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 Self-efficacy is a pivotal predictor of academic success in second language 

learning. With the growing enrollment of international students in Chinese 

language programs in China, there is a pressing need for validated tools to 

assess self-efficacy among Chinese as a second language (CSL) learners. 

This study addresses this need by adapting and validating the English-

Chinese questionnaire of Chinese self-efficacy (QCSE) from the original 

questionnaire of English self-efficacy (QESE). Using a cross-sectional 

design, data were collected from 174 international college students in 

Jiangxi Province for psychometric evaluation. Confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) assessed the instrument’s reliability and validity, with results 

showing a high overall Cronbach’s alpha of 0.942 and strong dimension-

specific values (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) ranging from 

0.915 to 0.927. All item outer loadings exceeded 0.7, and the average 

variance extracted (AVE) values were above 0.5, confirming the robustness 

of the QCSE. This validated instrument addresses a critical gap in CSL self-

efficacy assessment and provides valuable insights for learners, educators, 

and policymakers. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Chinese, regarded as the second most important international language after English [1], has gained 

increasing global significance with China’s rising international influence and the belt and road initiative 

(BRI) [2]. This growth has spurred numerous countries to explore Chinese language and culture, leading to a 

surge in international students opting to study Chinese in China. However, the lack of self-efficacy 

measurement tools specifically tailored for Chinese as a second language (CSL) learners limits educators and 

researchers in assessing their self-confidence. 

Self-efficacy, a fundamental concept in social cognitive theory, refers to an individual’s belief in 

their capacity to successfully complete a particular task [3]. Research showed that self-efficacy significantly 

influences learning outcomes and academic success, particularly in second language acquisition [4], [5]. This 

highlights the importance of having accurate tools to measure self-efficacy in diverse language learning 

contexts, including CSL learners. Without a validated tool for CSL learners, it remains challenging to gauge 

their confidence levels and the impact on language acquisition, hindering effective instructional strategies. 

Although Wang [6] questionnaire of English self-efficacy (QESE) has been validated across various 

languages and cultural contexts [7]–[9], a comparable tool for CSL learners remains unavailable. Therefore, 

this study aims to address this gap by translating and adapting the QESE into an English-Chinese version 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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questionnaire of Chinese self-efficacy (QCSE) and validating its reliability and validity among CSL learners 

to support its use across the four language skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. The QCSE 

offers a meaningful tool for advancing research on CSL learning, helping educators and policymakers better 

understand learners’ confidence in key language skills. 

In this study, 174 international students studying Chinese in China were recruited through a  

cross-sectional design, with data collected via a questionnaire. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 

applied to evaluate the scale’s reliability and validity, confirming its structural consistency across listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing skills. The QCSE developed in this study not only provides a reliable tool for 

assessing self-efficacy among CSL learners but also supports educators and policymakers in optimizing 

instructional strategies to enhance learning outcomes. Additionally, this scale offers a foundation for future 

research across diverse cultural contexts, advancing cross-cultural studies on self-efficacy in language 

learning. Future studies can further explore the QCSE’s applicability across diverse cultural backgrounds and 

age groups, broadening its cross-cultural utility. 

 

 

2. METHOD 

2.1.  Sample 

Bentler and Chou [10] recommended a minimum sample-to-item ratio of 5:1 for statistical analyses, 

with a minimum of 100 participants required for factor analysis [11]. Following this guideline, the current 

study determined that a minimum sample size of 160, or five times the scale’s 32 items, was needed. This 

study involved 174 international students (82 males and 92 females) from three universities in Jiangxi 

Province, China. The participants’ ages ranged from 18-43 years (M=23.52, SD=4.223) and had studied 

Chinese for periods varying from under 1 year to beyond 5 years (57 participants with less than 1 year,  

68 participants with 1-3 years, 26 participants with 3-5 years, and 23 participants with more than 5 years). 

Among the participants, 65.5% were from Asian countries, 25.9% were from African countries, 4.6% were 

from American countries, and 4% were from European countries. All these participants’ mother tongues were 

other than Chinese. The Chinese language is a compulsory course for all participants in these universities. 

 

2.2.  Sampling method 

Convenience sampling was employed in this study, and participants were chosen based on their 

accessibility and willingness to participate. In this study, the target population was CSL learners at Chinese 

universities, which are large and widely distributed. It is relatively feasible for researchers to obtain data from 

universities geographically close to them. Although convenience sampling has some statistical limitations, 

especially in terms of broad generalization of the results, this method has significant advantages in terms of 

feasibility and time cost [12], [13]. 

 

2.3.  Data collection procedure 

The researcher contacted potential participants through Chinese language teachers and 

administrators at the three universities and friended them on WeChat (WeChat is the most extensively used 

social networking platform in China). Subsequently, the researcher introduced the study to the participants 

through WeChat and made it clear that they might opt out of the survey at any moment. Following this 

introduction, a link to the questionnaire hosted by Wenjuanxing (one of China’s leading online survey 

platforms) was provided via WeChat. Completing the questionnaire took participants approximately five 

minutes, and they could do so at any time of the day. 

Data collection was completed between September 4th and September 18th, 2024. A total of 305 

questionnaires were administered across three universities, resulting in 185 responses. After data cleaning 

(which involved removing responses that were completed in less than 120 seconds or where more than 10 

consecutive items received the same score), 174 valid responses were retained for analysis. 

 

2.4.  Instrument 

The English-Chinese version of the QCSE was translated and adapted from the original QESE, 

which Wang [6] developed through verbal procedures, observations, and interviews involving young Chinese 

learners studying English in the USA. The QESE comprises 32 items, each asking students to evaluate their 

perceived ability to complete specific tasks in English, encompassing listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing, with each skill corresponding to a designated set of eight items. To mitigate the participants’ 

awareness of the specific aspects being assessed, the items were presented in a randomized order [14]. The 

participants used a 7-point Likert scale to score their perceived abilities, with 1 denoting “I cannot do it at 

all” and 7 denoting “I can do it very well.” 

Based on expert opinions, scale modifications focus on small-range adjustments, such as minor 

adjustments to individual items or language, to improve the applicability or comprehension of the scale. 
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Scale adaptation, on the other hand, usually involves extensive changes aimed at adapting the scale to 

different cultural, linguistic, or social contexts. This may include not only language translation but also the 

reconstruction or replacement of items on the scale [15], [16]. 

In this study, to form a new English-Chinese version of the QCSE, some adaptations were applied to 

the original QESE. Primarily, the title QCSE was selected to capture the traits of the intended group and the 

specific Chinese setting more accurately. The researcher also modified the wording of all the items. As the 

QCSE is specifically for Chinese language learning, to make it clear and straightforward, “English” in the 

original questionnaire was modified to “Chinese.” 

Subsequently, we substituted a 5-point Likert scale, with 1 denoting “very inconsistent” and 5 denoting 

“very consistent,” for the original 7-point Likert scale. Lewis [17] evaluated short-form versions of the user 

experience usability indicator questionnaire with various response options (3, 5, 7, and 11) and reported that 

versions with 5, 7, or 11 options maintain strong reliability, whereas the 3-option format shows low reliability 

and weak correlation with recommendation likelihood, advising against its use. Revilla et al. [18] examined the 

validity of different scales and respondents’ reaction time. The results indicated that the 5-point scale 

effectively reduced respondents’ reaction time and fatigue, while maintaining the validity of the 

questionnaire. Hartley and Betts [19] explored the effects of 5- and 7-point Likert scales on response 

accuracy, validity, and user preference. Their findings suggested that the 5-point scale generally provides 

participants with a more straightforward response process, avoiding too much ambiguity, reducing cognitive 

loading, and resulting in faster decision-making. In contrast, the 7-point scale can theoretically offer more 

precision; this additional nuance may not always be necessary but rather complicates the decision-making 

process of the respondent and creates “choice fatigue.” 

Furthermore, the questionnaire was presented in both Chinese and English, with each English item 

paired with its Chinese equivalent to guarantee that participants understood each item accurately. To ensure 

linguistic, conceptual, operational, and metric equivalence between the English-Chinese version and  

the original scale, an iterative procedure involving individual translation followed by independent  

back-translation [20] was applied. Four bilingual language experts participated in this procedure: a pair  

of translators converted the items from English to Chinese, whereas another pair translated them back  

from Chinese to English. The researcher, along with the translators mentioned above, reviewed the  

English–Chinese version for sentence structure, meaning, and expression to produce the final scale. 
 

2.5.  Data analytical procedure 

Validity can indicate whether the constructs being investigated are properly measured using 

different items. Two types of validity are popular in quantitative research: content and construct [21]. 

Reliability describes the degree of consistency or repeatability of a scale. For instruments with multiple 

items, internal consistency is most important; this means that the scale items should collectively measure the 

same underlying construct [22]. 

Content validity reflects how comprehensively and accurately the items within a scale represent a 

study’s concept or constructs. Typically, domain experts evaluate a scale to ensure that each item is 

reasonable, appropriate, and reflective of the primary concept under investigation [23]. In this study, content 

validity was assessed using expert reviews, with the results reported as a content validity index (CVI). As 

recommended by Lynn [24], the minimum number of experts needed to evaluate an instrument’s content 

validity is 3. Using a 4-point Likert scale, with 1-4 denoting “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree,” the 

correlation between each QCSE item and its corresponding dimension was evaluated. 

Each QCSE item’s correlation with its respective dimension was evaluated using a 4-point Likert 

scale, with 1-4 representing “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The item-level content validity index  

(I-CVI) and scale-level content validity index (S-CVI) were computed. The I-CVI was obtained by dividing 

the number of experts who rated each item with a score of 3 or 4 by the overall quantity of experts. 

According to Lynn [24], when the number of experts is 5 or fewer, an I-CVI of 1.00 is needed, indicating that 

all the experts concur that the item aligns well with the construct being measured for satisfactory content 

validity. The S-CVI was computed by dividing the number of items that all the experts scored as 3 or 4 by the 

total item count. An S-CVI of 0.8 or above suggests strong content validity for the instrument [25]. 

After content validity was approved, the scale was administered to the target population for data 

collection. IBM SPSS version 27.0 and SmartPLS version 4.0 were used for statistical analysis. SPSS 27.0 

was employed for the initial data processing and descriptive analysis of the demographics of the sample. 

SmartPLS was employed to execute CFA on the QCSE, assessing the reliability and validity of the scale in a 

sample of CSL learners at Chinese universities. The partial least squares (PLS) algorithm in SmartPLS 4.0 

was utilized to compute and obtain values for internal consistency reliability, indicator reliability, convergent 

validity, and discriminant validity, as shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Criteria for assessing the reliability and validity of the measurement model 
Guidance Acceptance level Sources 

Internal consistency Cronbach’s α≥0.7 
CR≥0.6 

Nunnally and Bernstein [26] 
Hair et al. [27] 

Indicator reliability Standardized factor 

loading >0.7 or >0.5 

Hair et al. [27] 

Hulland [28] 
Convergent validity AVE>0.5 Fornell and Larcker [29] 

Hair et al. [27] 

Discriminant validity Square root of AVE 
>interconstruct 

Correlation 

HTMT≤0.85 

Fornell and Larcker [29] 
Kline [30] 

Note: CR=composite reliability; AVE=average variance extracted; HTMT=heterotrait-monotrait ratio. 

 

 

Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR) values are important indicators for assessing 

internal consistency. Cronbach’s alpha ranges from 0 to 1, with optimal values between 0.7 and 0.9 reflecting 

strong internal consistency [26]. CR values above 0.60 were deemed acceptable, values ranging from 0.70 to 

0.90 were classified as satisfactory to good, and values surpassing 0.90 were viewed as less desirable [27]. 

Indicator reliability refers to the communality among indicators (items) belonging to the same 

construct. Hair et al. [27] suggested standardized factor loadings ≥0.70 or higher, with p values <0.05, 

indicating statistical significance. However, standardized factor loadings greater than 0.7 are not easy to 

achieve in practice; thus, Hulland [28] suggested that standardized factor loadings above 0.5 are sufficient to 

establish indicator reliability. 

The average variance extracted (AVE) is one of the principal methods used to evaluate convergent 

validity. The AVE represents the sum of the squared standardized factor loadings divided by the total number 

of indicators, which represents the average explanatory power of the indicators in the construct [31]. For 

adequate convergent validity, an AVE value of 0.50 or higher is recommended [29]. 

The definition of discriminant validity is a low correlation between indicators of one construct and 

those of other constructs. Discriminant validity is defined as a low correlation between indicators belonging 

to one construct and those belonging to other constructs [32], [33]. As an important method for assessing 

discriminant validity, the Fornell-Larker criterion requires that the square root of the AVE for each construct 

should be greater than the correlation coefficient between that construct and the other constructs in the model 

[29]. To address the limitations associated with the Fornell-Larcker method, Henseler et al. [34] proposed the 

heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio criterion as a complementary criterion for discriminant validity 

assessment. An HTMT value less than 0.85 suggests satisfactory discriminant validity [30]. 

 

 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1.  Content validity 

Ensuring the validity of a scale begins with content validity, a crucial initial step in developing or 

adapting a measurement tool. The English-Chinese version of the QCSE consists of 32 items divided equally 

among four constructs: self-efficacy for listening, speaking, reading, and writing (8 items per construct). Five 

experts in linguistics, education, and psychology evaluated the scale’s content validity, with a focus on  

item-level (I-CVI) and scale-level (S-CVI) content validity indices to confirm the comprehensiveness and 

accuracy of the items. 

According to Lynn [24], an I-CVI value of 1.0 indicates strong validity when assessed by five 

experts. In this study, all 32 items in the QCSE achieved an I-CVI score of 1.0, thereby confirming their 

individual validity. Additionally, the S-CVI, calculated using the S-CVI/Ave method, also resulted in a 

perfect score of 1.0. This high content validity demonstrates a strong expert consensus, suggesting that the 

items comprehensively and accurately reflect self-efficacy in listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills. 

Several factors may contribute to this high content validity. Each of these factors uniquely 

strengthened the scale’s content validity. Firstly, the scale was adapted from a well-established tool  

(the QESE) that has already demonstrated robust reliability and validity across multiple languages and 

populations. This foundation likely provided a reliable starting point for adaptation [35]. Secondly, a rigorous 

back-translation process was employed to preserve the core structure and conceptual equivalence across 

linguistic and cultural contexts [20]. This approach reduces the risk of losing essential meaning, thereby 

enhancing content accuracy. Additionally, careful cultural adaptation, including adjustments in wording to 

prevent potential misunderstandings or bias due to cultural differences, likely reinforced the scale’s validity 

[36]. Lastly, the clear, concise, and accessible wording of each item may have further facilitated high content 

validity, as experts found the items easy to evaluate in terms of relevance and clarity [22]. 
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However, while this high content validity demonstrates a strong expert consensus on the scale’s 

relevance and clarity across constructs, expert evaluations are influenced by personal expertise and 

contextual understanding, and this homogeneity of the expert panel may also limit the diversity of 

perspectives. Moreover, the sample size of five experts, though adequate by conventional standards, the 

generalizability of the results to a broader expert community may be limited [37]. Expanding future panels to 

include specialists from diverse educational and cultural backgrounds could enhance the comprehensiveness 

of content validity evaluations, reducing potential bias linked to localized interpretations of CSL learning 

competencies. 

 

3.2.  Reliability and validity 

Factor analysis aims to interpret and summarize the relationships among numerous variables by 

identifying a reduced set of underlying factors. It clusters items that measure the same underlying factors into 

distinct groups, with each group named according to the characteristics of the items it contains. This process 

helps simplify the structure of the data, allowing the researcher to explain more complex phenomena with 

fewer factors [31]. CFA is one of the primary methods used to evaluate construct validity in scale-adaptation 

research. Measurement models present the relationship between a latent variable and its associated observed 

variables, specifying how these observed variables work together to portray the construct they represent. 

Measurement models can be categorized into two types: reflective and formative. In this study, both first- and 

second-order constructs were reflective measurement models. Indicators in a reflective model are caused by 

latent variables (factors); therefore, these indicators should be highly correlated and internally consistent [27]. 

Accordingly, reliability was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha, rho_a, and CR. Indicator reliability was 

examined using standardized factor loading. Convergent validity was evaluated by the AVE, whereas the 

Fornell–Larcker and HTMT criteria were employed to evaluate the discriminant validity among the constructs. 

 

3.2.1. Internal consistency 

Internal consistency is essential for any measurement tool designed to evaluate distinct but related 

constructs. Nunnally and Bernstein [26] recommended a Cronbach’s alpha value above 0.7, demonstrating 

strong internal consistency within the measurement model. Table 2 shows the reliability results of the model. 

The results demonstrated that the Cronbach’s alpha for overall self-efficacy was 0.942, with 

subscale alphas for listening, speaking, reading, and writing at 0.927, 0.920, 0.917, and 0.915, respectively, 

all well above the 0.7 threshold, demonstrating high internal consistency. The rho_a value for overall  

self-efficacy was 0.943, with subscale alphas for listening, speaking, reading, and writing at 0.929, 0.922, 

0.919, and 0.916, respectively, again exceeding 0.7. Furthermore, Hair et al. [27] demonstrated that a CR 

value above 0.7 indicates satisfactory reliability. As shown in Table 2, the CR value for self-efficacy was 

0.947, whereas the CR values for listening, speaking, reading, and writing were 0.940, 0.935, 0.932, and 

0.930, respectively—all surpassing the recommended threshold. Collectively, these findings suggest high 

Cronbach’s alpha, rho_a, and CR values across both first- and second-order constructs, confirming strong 

internal consistency among the items within each construct. 

These findings demonstrate robust internal consistency for the QCSE scale and its subscales, 

confirming the scale’s reliability in assessing self-efficacy in Chinese-language learning. This is in line with 

prior research [7]–[9], which reported similarly high internal consistency coefficients for the QESE across 

Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese contexts. This consistency across different cultural adaptations suggests 

that our adapted scale effectively retains the original instrument’s reliability characteristics. While the high 

internal consistency values confirm the QCSE’s reliability, it is worth noting that extremely high Cronbach’s 

alpha values may also imply potential item redundancy within each subscale, which may affect the scale’s 

sensitivity in capturing nuanced variations within each construct [38]. Future studies could explore the 

refinement of item content to ensure comprehensive coverage while minimizing redundancy, thereby 

enhancing the scale’s precision in differentiating subtle aspects of self-efficacy across language skills. 

 

3.2.2. Indicator reliability 

Indicator reliability is a critical component in evaluating a scale’s measurement properties. To 

evaluate indicator reliability, factor loadings for the second-order construct were not calculated due to 

overlap with first-order construct indicators. Instead, only the standardized factor loadings of the four first-

order constructs (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) were assessed [27]. Indicator reliability was 

determined through outer loadings, as seen in Table 2, where all item loadings ranged from 0.752 to 0.854, 

surpassing the 0.7 cut-off and reaching statistical significance, indicating that each indicator significantly 

reflects its intended construct. These high outer loadings confirm the strong reliability coefficients for the 

indicators within each first-order construct. Figure 1 shows the path diagram and factor loadings of the 

validated model. 
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Collectively, these findings are significant, as they indicate that each indicator contributes 

meaningfully to the latent construct it is intended to measure. The high outer loadings suggest that the scale 

items are well-aligned with the theoretical construct of self-efficacy in Chinese language learning, with each 

item demonstrating a strong correlation to its respective construct. This alignment supports the internal 

structure of the scale, ensuring that the items within listening, speaking, reading, and writing subscales are 

logically grouped and exhibit consistency with recommended criteria for factor analysis outcomes [22]. 

While these high loadings confirm robust indicator reliability for the QCSE, it is important to 

acknowledge potential limitations. For instance, the reliability coefficients may be sample-specific, as all 

participants were international students in China, which could influence item interpretation due to cultural or 

linguistic nuances. Future research should examine indicator reliability across varied cultural contexts, 

ensuring that items retain their intended meaning and relevance for CSL learners globally, thus enhancing 

cross-cultural robustness.  
 

 

Table 2. Parameter estimates for the measurement model 
Constructs Items Loading Cronbach’s α rho_a CR AVE 

SE   0.942 0.943 0.947 0.359 

SEL SE01 0.826 0.927 0.929 0.940 0.663 
SE03 0.809 

SE09 0.854 

SE10 0.805 
SE15 0.821 

SE22 0.774 

SE24 0.789 
SE27 0.832 

SES SE04 0.807 0.920 0.922 0.935 0.642 

SE06 0.784 
SE08 0.773 

SE17 0.826 

SE19 0.795 
SE20 0.769 

SE23 0.841 

SE30 0.813 

SER SE02 0.803 0.917 0.919 0.932 0.633 

SE12 0.757 

SE16 0.819 
SE21 0.794 

SE25 0.808 

SE26 0.819 
SE29 0.788 

SE32 0.774 

SEW SE05 0.820 0.915 0.916 0.930 0.626 

SE07 0.813 

SE11 0.752 

SE13 0.800 
SE14 0.796 

SE18 0.792 
SE28 0.766 

SE31 0.789 

Note: SE=self-efficacy; SEL=self-efficacy for listening; SES=self-efficacy for speaking; 

SER=self-efficacy for reading; SEW=self-efficacy for writing 
 

 

3.2.3. Convergent validity 

Convergent validity is a crucial component of construct validity, referring to whether multiple 

indicators within a measurement instrument consistently measure the same underlying construct or latent 

variable. This ensures that items or constructs share common variances theoretically related to the construct 

being measured [31]. The AVE was computed to assess convergent validity. Fornell and Larcker [29] suggest 

that an AVE above 0.5 is acceptable, indicating that the variance explained by the construct’s indicators 

exceeds that attributed to error. Since the second-order construct shares indicators with the first-order 

constructs and most variance is accounted for at the first-order level, the AVE for the second-order construct 

is not included in this analysis. Table 2 shows that the AVE values for all first-order constructs exceeded 0.5, 

ranging from 0.626 to 0.663, confirming the high convergent validity for each first-order construct. 

The findings confirm that each construct effectively captures the variance among its indicators, with 

high AVE values supporting the scale’s reliability in measuring the distinct aspects of self-efficacy in language 

learning. Specifically, the well-defined separation and strong validity of the constructs for listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing self-efficacy align with the theoretical framework, suggesting that self-efficacy in language 
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learning can be differentiated into specific skill areas, each with its own contributing factor. This confirms that 

the QCSE is a robust instrument for assessing Chinese learners’ self-efficacy across multiple dimensions.  

The QCSE’s high AVE values affirm that items within each construct capture related aspects of 

self-efficacy, supporting the scale’s convergent validity. Nonetheless, as self-efficacy perceptions can be 

shaped by cultural factors, learners from different backgrounds might prioritize or interpret certain items 

differently. Future studies should examine convergent validity in broader cultural samples to ensure that 

scale’s constructs consistently resonate with diverse learner populations, thereby enhancing the scale’s 

generalizability. 
 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Path diagram and factor loadings of the Chinese self-efficacy model 
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3.2.4. Discriminant validity 

Discriminant validity was assessed to determine distinctions among all latent variables, which is 

essential because indicators of a specific construct should show low correlation coefficients with those of 

other constructs to confirm distinctiveness [31]. This study initially employed the Fornell-Larcker criterion to 

evaluate discriminant validity by examining the square roots of the AVE values in relation to the correlation 

coefficients among latent variables. As the measurement model included a second-order construct  

(self-efficacy), the Fornell-Larcker criterion did not necessitate assessing discriminant validity between the 

second-order construct and each associated first-order construct [29]. Table 3 shows that the square roots of 

the AVE values for the four first-order constructs exceeded their inter-construct correlation coefficients, 

indicating sufficient discriminant validity. Discriminant validity was also evaluated by the HTMT ratio, 

which reflects the relationship between the correlations of different constructs (traits) and those within the 

same construct [34]. As presented in Table 4, the HTMT values for the constructs were all less than 0.85, 

satisfying the criteria for adequate discriminant validity. 

 

 

Table 3. Fornell–Larcker criterion 
 Self-efficacy 

for listening 

Self-efficacy 

for speaking 

Self-efficacy 

for reading 

Self-efficacy 

for writing 

Self-efficacy for listening 0.814    
Self-efficacy for speaking 0.438 0.801   

Self-efficacy for reading 0.426 0.400 0.796  

Self-efficacy for writing 0.405 0.396 0.417 0.791 

 

 

Table 4. HTMT criterion 
 Self-efficacy 

for listening 

Self-efficacy 

for speaking 

Self-efficacy 

for reading 

Self-efficacy 

for writing 

Self-efficacy for listening 
 

   
Self-efficacy for speaking 0.468  

  

Self-efficacy for reading 0.459 0.430   

Self-efficacy for writing 0.436 0.427 0.450  

 

 

These findings indicate that each first-order construct shares more variance with its own indicators 

than with those of other constructs, thereby confirming adequate discriminant validity. The low  

inter-construct correlations, confirmed by both Fornell-Larcker and HTMT criteria, suggest that the 

constructs for self-efficacy in listening, speaking, reading, and writing are distinct despite being part of the 

broader second-order construct of self-efficacy in language learning. This outcome enhances the robustness 

of the QCSE by ensuring that it can distinguish between specific dimensions of Chinese self-efficacy without 

overlap, thereby providing a clearer understanding of CSL learners’ self-efficacy in each language skill area. 

The QCSE’s discriminant validity confirms that each construct uniquely contributes to 

understanding self-efficacy in CSL. However, certain language skills may naturally overlap in specific 

cultural or educational contexts, potentially affecting construct distinctiveness. Investigating the scale’s 

discriminant validity across varied instructional settings and cultural backgrounds can help refine its ability to 

differentiate between skill-based self-efficacy dimensions, particularly in environments where integrated 

language skills are emphasized.  

In conclusion, this study provides compelling evidence that the QCSE is a reliable and valid 

instrument for assessing self-efficacy among CSL learners in Chinese universities. Consistent with prior 

research [39], [40], the findings confirm the scale’s robustness, identifying a second-order common factor, 

self-efficacy, and four distinct dimensions: self-efficacy for listening, speaking, reading, and writing. This 

multidimensional structure aligns with Zimmerman and Cleary [41] assertion that self-efficacy measures 

should reflect the specific tasks within a domain to capture the full scope of learners’ abilities. In the context 

of second language acquisition, self-efficacy is indeed a multifaceted construct. Interestingly, while this study 

validated a multidimensional structure, prior research on the QESE scale has sometimes identified a 

unidimensional structure when assessing ESL learners, potentially due to sample characteristics such as 

limited sampling methods or unbalanced gender distribution [7]–[9]. This contrast underscores the 

importance of sample diversity and contextual factors in shaping the measurement of self-efficacy beliefs. 

Future studies could explore these dimensions across varied cultural and linguistic backgrounds to further 

confirm the QCSE’s generalizability and adaptability, enhancing its utility as a comprehensive tool for CSL 

educators and researchers in diverse settings. 
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4. CONCLUSION 

This study establishes the QCSE as a reliable, domain-specific instrument for CSL learners, 

addressing a significant gap in research on learning CSL. By encompassing the key domains of listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing, the QCSE’s multidimensional structure offers educators a clearer picture of 

learners’ specific strengths and areas for growth. The scale’s practical implications are substantial: it allows 

educators to conduct targeted self-efficacy assessments, supporting the development of customized 

instructional methods that enhance learners’ confidence in each skill area. It also provides policymakers with 

data-driven insights for creating CSL frameworks that foster self-efficacy and improve language learning 

outcomes. However, this study is a cross-sectional design with a predominantly Asian and African sample. 

Future research could extend the QCSE’s applicability by testing it across diverse cultural contexts, and 

exploring the longitudinal impact of self-efficacy on language outcomes, ultimately contributing to more 

effective and sustainable strategies in CSL education globally. 
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