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Abstract

The objective of this research was to examine the measurement of the properties
of a Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE) among EFL undergraduate students
in the Thai setting. The purposive sampling was used to obtain the participant sample
which included 421 final-year King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology Ladkrabang
(KMITL) undergraduate students who took the English Exit Exam as a requirement
before their graduation. The research instruments used is comprised of the QESE and
the English Exit Exam. Confirmatory factor analysis was used to examine the structure
of the Thai version of the QESE scale with a second-order four-factor model. The results
suggested that the scale had the construct validity, the convergent validity, and the good
internal consistency of the four factors of English language self-efficacy. This revealed
that the QESE could be used to measure specific English self-efficacy of EFL Thai
undergraduate leaners with the four competencies of sub-skills of English language.

Keywords: English Self-Efficacy, Properties of an English Self-Efficacy Scale,
English Exit Exam, Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Undergraduate Students

1. Introduction

In attempts to understand the success of some learners, self-efficacy is one of the
significant factors and has been explored for several decades. Self-efficacy can be
referred to as learners’ beliefs in their capabilities to organize their own learning process
to achieve their academic goals (Bandura, 1993). The concept of self-efficacy has
emerged on the basis of the Social Cognitive Theory that was developed by Albert
Bandura in the 1990s. The theory suggests that people learn from their own experiences
as well as by observing others’ behavior and experiences. According to Bandura (1986),
such a learning process occurs when there are reciprocal interactions among the three
influences: environment, behavior, and personal factors which include physiological,
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cognitive, and affective aspects. Thus, with regard to the three factors (environmental,
behavioral, and personal), learners’ self-efficacy, which can be considered their beliefs
in their capabilities to accomplish a task, could determine their success with that
particular task (Bandura, 1999, Schunk, 2003).

Since self-efficacy was conceptualized as learners’ judgement of their
capabilities to perform an academic task and achieve an academic goal, a relationship
between self-efficacy and success in various disciplines, including language learning,
has been explored. In the EFL setting, an association between self-efficacy and
language accomplishments has been investigated in many ways. In several research
studies, a relationship between self-efficacy and language achievements in sub-skills
have been examined, ranging from oral communication abilities (Mohamed Khatib &
Mmaarof, 2015) to reading (Naseri, 2012) and writing abilities (Sun & Wang, 2020).
Additionally, some researchers investigated an association between self-efficacy and
language proficiency in various educational levels, including the university level, as can
be seen in research conducted by Magogwe and Oliver (2007), Apridayani and Teo
(2021), and Truong and Wang (2019).

To vyield an effective probe on a relation between self-efficacy and language
proficiency of EFL learners, a validated scale of an English language self-efficacy
questionnaire is needed. Among a range of scales aimed to measure learners’ self-
efficacy, a 32-item-Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE), developed by
Wang (2004), can be considered one of the pioneering scales used to measure self-
efficacy learners in the ESL/EFL settings in the four English language skills. To obtain
the generalizability of the scale, Wang et al. (2013) explored the properties of the
guestionnaire in the Korean college context. Despite the proof of its reliability, more
evidence of its validity is required since the items did not include a wide range of the
observed variables. The QESE scale was investigated in terms of its properties once
again in another study conducted in the Chinese context at the college level (Wang et
al., 2014), and the results were in line with those gained from the previous study
implemented in the Korean context. That is, the high reliability of the scale was found.
Yet, the items included in the questionnaire did not cover the continuum of the observed
variables, and thus more difficult items were needed to be included to be able to measure
a sample with a range of English language abilities. To be specific, in exploring the
relationship of the participants’ English language ability and the item difficulty
measures, a good match between students with good language ability and the difficult
items could rarely be seen. With an effort to contribute a reliable as well as valid tool
to measure self-efficacy of ESL/EFL learners, Wang and Bai (2017) examined the
psychometric properties of the QESE scale in the Chinese setting. Based on the results
revealed, a high reliability and an acceptable validity of the scale were found among a
sample of Chinese secondary school students.

In spite of the satisfactory reliability and validity of the QESE scale in the
Chinese context at the secondary level, more research studies in a variety of cultural
contexts and educational levels are needed to ensure the generalizability of the scale in
the EFL setting. At the university level, few studies were discovered that investigated
the properties of the QESE scale. Nguyen and Habdk (2022) showed evidence of
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reliability and validity of the QESE scale in a sample of Vietnamese university students
with the A2 CEFR level. Nonetheless, as far as the researchers are concerned, none of
the studies were found to report on reliability and validity of the QESE scale among
university students with a wide range of English language abilities in the Thai setting.

In the Thai context, in order to better equip undergraduate students with effective
English language proficiency, Thailand’s policy about educational reform in a wide
range of educational levels, including the tertiary level, was enforced in 2017 (Office
of the Higher Education Commission, 2016). Since then, Thai universities have had to
administer English exit exams for final year undergraduate students before their
graduation. This is aimed to reveal their English language abilities on the basis of the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) or other standards.
That is why English exit exams have been organized nationwide in Thailand at the
undergraduate level in order to best prepare new graduates who are proficient in English
language for the national as well as international job markets.

In spite of the vital role of English exit exams in reflecting Thai undergraduate
students’ English language proficiency, as far as the researchers have explored, few
studies have been found to examine the relationship between students’ English exit
exams results and psychological factors, including English self-efficacy, which has
played an important part in English language learners’ success. Furthermore, few
research studies which focus on measuring a scale of an English language self-efficacy
guestionnaire have been conducted. As aforementioned, among a wide range of English
self-efficacy questionnaires, the revised version of a QESE developed by Wang (Wang
& Bai, 2017) can be considered one of the promising scales since it aims to measure
learners’ English language self-efficacy in all four skills (listening, speaking, reading,
and writing) with satisfactory validity and reliability as its statistical evidence obtained
(Wang & Bai, 2017).

To fill such a gap, the present study aims to investigate the measurement of the
properties of an English language self-efficacy scale for EFL undergraduate students
who participated in an English exit exam before their graduation in Thailand.
Specifically, this study examined the two main properties of the QESE: its construct
validity (the extent to which a particular scale measures what is supposed to measure
[Brown, 2000]) and reliability (the degree of consistency of a scale in respondents’
results elicited on a number of replications of the scale [Chapelle, 2013]). Moreover, in
order to gain better statistical confirmation of the construct validity found, the present
study aimed to explore the two sub-types of the construct validity, namely the
convergent validity (the extent to which the scale measures similar characteristics as
similar scales do) and the discriminant validity (the degree to which a scale does not
correlate with another scales intended to assess constructs unrelated to those which the
particular scale aims to assess) (Fink, 2010).
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2. Literature Review
2.1 Definition of Self-Efficacy

As aforementioned, self-efficacy refers to an individual’s beliefs in
accomplishing a particular task based on the judgment of their capabilities (Bandura,
2006). According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is rooted in four major sources,
namely, mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and
physiological and affective states. First, mastery experiences are associated with
previous experiences which can be success or failure, and thus they could raise or lower
one’s self-efficacy beliefs. Second, vicarious experiences involve opportunities in
observing and comparing themselves to highly competent learners that could help
transfer knowledge and teach them effective skills. Third, verbal persuasion used by
“significant others” (Bandura, 1997: 101) could make a person believe in their
capabilities. Lastly, physiological and affective states in a particular situation affect an
individual’s self-efficacy. That is, positive comments can foster one’s self-efficacy,
while negative feedback can diminish one’s self-efficacy. As can be seen, self-efficacy
involves a learner’s motivation, affect, and behaviors (Bandura, 2006), and it has
become one of the keys to successful learning in many fields of study, including
language learning.

2.2 Social Cognitive Theory and Other Concepts Related to Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is intertwined with Social Cognitive Theory and it is associated
with other psychological factors such as goals, self-regulation, and motivation. To
obtain better understanding about self-efficacy, Social Cognitive Theory and other
related concepts will be reviewed as follows.

Social Cognitive Theory was proposed by Bandura in the mid-1980s. The theory
involves human functioning in a social environment, and it is based on the belief that
people react to stimuli with the responses activated by themselves (self-activated)
(Harare, 2016). That is why it differs from how machines react to external stimuli,
which is an automatic response. According to Bandura (1997), such reactions are
associated with a mechanism that intertwines stimulus and response, and can be
considered a cognitive processes. As a result, the theory revolves around human
functioning which is initiated by the interaction among the environment, behavior, and
psychological functioning (Boeree, 2006).

The central parts of the principles that underlie Social Cognitive Theory consist
of the four following aspects.

1) Observational learning

Bandura (1986) noted that people learn through observation. Specifically,
observational learning can occur through modeling via four processes comprising
attention, retention, production, and motivation. That is, students’ attention can be
caused by the characteristics of the model, such as unusual size, shape, color, or sound,

[71]



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

which help make the relevant task more distinctive to the students. In the second
process, retention relies on cognitively organizing, rehearsing, coding, and transforming
modeled information so as to obtain storage in the students’ memory. The third process
Is production, referring to transferring the modeled information stored in their memory
into their behaviors. The fourth process is motivation since it helps the students more
engaged in the preceding three processes.

2) Outcome expectations

Outcome expectations can be defined as “the believed consequences of a
person’s behavior” (Fasbender, 2020, p. 3377) and it involves how people anticipate
the physical, affective (self-evaluative), and social outcomes of their behavior
(Fasbender, 2020). Such beliefs are formed through observation of others over their past
experiences. Outcome expectations are a significant aspect of Social Cognitive Theory
because they have an influence on the decisions that people make about how to take the
actions and to retrain the behavior (Harare, 2016).

3) Perceived self-efficacy

As mentioned above, self-efficacy is associated with people’s beliefs in
achieving their success for a particular task (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy is related to
one’s motivation. More specifically, self-efficacy, along with other psychological
factors, such as goals, has an effect on a student’s motivation. Motivation can hence be
boosted over time when people have their self-efficacy — the belief that their efforts can
lead to the success of a task (Schunk, 2012).

4) Goal setting and self-regulation

Goals represent the outcomes that students anticipated or desired (Bandura,
1986; Schunk, 1990). As stated, goals are related to perceived self-efficacy as they
encompass the outcomes students expect from performing a particular task as well as
their self-confidence in accomplishing it. In addition, goals, together with other factors
such as self-efficacy, have an influence on students’ self-regulation (Schunk, 2012).
Self-regulation, which refers to students’ learning, results from their thoughts and
behaviors, which are generated through the achievements of the goals in such learning
(Schunk & Zimmerman, 2013). Thus, self-regulated students with their learning goals
lead students to success when performing an academic task.

In summary, self-efficacy has been rooted in Social Cognitive Theory which
involves human functioning in a certain social environment. According to the theory,
people react to stimuli with the responses activated by themselves via several concepts
such as self-efficacy, goals, and self-regulation. Such concept thus function with each
other to help yield the input when people learn new particular things.

2.3 Self-Efficacy and English Language Learning

As stated, self-efficacy plays a vital role in one’s learning in a variety of
disciplines. As for language learning, self-efficacy is very important in learning a first
(Wang et al., 2021) as well as a second/foreign (Kim et al., 2020) language. To illustrate,
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self-efficacy can be considered as internal motivation which has an influence on
learner’s behavior for a particular learning activity. Consequently, the way learners
overestimate or underestimate their abilities may have an effect on their actions they
pursue to accomplish that academic task (Hoy & Spero, 2005). Moreover, learners’ self-
efficacy beliefs are linked to motivational constructs such as goal setting and self-
regulation (Pajares, 1997). As a result, self-efficacy has been reported to have a close
relationship with learners’ academic performances as evidenced in several research
studies as follows.

Naseri (2012) investigated the relationship between reading self-efficacy beliefs
and reading comprehension level of EFL learners in the Iranian context. Based on the
findings, a strong positive correlation between reading self-efficacy beliefs and reading
comprehension was noted among 59 college both senior and junior English-major
students. Similarly, in a study conducted by Sun and Wang (2020), a significant
relationship was found between self-efficacy and English language test scores in a
sample of 200 Chinese and 160 German college students who learned English in China
and Germany. The results of the studies mentioned above also corresponded with what
Apridayani and Teo (2021) discovered in a study about English self-efficacy and
English proficiency of 215 non-English major undergraduate students in Thailand. The
findings revealed that students with higher proficiency tended to have higher levels of
self-efficacy than those with lower proficiency did. Likewise, in a study implemented
among 767 Vietnamese college students, a positive relationship was found between
self-efficacy beliefs and English language proficiency of the participants (Truong, &
Wang, 2019).

The results gained from the aforementioned studies help show a close association
between English self-efficacy and accomplishments in English language sub-skills as
well as in overall English language proficiency in tertiary education. That is why an
effective scale of an English language self-efficacy questionnaire is required, and
properties of such a scale need to be explored in the context of ESL/EFL at the
university level.

2.4 Measuring Self-Efficacy in the Second/Foreign Context

Measurement of self-efficacy in the ESL/EFL context can probably be traced
back to the development of the two instruments used to measure self-efficacy in reading
and writing skills, namely, the Reading Self-Efficacy Instrument and the Writing Self-
Efficacy Instrument (Shell et al.,, 1989). The Reading Self-Efficacy Instrument
comprises two subscales which included a task subscale of 18 reading tasks with various
levels of difficulty and a skill subscale of nine reading component skills, and the Writing
Self-Efficacy Instrument consists of two subscales which cover a task subscale of 16
writing tasks with a variety of levels of difficulty and a skill subscale of eight writing
component skills. Each of the two instruments yield the high internal consistency
reliability for the two subscales with evidence of criterion-related validity. Yet, the two
instruments have not been designed to measure language learners’ self-efficacy in four
English language skills.
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Since then, there has been an attempt to create an instrument to measure learners’
self-efficacy in overall language skills, and the Self-Efficacy Subscale in Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) has been developed. The MSLQ was
proposed by scholars from the University of Michigan, and it was published in a study
conducted by Pintrich and DeGroot (1990). The instrument is comprised of 15 subscales
with 56 items, and the 9-item subscale of “Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance”
was designed to measure self-efficacy. The high reliability of the self-efficacy subscale
was reported, and the factor analysis was conducted to examine the construct validity
of this instrument. In spite of its validation as evident in several studies, the MSLQ
cannot be claimed to measure self-efficacy in a particular language learning setting.
This could be explained by what Bandura (2006) has stated, that measuring self-efficacy
needs to be adjusted to the specific context, and this is why it is essential to devise an
instrument which can be used to specifically measure self-efficacy of English language
learners.

The instruments which have been developed in later years were aimed at
measuring self-efficacy of each of the four skills in English, such as the Reader Self-
Perception Scales (RSPS) proposed by Henk and Melnick (1995), and the Writing Self-
Efficacy Scale developed by Pajares et al. (2000). This was until the QESE by Wang
(2004) which was created as part of his dissertation. The scale can be considered one of
the milestones in measuring learners’ self-efficacy English language learning since it
has been designed to measure learners’ self-efficacy in all four areas of English in the
ESL/EFL context.

However, since the QESE was originally developed to be implemented among
young English language learners, the scale has been examined in terms of its properties
at the university level in several studies. The exemplar research included a study
conducted by Wang et al. (2013) in a Korean context and the one carried out in a
Chinese setting (Wang et al., 2014). In the two studies, the relationship between the
participants’ English language ability and the difficulty of the items were investigated.
According to the results, although the high reliability of the revised version of the scale
was revealed, the items included in the instrument did not cover a wide range of the
observed variable (English language ability). In other words, despite the fact that,
mostly, the items were rather well matched to the English language ability of the
participants, the gaps could be seen when it came to the distribution of item difficulty
estimates. This suggested that more difficult items should be included in the
questionnaire so that the difficulty of the items could closely match the levels of the
participants’ English language ability. Consequently, more items with a high level of
difficulty are supposed to be integrated into the scale so as to obtain its validity.

In an attempt to gain both reliability and validity of the revised version of the
QESE scale, Wang and Bai (2017) investigated the psychometric properties of the scale
at the secondary level in a Chinese setting. To be specific, the QESE was administered
twice in the study. The results from both the first assessment and second assessment
reveal that the scale had the construct validity and the good internal consistencies for
all four aspects: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Nevertheless, despite high
reliability and acceptable validity of the scale reported, the results may have to be

[74]



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

carefully interpreted in terms of its generalizability at the university level. Thus, more
research about the validity and reliability of the revised version of the QESE scale
(Wang et al., 2013) needs to be conducted in tertiary education to gather evidence of
the properties of the scale in the ESL/EFL setting.

3. Objective of the Study

The objective of the present study was by using a second-order confirmatory
factor analysis measure the properties of the revised version of a QESE developed by
Wang (Wang & Bai, 2017) for EFL undergraduate students in Thailand, which are
namely: 1) the construct validity; 2) the two sub-types of the construct validity — the
convergent validity and the discriminant validity; and 3) the reliability .

4. Research Question

By using a second-order confirmatory factor analysis, what are the properties of
the revised version of a QESE, developed by Wang (Wang & Bai, 2017) for EFL
undergraduate students in Thailand, which are namely: 1) the construct validity; 2) the
two sub-types of the construct validity — the convergent validity and the discriminant
validity; and 3) the reliability?

5. Methodology
5.1 Participants

The context of the study was King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology
Ladkrabang (KMITL), a public university located in Bangkok, Thailand. The study
population comprised approximately 4,800 final-year KMITL undergraduate students
who were required to take the English Exit Exam which was administered monthly to
reveal their English language abilities and knowledge aligned to the CEFR, as stated by
the Office of the Higher Education Commission (2016) in the announcement made in
order to promote English language proficiency of university students all over Thailand.
In the present study, purposive sampling was utilized to collect the participant sample
which included a batch of 421 final-year KMITL undergraduate students who took the
exam in October of the Academic Year 2022. Out of the 421 participants surveyed, a
gender breakdown showed that 144 students (34.20%) were male, and 277 students
(65.80%) were female. The age distribution of the participants was dominated by the
20-21 years old range. The participants’ grade point average (GPA) was mainly
distributed in the range of 3.01 to 3.50 (44.20%) and 2.51 to 3.00 (37.50%). The Faculty
of Science had the highest representation among the participants (38.50%), with 15.90%
from the Materials Innovation and Technology College.
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5.2 Instrumentation

The instrument used was the QESE developed by Wang (Wang & Bai, 2017).
This scale was selected to measure its properties in the present study since it emphasizes
reflecting learners’ English language self-efficacy in all four skills, namely, listening,
speaking, reading, and writing, together with its satisfactory statistical evidence in terms
of validity and reliability as shown by Wang and Bai (2017).

The questionnaire consisted of 32 items aimed at asking the participants to make
judgments about their abilities to accomplish particular tasks in English language, as
seen in Table 1. The scale used in the questionnaire was a 7-point rating scale, which
ranged from (I cannot do it at all) to 7 (I can do it very well) covering four constructs
of English language abilities, namely, listening (8 items), speaking (8 items), reading
(8 items), and writing (8 items). The questionnaire was reviewed by a panel of experts
in English language instruction and English language assessment and evaluation to
yield their content validity as well as language appropriateness before its
implementation among the study participants. Nevertheless, due to the fact that the
QESE developed by Wang (Wang & Bai, 2017) was created to be implemented in the
Chinese setting, it was adapted to suit the Thai context at a tertiary level in the six items
(Items 4, 5, 10, 15, 22, 29) as can be seen in Table 1 (see Appendix).

Table 1

The Original Questions Included in Wang’s QESE (2017) and The Revised Questions
included in the QESE in the Present Study

The Original Questions included in Wang’s
QESE (2017)

The Revised Questions included in the
QESE in the Present Study

1. Can you understand stories told in English?

1. Can you understand stories told in
English?

2. Can you finish your homework of English
reading independently?

2. Can you finish your homework of
English reading independently?

3. Can you understand American English TV
programs?

3. Can you understand American English
TV programs?

4. Can you introduce your school in English?

4. Can you introduce your university in
English?

5. Can you compose messages in English on
the internet through social network (e.g.,
WecChat and blogs)?

5. Can you compose messages in English
on the internet through social network (e.qg.,
Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, and Tiktok)?

6. Can you give directions from your
classroom to your home in English?

6. Can you give directions from your
classroom to your home in English?

7. Can you write English compositions
assigned by your teachers?

7. Can you write English compositions
assigned by your teachers?
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8. Can you tell a story in English?

8. Can you tell a story in English?

9. Can you understand radio programs in
English speaking countries?

9. Can you understand radio programs in
English speaking countries?

10. Can you understand English TV programs
made in China?

10. Can you understand English TV
programs made in Thailand?

11. Can you leave a message to your
classmates in English?

11. Can you leave a message to your
classmates in English?

12. When you read English articles, can you
guess the meaning of unknown words?

12. When you read English articles, can
you guess the meaning of unknown words?

13. Can you make new sentences with the
words just learned?

13. Can you make new sentences with the
words just learned?

14. Can you send email messages in English?

14. Can you send email messages in
English?

15. If your teacher gives you a tape-recorded
English dialogue about school life, can you
understand it?

15. If your teacher plays an audio recording
of an English dialogue about university life,
can you understand it?

16. Can you understand the English news on
the Internet?

16. Can you understand the English news
on the Internet?

17. Can you ask questions to your teachers in
English?

17. Can you ask questions to your teachers
in English?

18. Can you make sentences with English
phrases?

18. Can you make sentences with English
phrases?

19. Can you introduce your English teacher in
English?

19. Can you introduce your English teacher
in English?

20. Can you discuss in English with your
classmates some topics in which all of you are
interested?

20. Can you discuss in English with your
classmates some topics in which all of you
are interested?

21. Can you read English short novels?

21. Can you read English short novels?

22. Can you understand English movies
without Chinese subtitles?

22. Can you understand English movies
without Thai subtitles?

23. Can you answer your teachers’ questions in
English?

23. Can you answer your teachers’

questions in English?

24. Can you understand English songs?

24. Can you understand English songs?

25. Can you read English newspapers?

25. Can you read English newspapers?

26. Can you find the meaning of new words by
using English-English dictionaries?

26. Can you find the meaning of new words
by using English-English dictionaries?
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27. Can you understand telephone numbers 27.Can you understand telephone numbers

spoken in English? spoken in English?

28. Can you write diaries in English? 28. Can you write diaries in English?

29. Can you understand English articles about 29. Can you understand English articles
Chinese culture? about Thai culture?

30. Can you introduce yourself in English? 30. Can you introduce yourself in English?

31. Can you write an article about your English  31. Can you write an article about your
teacher in English? English teacher in English?

32. Can you understand new lessons in your 32. Can you understand new lessons in
English textbook? your English textbook?

5.3 Data Collection and Analysis

The QESE in a hard-copy version was distributed to the participants who
enrolled in the October batch of the English Exit Exam in Academic Year 2022. The
administration was conducted with the informed consent process approved by KMITL’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB).

In the present study, descriptive statistics of frequency, percentage, mean, and
standard deviation as well as a second-order confirmatory factor analysis performed
using LISREL software were used to explore: 1) the construct validity; 2) the two sub-
types of the construct validity — the convergent validity and the discriminant validity;
and 3) the reliability of the QESE. To be specific, a second-order confirmatory factor
analysis was used since this study was aimed at obtaining the data by analyzing English
self-efficacy for all four related factors: listening, speaking, reading, and writing, which
were four aspects of English language abilities (Silpcharu & Boonrattanakul, 2021).

In addition, the model fit was also applied including three categories of fit
indices: absolute fit (¥2 goodness-of-fit and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
[SRMRY]), parsimony fit (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation [RMSEA]), and
comparative fit index (CFI). A chi-square to degree of freedom ratio of less than 3.00
was considered as an indicator of model fit. As for RMSEA, a value of 0.05 or less was
considered acceptable, while a CFl value of 0.95 or higher indicated model fit.
Additionally, SRMR was considered to fit the model if the value was 0.08 or less (Hair
et al., 2010; Schreiber, 2017). Modification indices were used to identify potential error
term covariance in the model to improve model fit, and modification indices higher than
10 were considered for free error term covariance.

The construct validity of the model was assessed through evaluating its
convergent validity and discriminant validity. In so doing, high item factor loadings (>
0.5) and factor Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values which were greater than or
equal to 0.5 were considered as the indicators of the convergent validity (Brown, 2014).
Also, the discriminant validity of the questionnaire was evaluated by comparing the
factor AVE and its Shared Variance (SV), and the value of AVE, which was lower than
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the SV, indicated the discriminant validity. Moreover, the range for the Cronbach alpha
test of the reliability of the questionnaire should be equal to or above 0.7 to be
considered as acceptable (Cortina, 1993).

6. Findings

The findings are presented as follows to answer the research question: By using
a second-order confirmatory factor analysis, what are the properties of the revised
version of a QESE developed by Wang (Wang & Bai, 2017) for EFL undergraduate
students in Thailand, which are namely: 1) the construct validity; 2) the two sub-types
of the construct validity — the convergent validity and the discriminant validity; and 3)
the reliability?

1) Construct validity of the QESE

The construct validity of the QESE was explored as shown in Figure 1 and Table 2.

Figure 1

Result of Second Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the QESE with Standardized
Coefficients and Covariance between Errors Omitted for Model Simplification
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Based on Figure 1, a second order model of the QESE was specified based on
the model used by its original authors (Wang & Bai, 2017), and the model tested showed
a poor fit to the data: ¥? (460) = 2,307; p < .01, CFl = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.09 (90% CI
0.09t00.10; p<0.01) and SRMR =0.06. To improve the model, MI was then examined
and it was revealed that there were potential error term covariances added to the model.
After model modification, the modified model (Figure 1) showed a good fit based on
all fit index y? (404) = 806; p < .01, ¢*/df ratio = 2.01, CFI = 0.99; RMSEA = 0.04 (90%
Cl1 0.04 to 0.05; p = 0.60) and SRMR = 0.04.
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Table 2

The Result of Second Order Model of Questionnaire of English Self- Efficacy (QESE)
Including Factor Loading (L), Standard Error (SE), t-test statistics (t), Standardized

Factor Loading (1), and Reliability (R?)

Variables L SE t A R? Variables L SE t A R2

Listening Reading

Item1 0.72 -- - 0.72 0.52 ) 0.81 - -- 0.70 0.49
item17

Item2 0.77 0.05 1573 0.70 0.49 ) 0.66 0.06 11.84 0.61 0.37
item18

Item3 0.87 0.06 1537 0.77 0.59 ) 0.77 0.05 14.83 0.77 0.59
item19

Item4 0.83 0.063 15.01 0.75 0.56 0.91 0.06 14.12 0.73 0.53
item20

Item5 0.75 0.05 15.00 0.75 0.56 0.91 0.06 15.08 0.78 0.62
item21

Item6 0.77 0.07 10.34 0.52 0.27 0.79 0.07 11.33 0.58 0.34
item22

Item7 0.72 0.05 13.49 0.68 0.46 0.88 0.06 15.05 0.78 0.61
item23

Item8 0.58 0.06 10.03 0.50 0.25 . 0.88 0.05 16.23 0.75 0.56
item24

Speaking Writing

Item9 0.70 -- -- 0.64 0.41 item25 0.72 -- -- 0.66 0.43

Item10 0.78 0.06 12.79 0.71 0.51 item26 0.93 0.07 13.70 0.74 0.55

Item11 0.94 0.07 1399 0.80 0.64 item27 0.77 0.05 16.39 0.73 0.53

Item12 0.96 0.07 13.44 0.85 0.72 item28 0.83 0.06 13.49 0.73 0.53

Item13 0.91 0.07 14.03 0.80 0.65 item29 0.87 0.06 13.51 0.73 0.53

Item14 0.90 0.07 13.64 0.77 0.60 item30 0.95 0.07 1441 0.79 0.62

Item15 0.90 0.07 1296 0.82 0.67 item31 0.93 0.07 14.24 0.78 0.60

Item16 0.57 0.05 1057 0.56 0.32 item32 0.92 0.06 14.70 0.81 0.65

Second-order

Listening 099 0.06 1646 099 098 Reading 097 0.06 1546 097 0.93
Speaking 092 0.07 1365 092 0.85 Writing 093 0.07 1424 093 087

y? =814, df=404, p-value<0.01, y*/df ratio=2.01, CFI1=0.99, RMSEA=0.04, SRMR=0.04

Table 2 shows that the factor loadings (L) of all measures were significant
(p<0.01) within the acceptable limits ranging from 0.57 to 0.96. That is to say, the first
factor (Listening) revealed the standardized factor loadings (A) from 0.50 to 0.77, with
those from 0.56 to 0.85 for the second factor (Speaking), those from 0.58 to 0.78 for the
third factor (Reading), and those from 0.66 to 0.81 for the last factor (Writing). That is
to say, the construct validity of the QESE in the four aspects of English self-efficacy
could be found in the present study. In addition, it was found that the second-order
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factor loadings of the English self-efficacy were the highest on Listening (0.99),
followed by Reading (0.97), Writing (0.93), and Speaking (0.92), respectively.

2) The two sub-types of the construct validity — the convergent validity and
the discriminant validity, and 3) the reliability of the QESE

The two sub-types of the construct validity — the convergent validity and the
discriminant validity — and the reliability of the QESE were investigated as shown in
Table 3.

Table 3

The Summary of Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE),
Shared Variances among Factors (Bold above the Diagonal), and Cronbach’s o

1. 2. 3. 4.

- T _ _ N CR  AVE
Variables Listening Speaking Reading Writing
1. Listening 0.62 0.70 0.59 0.91 0.46
2. Speaking 0.79* 0.62 0.77 0.94 0.56
3. Reading 0.84* 0.79* 0.67 0.93 0.51
4. Writing 0.77* 0.88* 0.82* 0.94 0.56
Cronbach’s a 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.89

According to Table 3, the results of the AVEs, shared variances, and factor
correlations could be seen. Specifically, the construct validity of a second-order four-
factor model was evaluated by examining its convergent validity and discriminant
validity. The convergent validity was demonstrated by the presence of significant and
high item standardized factor loadings for each proposed factor, as well as AVE values,
which was greater than 0.5 for all factors except for the Listening factor that was slightly
below the cut-off value of 0.5 (0.46). However, the model showed insufficient
discriminant validity for all factors, as the shared variance between all factors (ranging
from 0.62 to 0.77) was higher than the AVEs of each factor. Moreover, Cronbach’s
alpha showed that all factors were reliable; that is, they ranged from 0.89 to 0.90 among
all of the factors. Simply put, based on the findings, the convergent validity and the
reliability of the QESE could be discovered in the study despite the insufficient
discriminant validity of the scale.
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7. Discussion

In this study, confirmatory factor analysis was used to examine the structure of
the Thai version of the QESE scale with a second-order four-factor model. The results
suggest that the scale had the construct validity as well as the convergent validity in the
sample of final-year Thai university students who participated in the English Exit Exam
before their graduation as well as their career launch in the workforce. In spite of the
insufficient discriminant validity, such findings imply that the QESE used in the study
accurately measures what it is supposed to measure (construct validity) (Brown, 2000),
and it correlates with measures of similar characteristics (convergent validity) (Fink,
2010). Based on the findings, the QESE implemented in the tertiary educational Thai
context also contained the good internal consistency for the four competencies:
listening, speaking, reading, and writing) as shown by the Cronbach’s alpha value. The
findings on the construct validity found on the four factors of the model correspond
with those found in Wang and Bai (2017). Furthermore, the good internal consistencies
of the scale for the four competencies discovered in the study are consistent with what
previous QESE literature reflected at a secondary level (Wang & Bai, 2017) as well as
at the university level (Wang et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2014). This shows the similarities
of the properties of the QESE scale found in the present study and those revealed in
prior research as documented.

The correspondence of the findings of the present study, the two properties (the
construct validity and the reliability) found, with those of the previous studies, could be
explained by the learning context of the study being quite similar to that mentioned in
each of the aforementioned studies. To illustrate, this study was implemented in
Thailand which is an Asian country, which corresponds with the contexts of the studies
conducted by Wang et al. (2014) and Wang and Bai (2017) which were Korea and
China, respectively. Like Korean and Chinese students, Thai students start to learn
English language at a very young age (approximately 4-5 years old), and English
language has been announced as a compulsory subject integrated into the core
curriculum of entire basic education (Bureau of Academic Affairs and Educational
Standards, 2022). Apart from that, English language was included in Section 2 of the
General Aptitude Test (GAT), which Thai students are required to take in order to be
accepted to study in a university. Moreover, good proficiency in English language has
become one of the keys for their exit from the program of study at an undergraduate
level (Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2016), and it has been a vital factor
for the admission to as well as the exit from the study program of Thai students at a
graduate level. From the research documented, we can also see such a scenario in Asian
countries such as Korea and China.

As for the four competencies of the QESE scale, the results disclosed that the
internal consistencies for Speaking (0.90) and Reading (0.90) were slightly higher than
those for Listening (0.89) and Writing (0.89). The findings regarding Speaking were in
line with those revealed by Wang et al. (2014). The reason behind this might involve
students’ exposure to English language via social media platforms such as YouTube
and TikTok (Nasution, 2019; Saeed et al., 2021; Zhai & Razali, 2021). The familiarity
with the language they perceive may help them increase their positive belief in their
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speaking skills, and this could bring about their accomplishments when they have to
perform a speaking task. Unlike Speaking, the strong internal consistency for Reading
found in the present study was not found in previous research. However, this is probably
associated with what Krashen (1985) mentioned in the Input Hypothesis about reading,
a receptive skill, as the stem of productive skills including speaking and writing. To be
specific, when it comes to reading, since language learners are meant to receive as well
as to understand the language, they are not required to produce it. Thus, this might lead
to their strong self-efficacy in this particular competency when were about to perform
an academic English task. Apart from the nature of the skill, students’ learning styles in
an information technology age, especially during the COVID-19 pandemic, which
highly emphasized online teaching and computerized tests (Ockey, 2021; Ockey et. al.,
2021; Wagner & Krylova, 2021), may result in students’ confidence in the success of a
reading task.

To probe more on the construct validity of the QESE, the two sub-types
(convergent validity and discriminant validity) of it were explored. In this study, the
convergent validity could be found, and it shows that the scale measures the similar
characteristics (self-efficacy in all four skills of English) as similar measures do (Fink,
2010). Hence, to some extent, it could be claimed that the scale could be used to measure
English self-efficacy of undergraduate students in the Thai setting. Nonetheless, the
discriminant validity found in the present study was insufficient. Thus, this probably
suggests that some of the items of the questionnaire were measuring similar factors. In
other words, in the participants’ view, the scale might contain some items which were
overlapping with each other (Ab Hamid et al., 2017). For example, the participants
probably found some similarities between Item 9, ‘Can you understand radio programs
in English speaking countries?’ and Item 16, ‘Can you understand the English news on
the Internet?’. That is, although the former (Item 9) aims to measure the English self-
efficacy in their listening skills, and the latter (Item 16) focuses on the English self-
efficacy in the participants’ reading skills, the focal point of the two items are on
understanding messages delivered via social media platforms. This might cause some
confusion for some participants. Consequently, in order to increase the generalizability
of the study results to a larger extent, the study might have to be replicated among other
groups of samples as well as in various contexts.

8. Implications of the Study

Based on the findings of the study, the following pedagogical implications can
be proposed. As can be seen from the findings, the three properties of the QESE could
be found. That is, the scale contained the construct validity, together with the
convergent validity as the one of the sub-types of the construct validity, and the good
internal consistencies of the four factors of English self-efficacy (listening, speaking,
reading, and writing). This reveals that, with some adjustments of the items to suit the
Thai context, the questionnaire can be implemented to measure undergraduate students’
English language self-efficacy in the Thai setting, particularly those who will become
new graduates to start their career path in national as well as international job markets.
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Such a validated and reliable tool plays a significant part for English language
instructors, course/curriculum developers, and administrators, who aim to measure
English language self-efficacy, which is one of psychological factors determining
success of English language learners. Apart from this, so as to yield the optimum
implementation of the scale, the results concerning English self-efficacy obtained from
the QESE can be used to show the English language instructors, course/curriculum
developers, and administrators what aspects of English language self-efficacy of this
particular group of students should be promoted. As a consequence, the findings
obtained from such an accurate English self-efficacy scale could be used by the
aforementioned stakeholders when developing guidelines on what aspects of English
self-efficacy should be highlighted and integrated into English language courses.

9. Limitations and Recommendations for Further Studies

Since the present study provides valuable insights into English self-efficacy in
the Thai university context and EFL classroom, there may be limitations to the findings,
such as the lack of discriminant validity of the scale or potential biases among the
measurement covariances. Further research could explore additional factors that impact
English self-efficacy and language learning outcomes.

10. Conclusion

When considering the results gained, the QESE had the construct validity, as
well as the convergent validity, and the good internal consistencies for the four
competencies: Listening, Reading, Writing, and Speaking. This helps provide
additional evidence for the structure of the QESE scale and contributes to more
understanding of English language self-efficacy among university students. With
statistical confirmation of the multi-factor structure of the scale, the results showed that
the QESE measured specific English self-efficacy, with the four competencies which
could be considered one of the crucial factors for successful English language learning
at various levels of education, including at tertiary education. Based on such findings,
the QESE can be used to measure English language self-efficacy in Thailand. The
validated and reliable questionnaire could then help advance the four aspects of English
language self-efficacy and guide instructors regarding what aspects should be
emphasized and integrated into particular English language courses.



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

Authors

Montha Polrak (montha.po@kmitl.ac.th) is a lecturer at Department of Languages,
Faculty of Liberal Arts, King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology Ladkrabang,
Thailand. Her research expertise includes teaching English as a second/foreign
language, oral communication, and teaching supervision.

Akadet Kedcham (kedcham@hotmail.com) is currently working as a lecturer at
Educational Research and Evaluation Programme, Faculty of Education,
Bansomdejchaopraya Rajabhat University. His interests in research include
educational research, positive psychology, structural equation modeling, and
psychometrics.

Charinee Chansri (charinee.ch@kmitl.ac.th) is a lecturer at Department of
Languages, Faculty of Liberal Arts, King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology
Ladkrabang, Thailand. Her areas of interests include Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL), teaching English as a second/foreign language, and
reading and writing.

[85]



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

References

Ab Hamid, M. R. Sami, W., & Mohmad Sidek, M. H. (2017). Discriminant validity
assessment: Use of Fornell & Larcker criterion versus HTMT Criterion. Journal
of Physics: Conference Series 890 012163. http://DOI 10.1088/1742-
6596/890/1/012163

Apridayani, A., & Teo, A. (2021). The interplay among SRL strategies, English self-
efficacy, and English proficiency of Thai university students. Studies in English
Language and Education, 8(3), 1123-1143.
https://doi.org/10.24815/siele.v8i3.20213

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive
theory. Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning.
Educational Psychologist, 28(2), 117-148.
https://doi.org/10.1207/ s15326985ep2802_3

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

Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Asian Journal of
Social Psychology, 2(1), 21-41. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00024

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

Boeree, C. G. (2006). “Personality theories: Albert Bandura” [Personal website of
Prof. emeritus C.G. Boeree]. Shippensburg University.
http://webspace.ship.edu/cgboer/Bandura.pdf

Brown, J. D. (2000). What is construct validity? Shiken: JALT Testing & Evaluation
SIG Newsletter, 4(2), 8-12.

Brown, T. A. (2014). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. Guilford
Publications.

Bureau of Academic Affairs and Educational Standards. (2022). Basic Education Core
Curriculum B.E. 2551 (A.D. 2008): The Revised Version B.E. 2560 (A.D. 2017).
Retrieved from https://drive.google.com/file/d/

Chapelle, C.A. (2013). Reliability in language assessment. In C.A. Chapelle (Ed.), The
encyclopedia of applied linguistics (pp. 4918-4923). Blackwell/Wiley.

Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and
applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(1), 98-104.

Fasbender, U. (2020). Outcome expectancies. In Zeigler-Hill, V., Shackelford, T.K.
(Eds.) Encyclopedia of personality and individual differences. Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24612-3 1802

Fink, A. (2010). Survey research method. In P. Peterson, E. Baker, & B. McGaw
(Eds.), International encyclopedia of education (3rd ed.).

[86]



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/construct-validity
1SjQZgQbmU52DP10DYySpOmMVEcUzW-7xP7/view?pli=1

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data
analysis (7th ed.). Pearson Education.

Harare, S. (2016). Socio-cognitive theory approach in second language acquisition: The
state of the art. International Journal of Modern Language Teaching and
Learning, 1(4), 145-152.

Henk, W. A., & Melnick, S. A. (1995). The reader self-perception scale (RSPS): A
new tool for measuring how children feel about themselves as readers. The
Reading Teacher, 48(6), 470-482.

Hoy, A. W., & Spero, R. B. (2005). Changes in teacher efficacy during the early years
of teaching: A comparison of four measures. Teaching and Teacher Education,
21, 343-356. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2005.01.007

Kim, D. H, Wang, C., Sun, T., & Liu, L. (2020). Measuring English language self-
efficacy: Psychometric properties and use. English Literature and Language
Review, 7(1), 15-23. http:// doi.org/10.32861/ellr.71.15.23

Krashen, S. (1985). The input hypothesis. Longman.

Magogwe, J. M., & Oliver, R. (2007). The relationship between language learning
strategies, proficiency, age and self-efficacy beliefs: A study of language
learners in Botswana. System, 35, 338-352.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2007.01.003

Mohamed Khatib, F. M., & Mmaarof, N. (2015). Self-efficacy perception of oral
communication ability among English as a Second Language (ESL) technical
students. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 204(24), 98-104.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.08.121

Naseri, M. (2012). The relationship between reading self-efficacy beliefs, reading
strategy use and reading comprehension level of Iranian EFL learners. World
Journal of Education, 2(2), 64-75.

Nasution, A. K. R. (2019). YouTube as a media in English language teaching (ELT)
context: Teaching procedure text. UTAMAX: Journal of Ultimate Research and
Trends in Education, 1(1), 29-33. https://doi.org/10.31849/utamax.v1i1.2788

Nguyen, S. V., & Habok, A. (2022). Developing and validating a self-efficacy
questionnaire for CEFR A2 level EFL learners. MEXTESOL Journal, 46(1).

Ockey, G. J. (2021). An overview of COVID-19’s impact on English language
university admissions and placement tests. Language Assessment Quarterly,
18(1), 1-5.https://doi.org/10.1080/15434303.2020.1866576

Ockey, G. J.,, Muhammad, A. A., Prasetyo, A. H., Elnegahy, S., Kochem, T., Neiriz, R.,
Kim, H., & Beck, J. (2021). Iowa State University’s English placement test of

[87]



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

oral communication in times of COVID-19. Language Assessment Quarterly,
18(1), 26-35. https://doi.org/10.1080/15434303.2020.1862122

Office of the Higher Education Commission. (2016). Announcement of Policies on
Enhancing English Language Standard in Higher Educational Institutes.
Retrieved from http://www.dge.mhesi.go.th/front_home/
Data%?20Bhes_2559/04052559.pdf

Pajares, F. (1997). Current directions in self-efficacy research. In M. Maehr & P. R.
Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in Motivation and Achievement, 10, 1-49. Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.

Pajares, F., Britner, S. L., & Valiante, G. (2000). Relationship between achievement
goals and self-beliefs of middle school students in writing and science.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25(4), 406-22.

Pintrich, P. R., & DeGroot, E. V. (1990). Motivational and self-regulated learning
components of classroom academic performance. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 82(1), 33-40.

Saeed, R., Salloum, S. A., Alshurideh, M. T., & Aburayya, A. (2021). The acceptance
of social media video for knowledge acquisition, sharing and application: A
comparative study among YouTube Users and TikTok users’ for medical
purposes. International Journal of Data and Network Science, 5(3), 197-214.
https://doi:10.5267/}.1jdns.2021.6.013

Schreiber, J. B. (2017). Update to core reporting practices in structural equation
modeling. Research in Social and Administrative Pharmacy, 13(3), 634-643.

Schunk, D. H. (1990). Goal setting and self-efficacy during self-regulated learning.
Educational Psychologist, 25, 71-86.

Schunk, D. H. (2003). Self-efficacy for reading and writing: Influence of modeling, goal
setting and self-evaluation. Reading and Writing Quarterly: Overcoming
Learning Difficulties, 19(2), 159-172.

Schunk, D. H. (2012). Learning theories: An educational perspective. (6th ed.).
Pearson.

Schunk, D. H., & Zimmerman, B. J. (2013). Self-regulation and learning. In W. M.
Reynolds, G. E. Miller & 1. B. Weiner (Eds.), Handbook of psychology:
Educational psychology (pp. 45-68). John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Shell, D. F., Murphy, C. C., & Bruning, R. H. (1989). Self-efficacy and outcome
expectancy mechanisms in reading and writing achievement. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 81, 91-100.

Silpcharu, T., & Boonrattanakul, W. (2021). Second order confirmatory factor analysis
of guidelines for the elderly business in Thailand. Academy of Strategic
Management Journal, 20(4). https://www.abacademies.org/articles/second-

[88]



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

order-confirmatory-factor-analysis-of-guidelines-for-the-elderly-business-in-
thailand-11298.html

Sun, T., & Wang, C. (2020). College learners’ writing self-efficacy and writing self-
regulated learning strategies in learning English as a foreign language. System,
90,102221. https://doi:10.1016/j.system.2020.102221

Truong, T. N. N., & Wang, C. (2019). Understanding Vietnamese college students’
self-efficacy beliefs in learning English as a foreign language. System, 84,
123-132. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2019.06.007

Wagner, E., & Krylova, A. (2021). Temple University’s ITA placement test in times of
COVID-19. Language Assessment Quarterly, 18(1), 12-16.

Wang, C. (2004). Self-regulated learning strategies and self-efficacy beliefs of children
learning English as a second language (3141674) [Doctoral dissertation, Ohio
State University]. The Ohio State University ProQuest Dissertations Publishing.

Wang, C., Kim, D., Bong, M., & Ahn, H. S. (2013). Examining measurement properties
of an English self-efficacy scale for English language learners in Korea.
International Journal of  Educational Research, 59, 24-34.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.02.004

Wang, C., Kim, D., Bai, R., & Hu, J. (2014). Psychometric properties of a self-efficacy
scale for English language learners in China. System, 44, 24-23.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2014.01.015

Wang, C., & Bai, B. (2017). Validating the instruments to measure ESL/EFL learners'
self-efficacy beliefs and self-regulated learning strategies. Tesol Quarterly,
51(4), 931-947. https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.355

Wang, Y, Shen, B., & Yu, X. (2021). A latent profile analysis of EFL learners’ self-
efficacy: Associations with academic emotions and language proficiency.
System, 102, 102633. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102633

Zhai, X., & Razali, A. B. (2021). An overview of the utilization of TikTok to improve
oral English communication competence among EFL undergraduate students.
Universal Journal of Educational Research, 9(7), 1439-1451. https://doi:
10.13189/ujer.2021.090710

[89]



NIDA Journal of Language and Communication

Volume 28, Issue 43, January-June 2023

Appendix

Questionnaire of English Language Self-Efficacy (QESE)

Notes: Please read the following questions carefully and make an accurate evaluation
of your current command of English no matter whether you are doing it or not. These
questions are designed to measure your judgment of your capabilities, so there are no
right or wrong answers.

Please use the following scales to answer these questions accordingly. Please choose the number
accurately representing your capabilities.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| cannot do | I cannot do | Maybe | Maybe || Ibasically |lcandoit. || can do it
it at all. it. cannot do | candoit. |candoit. well.
it.
1. Can you understand stories told in English? 1123|4|5(6]|7

2. Can you finish your
independently?

homework of English reading

3. Can you understand American English TV programs?

4. Can you introduce your university in English?

5. Can you compose messages in English on the internet through
social network (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, and Tiktok)?

6. Can you give directions from your classroom to your home in
English?

7. Can you write English compositions assigned by your teachers?

8. Can you tell a story in English?

9. Can you understand radio programs in English speaking
countries?

10. Can you understand English TV programs made in Thailand?

11. Can you leave a message to your classmates in English?

12. When you read English articles, can you guess the meaning of
unknown words?

13. Can you make new sentences with the words just learned?

14. Can you send email messages in English?

15. If your teacher plays an audio recording of an English dialogue
about university life, can you understand it?
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16. Can you understand the English news on the Internet?

17. Can you ask questions to your teachers in English?

18. Can you make sentences with English phrases?

19. Can you introduce your English teacher in English?

20. Can you discuss in English with your classmates some topics
in which all of you are interested?

21. Can you read English short novels?

22. Can you understand English movies without Thai subtitles?

23. Can you answer your teachers’ questions in English?

24. Can you understand English songs?

25. Can you read English newspapers?

26. Can you find the meaning of new words by using English-
English dictionaries?

27. Can you understand telephone numbers spoken in English?

28. Can you write diaries in English?

29. Can you understand English articles about Thai culture?

30. Can you introduce yourself in English?

31. Can you write an article about your English teacher in English?

32. Can you understand new lessons in your English textbook?






