28 7 I can take notes when somebody 

speaks. 

3 .593 .570 12.200** 

Q61 30 My reading skill has improved. 4 .697 .597 11.783** 

Q63 32 My listening skill has improved. 4 .668 .594 12.565** 

Q60 29 My speaking skill has improved. 4 .692 .617 13.599** 

Q65 31 My writing skill has improved. 4 .608 .616 12.186** 

Q15 1 I can guess the meaning of words I do 

not know in a reading text. 

5 .689 .610 12.498** 

Q16 2 I can answer questions related to a 

reading text. 

5 .687 .637 12.773** 

Q18 3 When answering a question about a 

reading text, I can easily find the 

section related to the question. 

5 .666 .670 12.326** 

Q21 5 I can deduce from a text I read. 5 .627 .646 10.455** 

Q19 4 I can understand the main idea of a 

text I read. 

5 .668 .702 13.602** 

** p<0.01 
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3.1.3. Confirmatory factor analysis 

The dimensions of the FLSS were determined to consist of five factors as a result of the EFA. 

To confirm these factors, the scales that consisted of 27 items was applied on the second sample 

and a CFA was carried out on the data. CFA is based on the relationship among observable and 

unobservable variables and testing them as hypotheses (Pohlmann, 2004). 

According to the results that were obtained, the χ2/df ratio was calculated as 1.893. A χ2/df 

ratio of 5 or lower is considered to be sufficient for model data fit (Schumacker & Lomox, 

2004; Wang, Lin & Luarn, 2006). Moreover, a χ2/df ratio of smaller than 3 shows a high model-

data fit (Schumacker & Lomox, 2004). The χ2/df value obtained as 1.893 in this study was a 

significant indicator that the measurement instrument had single dimension. Another important 

index, the RMR value was calculated as 0.021. It is known that the RMR index needs to be 

between 0 and 1 (Golob, 2003).  

Other fit indices were also computed to evaluate the fit of the model. The calculated goodness 

of fit indices values were as: IFI=0.951; CFI=0.951; GFI=0.888; NFI=0.902; AGFI=0.864, and 

RFI=0.890. It is generally acceptable that the indices to be in the range of 0.80-0.90 and the 

values higher than 0.90 refer to a good fit (Yap & Khong, 2006; Wang et al., 2006). The 

RMSEA analysis result was determined as 0.049. RMSEA values of lower than 0.10 show an 

acceptable level of model-data fit, while those lower than 0.05 are an indicator of a good fit 

(Bayram, 2013). Based on the χ2/df, RMSEA and RMR values obtained from the data in the 

study, it may be stated that the measurement instrument consisted of five factors. Figure 2 

shows the standardized Structural Equation Modelling parameter values on the obtained 

findings. 

 

 

Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis results of the scale 
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As a result of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, it was confirmed that the FLSS consisted of 

27 items and five factors. 

3.2. Findings on reliability  

Reliability is a concept that is related to whether or not a measurement instrument provides the 

consistent and sensitive results in times of repeated application (Balcı, 2009; Baykul, 2000). As 

a result of the EFA, it was determined that the FLSS consisted of a total of 27 items and five 

factors. In order to identify the reliability indices of these five factors in relation to internal 

consistency, their Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients were calculated. The Cronbach’s 

Alpha reliability coefficients of the factors were as 0.913 for writing skill, 0.879 for speaking 

skill, 0.838 for listening skill, 0.834 for core skills and 0.853 for reading skill. The Cronbach’s 

Alpha value for the whole scale was 0.957.  

The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient takes values in the range of 0.00 to 1.00. As the coefficient 

gets up to 1.00, the reliability of the measurement instrument increases, while as it gets closer 

to 0.00, the reliability decreases. In the educational and social sciences, in general, Cronbach’s 

Alpha coefficients of 0.60 or higher are seen to be acceptable. On the other hand, the reliability 

indices used for preparing and applying psychometric tests is expected to be 0.70 or higher 

(Büyüköztürk, 2002). According to the findings obtained, the internal consistency coefficients 

for the factors and the entire scale were quite high in this study. 

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION 

With a purpose to develop a scale in order to evaluate language skills in preparatory language 

teaching programs, 326 students studying at Pamukkale University preparatory school were 

asked to participate in the explanatory factor analysis phase of the scale development. Prior to 

the application of the scale, an item pool of 67 items was developed for the scale. An EFA was 

conducted on the data related to 67 items of the scale and 34 items that were found statistically 

insignificant were removed from the scale after calculations based on item-factor and item-test 

correlations. According to the results of EFA, it was decided that factor analysis could be 

conducted on the 33 items in the scale since Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s test 

values were obtained as KMO= 0.940; Bartlett’s test value χ2 = 5390.619; sd=351 (p=0.000). 

As a result of the analyses, items that were distributed under multiple factors were eliminated, 

6 items were removed, and the analyses were carried out on the remaining 27 items. A 

confirmatory factor analysis was carried out on the data obtained from the sample group of 350 

students. The dimensions of the FLSS were determined to consist of five factors as a result of 

the EFA. To confirm these factors, the scale that consisted of 27 items was applied on the 

second sample and a CFA was carried out on the data. The χ2/df value obtained as 1.893 in this 

study was a significant indicator that the measurement instrument had a single dimension. 

Another important index, the RMR value was calculated as 0.021. Other fit indices were also 

computed to evaluate the fit of the model. The calculated goodness of fit indices values were 

as: IFI=0.951; CFI=0.951; GFI=0.888; NFI=0.902; AGFI=0.864, and RFI=0.890. Based on the 

χ2/df, RMSEA and RMR values obtained from the data in the study, the measurement 

instrument can be considered to consist of five factors.  

In order to identify the reliability indices of these five factors in relation to internal consistency, 

their Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients were calculated. The Cronbach’s Alpha 

reliability coefficients of the factors were as 0.913 for writing skill, 0.879 for speaking skill, 

0.838 for listening skill, 0.834 for core skills and 0.853 for reading skill. The Cronbach’s Alpha 

value for the whole scale was 0.957. These findings show the internal consistency coefficients 

for the factors and the entire scale quite high in this study.  

Accordingly, in this particular study the Foreign Language Skills Scale that consisted of five 

factors and included 27 items was found to be a valid and reliable scale based on the statistical 
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data. This scale is expected to contribute to the field of foreign language teaching being a unique 

one that specifically addresses the evaluation of four main language skills in foreign language 

teaching programs. By using this scale, curriculum designers can evaluate the process of 

teaching language skills within the field of foreign language teaching and determine whether it 

is necessary to make changes, modifications or eliminations in the light of program goals and 

specific objectives. Since the main goal of foreign language teaching is to equip learners with 

an overall competency in understanding what they read and listen and also in expressing 

themselves orally or in writing in a foreign language, all items included in the scale would also 

help all those parties involved in such ventures to see how the actual practice fits the proposed 

goals of such programs in the acquisition of listening, speaking, reading and writing skills. 

Scores obtained as result of the application of this scale may either approve the programs as 

successful ones or may reveal the weaknesses and prompt immediate actions to tackle possible 

problems. Moreover, the application of the FLLS can also provide language instructors with 

valid data as to their own performance in teaching four language skills, and may, therefore, 

suggest whether they should revise their methods, materials, and activities.  

However, the FLSS is not free from limitations. Since the scale consists of only 27 items, it 

assesses a limited number of subskills; thus, other scale attempts can be made to develop more 

comprehensive scales. Moreover, as the FLSS attempts to evaluate foreign language programs 

in terms of four language skills only, it excludes evaluation of other essential components of 

language programs such as the effect of course materials followed, course hours allocated, 

nature of programs (e.g. general or academic), teaching equipments used, physical contexts, 

roles of instructors and administrators, and involvement of stakeholders in decision-making 

processes of curiculum design. Therefore, more comprehensive scales that can investigate 

foreign language programs from such diverse points are timely. 
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