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Oz

Bu galisma, Turkgeyi miras dil olarak 6grenen 6grencilerin sinif ici ve sinif disi konusma kaygilarina
yonelik gecerli ve glivenilir bir 6lgek gelistirmeyi amacglamaktadir. Literatlir taramasi, madde
havuzunun olusturulmasi, uzman goruislerinin alinmasi ve 6n deneme asamalarindan sonra ¢alisma
Almanya’da Tiirk¢ce ve Turk Kaltlirid (TTK) derslerine devam eden 260 iki dilli Turk 6grenciyle
gerceklestirilmistir. Kesfedici faktor analizi sonucunda sinif disi konusma kaygisi, sinif ici konusma
kaygisi ve konusmada rahatlik faktorlerinden olusan 22 maddelik 3 faktorli bir yapiya ulasilmistir.
Olgegin tamami ve alt boyutlari igin Cronbach’s Alfa katsayilarinin ,803 ile ,923 ve Pearson
korelasyon katsayilarinin ,337 ile ,911 arasinda; madde toplam korelasyonlarinin ise ,346 ile ,739
arasinda degistigi goriulmustir. Son olarak dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) kapsaminda incelenen
model uyum indeksleri 6lgegin kabul edilebilir dizeyde uyumlu oldugunu gostermistir. DFA
sonucunda standartlastirilmis faktor yiklerinin ,558 ile ,888 arasinda ve kompozit giivenilirlik (CR)
degerlerinin ,7’nin Gzerinde oldugu gorilmustlr. Tim analizler neticesinde ilgili 6lcegin gecerli ve
glvenilir olduguna ulasiimistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: iki dillilik, konusma kaygisi, miras dil, Tirkge ve Tiirk Kilttru dersi, yurt disindaki
Tirk cocuklarina Turkge 6gretimi.

Giris

Etkili bir ©6grenme ortaminin olusturulmasinda 6grencilerin duyussal durumlarinin
degerlendirilmesi 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir. Ogrenciler dersin igerigi, bireysel ve cevresel etkenlere
(6gretmen, diger 6grenciler, okul vb.) yénelik olumlu veya olumsuz yénde tutum sergileme, kaygili veya
ozglivenli hissetme gibi cesitli duyussal Ozelliklere sahip olabilmektedirler. Ders dncesi, sirasi ve
sonrasinda 6grencilerin bu 6zelliklerin dikkate alinmasi, dersin islenisinin buna gore planlanmasi ve
yuritilmesi gerekmektedir.

Bu duygulardan kaygi, 6gretim siirecinde ele alinmasi gereken bir duyussal durum olarak 6ne
cikmaktadir. Ogrenmeye karsi cesitli sebeplerle kaygi duymak veya tamamen kaygisiz olmak 6grenmeyi
olumsuz etkileyebilmektedir. Dil kaygisi, matematige, basarisizliga veya sinavlara karsi duyulan kaygi
bunlara 6rnek olarak verilebilir. Ayni zamanda 6gretim agisindan belli orandaki kaygi olumludur ve
Ogrenci igin itici bir giic olabilir (Tekindal, 2015). Kaygi kavrami “genellikle kotu bir sey olacakmis
disincesiyle ortaya ¢ikan ve sebebi bilinmeyen gerginlik duygusu” seklinde tanimlanmaktadir (TDK,
2011: 1363). Genellikle tek yonli distinilen kaygi, bireylerin gergin olmasina sebep olsa da bir duruma
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karsi gereginden fazla rahatlik veya gevseme yani kaygisizlik da diger bir unsurdur (Anderson & Bourke,
2000).

Kaygl, dil 6grenme durumuyla sinirl oldugunda, belirli anksiyete tepkileri kategorisine girer
(Horwitz vd., 1986). Dil egitimi baglaminda bakildiginda dil kaygisi (language anxiety), temelde
konusma becerilerine yonelik kaygilari ele alan Yabanci Dil Sinifi Kaygisi Olgegi (FLCAS) gelistirildiginden
bu yana bir¢ok arastirmanin konusu olmustur (Horwitz vd., 1986). Gardner & Macintyre (1993: 5) bu
kavrami “bireyin tam olarak yetkin olmadigi ikinci bir dili kullanmasi gerektiginde yasanan endise”
olarak tanimlamistir. Ozellikle yabanci dil sinifi 6grencilerinin yasadiklari endiselerin, dil egitimini ve
basarisini dogrudan etkileyebildigi ortaya ¢ikmistir (Horwitz, 2001).

Konusma Kaygisi

Horwitz ve digerleri (1986) yabanci dil 6grenme kaygisinin bir beceri, gérev veya duruma karsi
olabilecegini belirtmis; Gardner & Macintyre (1993) bireyin ikinci dilde konusurken, dinlerken, okurken
veya yazarken gergin bir sekilde tepki verme egiliminde oldugunu vurgulamistir. Bu ¢ercevede ulusal
ve uluslararasi dil egitimi literatlriinde temel dil becerilerine yonelik kaygi durumlarini inceleyen sayisiz
¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Dil egitiminde kaygi kavrami incelenirken kayginin dort temel dil becerisi ile
iliskisini belirlemeye c¢alisan arastirmalarin, dil 6grenimi ve performans arasindaki iliskiyi agiklama
yoninde katki saglamasi muhtemeldir (Young, 1990). Dil becerileri g6z 6niine alindiginda hedef dilde
konusmak, diger becerilere gore dil 6greniminde icin en tehdit edici beceri olarak goziikmektedir
(Horwitz vd., 1986). Konusma becerisini kullanirken yasanan kaygi, diger becerilere gére daha giigli ve
genel bir kaygi 6gesidir (Cheng vd., 1999). Bu beceri dil derslerindeki 6grenciler icin sinif niinde veya
kendi yerlerinde olmalari fark etmeksizin en biyik kaygi kaynagidir (Young, 1990).

Diger taraftan konusmanin dogasina 6zgu kaygi tirleri yalnizca yabanci dil siniflarinda degil ana
dili konusucular tarafindan da c¢ogu zaman kayglya sebep olabilen bir beceri olarak karsimiza
citkmaktadir. Bir kisinin baskalariyla sozel etkilesimde bulunmaya yonelik yasadigi s6zIl iletisim kaygisi
bunun tipik érneklerinden biridir (McCroskey, 1977). Diger taraftan herhangi bir toplulugun 6niinde
konusma gibi durumlarda yasanan cesitli anksiyete belirtileri de yine konusmanin sinif disinda yarattigi
kaygilar arasinda sayilabilir. Toparlanacak olursa “ses, ton vurgu, telaffuz yanhslari; psikolojik (topluluk
karsisinda konusamama, birebir iliskilerde konusamama), konusma duraksamasi, dil bilgisi kurallarini
uygulayamama, bilgi eksikligi, konusmaya odaklanamama, fiziksel nedenlerle toplumsal engeller”
konusma becerisi 6zelinde kayglya sebep olacak etkenler arasinda sayilabilir (Akkaya, 2012; Gélpinar
vd., 2018).

Ozetle konusma kaygisi bireyin sinif ortaminda veya sinif disinda ana dilinde veya yabanci bir
dilde konusmasi gerektigi durumlarda yasadigl kaygi durumu olarak tanimlanabilir. Dil kaygisi
¢alismalari incelendiginde bireylerin konusma kaygisina yonelik egiliminin dinleme, okuma veya yazma
gibi becerilere yonelik kaygilara gore daha yliksek olabildigi séylenebilir.

Yurt Digindaki Tiirk Cocuklarina Tiirkge Ogretimi

Her hedef kitlenin dil 6greniminde ve temel dil becerilerinde farkh kosullara, deneyimlere,
ozelliklere sahip oldugu varsayimindan hareketle yurt disinda biiylyip ana dilini veya bir baska deyisle
miras dilini 6grenen 6grencilerin de (heritage language learners) kendine 6zgli durumlara sahip oldugu
soylenebilir. Miras dil konusuculari olarak tanimlanan grup gé¢cmen, azinlik veya miilteci konumundaki
iki dilli bireylerdir. iki dilliler, giinlik yasamda birden fazla dilin siirekli kullanicilari olarak tanimlanabilir
(Grosjean, 2008). Dil 6gretimi literatlirinde aile ve yakin ¢evreden edindikleri birinci dilleri ana dili-
miras dil-aile/ev dili (heritage veya home language), yasadiklari ilkenin dili ise cogunluk dili-toplum dili
(majority-societal language) olarak ifade edilmektedir (Seving & Dewaele, 2018). Bu bireyler ana
dillerini aile ve yakin cevre ile kullanirken toplumun genelinde, egitim ve kamu alanlarinda ¢cogunluk
diline maruz kalmaktadirlar. Son donemde diger dil 6gretim gruplarindan farkli olarak ev dilini
0grenmekte olan gégmen kokenli 6grenciler, ana dili veya yabanci dil 6grencilerinden farkh bir hedef
kitle olarak ele alinmaktadir.

Tirkgce agisindan bakildiginda 6zellikle yogun olarak Avrupa’da yasayan Tirkler Tirkceyi ana
dili/miras dil olarak edinen en buyik hedef kitledir. Miras dil olarak Tiirkce 6gretimi veya bir baska
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deyisle yurt disindaki Tiirk cocuklarina (YTC) Turkce 6gretimi alanindaki arastirmalar Tirklerin yogun
olarak yasadigi Avrupa Ulkelerinde yogunlasmaktadir (Ortakoyli vd., 2020). 1960’li yillardan itibaren
Avrupa’ya ve 6zellikle yogun olarak Almanya’ya isci olarak gbcen Tiirkler, burada yeni ve kalici bir hayat
kurmustur. Gogmen Turkler ve aileleri, 6zellikle ilk kusaklarda Tirkiye’de yasamis ve Tirkce egitim
gormis bireyler olsa da go¢ edilen llkede diinyaya gelen yeni kusaklar Tirkgeyi yalnizca yakin
cevrelerinde kullanmakta; okul, hastane, giindelik ortam gibi egitim ve kamu alanlarinda agirlikl olarak
cogunluk diline maruz kalmaktadir. Ana dili ile olan baglari her gecen glin azalmakta olan Avrupa’daki
yeni kusak Turklerin, Turkiye ve Tirkge ile iliskilerini siirdirebilmesi icin o bolgelerde Tirkgenin egitim
ve 6gretimi cok biylik 6nem tasimaktadir.

Avrupa’ya genel bir bakista bulunulursa buradaki Tiirk 6grencilerle resmi okullarda haftada 2-
3 saat Milll Egitim Bakanhginin (MEB) veya bazi bolgelerde merkezi veya yerel ydnetimin
gorevlendirdigi 6gretmenlerin ylriatttga Turkce ve Tark Kilthra (TTK) dersiyle, ayrica gesitli kamu ve
sivil toplum kuruluslari aracihigiyla Tirkce Ogretimi yapildigi gorilmektedir. MEB tarafindan
materyalleri hazirlanan TTK dersi, hedef kitlesi farkli olmasina ragmen dil egitiminin bltinlGgu ilkesince
tipki yabanci dil ve ana dili 6grencileri gibi temel dil becerini esas almaktadir (MEB, 2018). Karadag &
Bas (2019) TTK dersinin ve 6gretmenlerinin oradaki 6grencilerin kimlik sorunlarini asabilmesi, 6zgliven
ve aidiyet duygusunu kazanabilmesi, asimile olmamasi konularinda hayati bir &neme sahip oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Su anda sadece Almanya’da 800.000 civari okul ¢agi Tirk kdkenli 6grenci bulundugu
tahmin edilmektedir (Yildiz, 2020) ve bunlarin yalnizca 89.000’i TTK dersi alma imkanina sahiptir (Yildiz,
Arslan, & Thomas, 2021). Mevcut durum géz 6nline alindiginda miras dil 6grencilerinin Tiirkce ve temel
dil becerilerindeki yetkinliklerinin 6zellikle dogal olmayan becerilerde daha az maruz kaldiklarindan
dolayi Turkiye’deki akranlarindan geri kaldig1 séylenebilir. Diger taraftan goé¢ olgusunun getirdigi aidiyet
duygusundaki ikilem, baskin dil ve kiltiiriin etkileri, ilgili Glke veya eyalet politikalari, 6grencilerin
egitim hedefleri, ailelerin ana dili bilinci, iki dillik izerindeki yanhs algilar (ana dili 6greniminin cogunluk
dilini 6grenmede sorun yasatacagl dilstincesi gibi) Tirkceyi miras dil olarak 6grenenleri farkh
¢cikmazlara sarikleyebilmektedir.

Belirtilenlere ek olarak dil 6greniminde kayginin ortaya ¢cikmasindaki sebeplerden en dnemlisi
o dilde yetkin olmamaktan ileri gelmektedir (Gardner & Maclintyre, 1993). Kaygi unsuru ¢ogunlukla
yabanci dil 6gretimi alaninda ele alinsa da bu bilgiden hareketle 6zellikle yarim iki dillilik (iki dilde de
akranlarin gerisinde kalma) veya bir dile hakimken diger dilde geri kalma (ileri, 2008; Giizel, 2010) gibi
sorunlar yasayan iki dilli bireylerin de birinci veya ikinci dillerini 6grenirken kaygi yasayabilecegi
soylenebilir. Ayni zamanda gdé¢men kdkenli iki dilli 6grenciler kosullar geregince ailesinden edindigi
“anne dilini” (mother tongue) en iyi bildikleri dil olan ana dili (native language) seviyesinde
bilmemektedirler. Dahasi bu 6grenciler sozli anlatimda telaffuz, s6z dagarcig gibi konularda sorun
yasamaktadirlar (ince, 2011). Bu durumda iki dilli 6grencilerin anne diline yénelik formal bir egitim
ortaminda tipki yabanci dil 6grencileri gibi kaygi yasamasinin muhtemel oldugu séylenebilir.

Butun bu etkenler goz 6niine alindiginda YTC nin dil 6gretiminde kaygi yasayabilecegi ve bu
durumun incelenmesi gerektigi soylenebilir. Seving & Dewaele (2018) Hollanda’da yasayan (glinci
kusak Turklerin ana dilleri/miras dilleri olan Turkceye yonelik kaygilarinin diger kusaklara gére daha
fazla oldugunu belirtmistir. Xiao ve Wong (2014) Amerika’daki Cince miras dil 6grencilerinin dil becerisi
temelli kaygilarini arastirmis ve 6grencilerin yazmadaki kaygilarinin diger becerilere gére daha yiksek
oldugu sonucuna ulasmistir. Bu calismalarda ilgili 6grencilerin diger hedef kitlelerden farkli dil kaygilari
oldugu savunulmustur. Avrupa’daki liclincl ve sonraki kusak Turklerin Tarkceye konusmaya karsi sinif
ici ve sinif disindaki kaygi durumlarinin yapisi ise heniiz arastirilmamistir ve bu konuda bir 6lgme araci
gelistirilmemistir. Avrupa’daki Tirk 6grencilerin, iletisimin temel 6gelerinden konusmaya yonelik
kaygilarinin ne diizeyde oldugunu belirleyecek bir 6lgme araci gelistirmek 6énem kazanmaktadir. Bati
Avrupa Ulkelerinin 6zellikle miras dilin 6grenilmesi ve konusmasi yonlindeki yaygin olumsuz tutumu
(Yagmur, 2006) ve yeni kusak Turklerin her gecen giin Tirkcede daha az yetkin olduklari ve seyrek bir
bicimde kullandiklari distndldiginde 6grencilerinin Tirkce konusma becerisini gelistirmek ve bu
noktada oncelikle konusmaya yonelik kaygilarini 6lgmek degerlidir. Diger taraftan miras dil
ogrencilerinin  kaygi durumlarini 6lgmeye yonelik uluslararasi literatlirde yeterli bir 0lgek
bulunmamaktadir. Xiao & Wong (2014), Tallon, (2006)’dan adapte ederek 6 maddelik bir “On Miras Dil
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Kaygisi Olgegi” uygulasa da bunun yeterli olmadigini ve miras dili 6grencilerinin ihtiyaclarini dikkate
alan bir o6lgek gelistiriimesi gerektigini belirtmistir. Bu kapsamda bir olgek gelistirilmesi literatiire
onemli bir katki saglayacaktir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu arastirmanin amaci Tirkce ve Tirk KultlrlG derslerine katilan yurt disindaki iki dilli Ttrk
cocuklarinin Turkce konusmaya yonelik sinif ici ve sinif disindaki kaygilarini 6lgen gecerli ve glvenilir
bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektedir. Bu kapsamda “Yurt Disindaki iki Dilli Tirk Ogrencilere Yénelik Miras
Dil Konusma Kaygisi Olcegi gecerli ve giivenilir midir?” sorusuna yanit aranmistir.

Yéntem
Arastirmanin Modeli
Bu arastirmada Tiirkge ve Tirk Kiltiiri derslerine katilan yurt digindaki iki dilli Tirk gocuklarinin
Turkce konusmaya yonelik kaygilarini gecerli ve glivenilir bir sekilde dlgmek amaciyla Likert Tipi olgek
gelistirme calismasi yiaritilmustir. “Likert yontemi, kolay olusturulabilmesi, yiksek givenirligi,
gecerligin saglanabilmesi ve bircok duyussal Ozelligin 6lclilmesinde basari ile kullanilabilmesi gibi
nedenlerle oldukga ¢ok kullanilan bir yéntemdir” (Tekindal, 2015).

Calisma Grubu

Calisma Almanya’da MEB tarafindan ydritilen TTK derslerine katilan 260 6grenciyle
gerceklestirilmistir. Gorsuch (1983), dlcek gelistirmede her madde basina en az 5 katilimcinin yer almasi
ve 100 katilimcinin altina disdlmemesi gerektigini belirtmektedir. Comrey (1988) ise 40 degiskeni
(maddeyi) asmayan calismalar icin 200 katilimcinin oldukga yeterli oldugu goérusiindedir. Genel bir
degerlendirme yapildiginda, gézlenen madde sayisinin her biri icin 5 kati 6rneklem biyukliginin
yeterli olacagi ifade edilmektedir (Blyukoztiirk, 2002). 6,5:1 katiimci oranina (madde basina 6,5 kisi)
sahip olan bu calismanin 6rneklem biyiikligu kosullarini karsiladig séylenebilir.

Almanya’daki TTK derslerine katilan okul ¢agi 6grencilerinin sinif dizeyleri 1 ile 13 arasinda
degismektedir. 1.sinif 6grencileri okuma yazmayi yeni 6grendigi icin arastirma disinda birakilmistir.
Calismaya katilan 6grencilerin sinif diizeyi 2-13 arasinda degismektedir. Calisma grubu 140 kiz (%53,8),
120 erkek (%46,2) 6grenciden olusmaktadir.

Galisma grubunun belirlenmesinde basit tesadifi 6rnekleme yontemi kullaniimistir. Bu yontem
hedef popilasyonun her bir Gyesinin esit ve bagimsiz secilme sansinin oldugu érneklemedir (Fraenkel
& Wallen, 2009). Bu yontemin amaci evreni temsil eden kisileri segmek ve bu sayede yanlligi ortadan
kaldirmaktir (Creswell, 2012). Bu ¢alismada Almanya’da TTK derslerine katilan Tirk 6grencilerin
tamamina veri toplama araci ulastiriimistir ve her bir 6grencinin cevap verme olasiligi esit, yansiz ve
bagimsiz olacak sekilde elde edilmistir.

Olcek Gelistirme Siireci
Madde Havuzunun Olusturulmasi

Madde havuzunun olusturulmasinda ulusal ve uluslararasi dil egitiminde konusma kaygisi
arastirmalari, “TTK Dersi Ogretim Program1” konusma becerisine ydnelik kazanimlari ve YTC'ye Tiirkce
dgretimi alanindaki cesitli arastirmalar dikkate alinmistir (Giiler Ari, 2015; Horwitz vd., 1986; ince,
2011; MEB, 2018; Seving & Dewaele, 2018; Xiao & Wong, 2014; Yaikhong & Usaha, 2012). ilgili
calismalardan dokiman analizi teknigiyle veriler elde edilmis ve bu veriler dogrultusunda madde
havuzu olusturulmustur.

Uzman Goriisiiniin Alinmasi

icerik gegerliligini saglamak icin uzman gorisiiniin alinmasinda Lawshe teknigi kullanilmistir
(Lawshe, 1975). Tirkce egitimi, psikoloji/psikolojik danismanlk, 6lgme ve degerlendirme, egitim
bilimleri alan uzmanlari ve TTK dersi 6gretmenlerinden olusan toplam 17 kisilik uzman grubuna 71
maddelik taslak olgek maddeleri sunulmustur. Taslak madde havuzu bu hedef kitle igin ilk kez
gelistirilen bir dlgcek olmasindan dolayi en dogru maddelere ulasabilmek adina genis tutulmustur. Her
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bir madde icin icerik gecerlilik orani (CVR) 0,529 olarak kabul edilmistir (Ayre & Scally, 2014). CVR’nin
altinda kalan maddeler olgekten gikartilmis, 6 madde diizeltilmis ve 34 madde uzmanlar tarafindan
dogrudan kabul edilmistir. Son asamada elde edilen ve yeniden/bastan numaralandirilan 40 maddelik
taslak 6lgege dair CVR degerleri ve igerik Gegerlilik indeksi (CVI) Tablo 1’de gésterilmistir.

Tablo 1.
Lawshe Analizi Tablosu

[] (] ] []
: § & = £ £ % ® § £ : g
= = 35 & & ° = = 35 & s °
z, E [=} o E E, a o
1 1. 13 4 0 0,529 36 21. 16 1 0 0,882
2 2. 15 2 0 0,765 37 22. 16 1 0 0,882
3 3. 14 3 0 0,647 40 23. 15 0 2 0,765
6 4. 13 2 2 0,529 41 24. 15 1 1 0,765
8 5. 14 3 0 0,647 42 25. 15 1 1 0,765
12 6. 14 0 3 0,647 49 26. 14 1 2 0,647
15 7. 15 2 0 0,765 50 27. 14 1 2 0,647
18 8. 16 1 0 0,882 51 28. 15 1 1 0,765
20 9. 17 0 0 1 52 29. 16 0 1 0,882
21 10. 16 0 1 0,882 53 30. 17 0 0 1
22 11 15 1 1 0,765 54 31. 17 0 0 1
23 12 17 0 0 1 55 32. 14 2 1 0,647
24 13 15 2 0 0,765 56 33. 14 1 2 0,647
25 14 13 2 2 0,529 57 34. 16 1 0 0,882
26 15 14 2 1 0,647 61 35. 13 4 0 0,529
30 16 13 4 0 0,529 63 36. 13 2 2 0,529
31 17 15 1 1 0,765 64 37. 13 2 2 0,529
32 18 15 0 2 0,765 65 38. 14 1 2 0,647
33 19. 13 3 1 0,529 66 39. 16 1 0 0,882
34 20. 14 2 1 0,647 67 40. 14 3 0 0,647
Toplam Uzman Sayisi: 17
CVR: 0,529
CVI: 0,729

On Deneme Uygulamasi

On deneme uygulamasi hedef kitleye uygun 33 &grenciyle gerceklestirilmistir. On deneme
sonucunda ilkdgretim dlzeyindeki 6grencilerin 5’li likert tipindeki “Tamamen katiliyorum-
katilmiyorum” veya “Hi¢ Katilmiyorum-Katiimiyorum” gibi puanlamalar arasindaki farki yeterince
ayiramadiklari gézlenmistir. Bunun sonucunda 5’li likert tipi yerine asil uygulamanin 3’l likert tipi 61gek
araciglyla yapilmasina karar verilmistir. Literatlr incelendiginde 3’lU likert tipi Olgeklerin yeterince
gecerli ve glivenilir sonuglar verdigi (Alan & Atalay Kabasakal, 2020; Gonzalez-Betanzos vd., 2012;
Jacoby vd., 1971) ve K-12 dlizeyi cocuklarda cevap segeneklerinin artirilmasinin dil gelisim diizeyi, s6zel
hafiza ve anlama becerilerindeki sinirliliklar sebebiyle givenilirligi dislrebilecegi belirtilmistir (Hox &
Borgers, 2001).

Diger taraftan maddelerin olusturulmasinda basit ve sade bir dil tercih edilse de 6zellikle
Turkce becerileri yeterince gelismemis olan Almanca baskin iki dilli 6grencilerin oOlcekteki bazi
maddeleri anlamakta glicliik cektigi tespit edilmistir. Bu sebeple asil Turkce formun altina aciklama
niteliginde parantez icerisinde Almanca cevirileri eklenmistir. Ceviri asamasinda ceviri-tekrar ceviri
teknigi kullanilmistir. Bir uzman araciligiyla 6lgegin Tirkce formu Almancaya tercime edilmis;
sonrasinda ulasilan Almanca form baska bir uzman araciligiyla Tirkceye terclime ettirilerek ilk form ve
son form karsilastirilmistir. ikinci ceviri asamasinda asil formdaki maddelere biiyiik élgiide ulasiimistir.
ikinci asamada ceviri farkhligi gériilen 2 madde uzman grubu tarafindan ortak bir sekilde yeniden ele
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alinmis ve dizeltilmistir. Olgcek maddelerinin her birinin altina 6grencilerin Tiirkge formu
anlamadiklarinda destek saglamasi icin konulan Almanca aciklamalar bu islem sonrasinda
tamamlanmistir. Yonergede katilimcilarin Tirkce formu anlamadiklari takdirde Almanca agiklamayi
dikkate almasi gerektigi belirtilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Veri setinin ¢dziimlenmesinde SPSS 26.0 ve AMOS 24.0 programlarindan yararlanilmistir
(Arbuckle, 2016; IBM, 2019). Analiz 6ncesinde ilk olarak ¢oklu ug degerler incelenmistir. Bu kapsamda
Mahalanobis uzaklik ve olasilik degerleri incelenmis; olasilik degeri ,01 olanlar veri setinden
¢ikartilmigtir. Ayrica normalligin incelenmesinde basiklik-¢arpiklik degerleri ve Barlett Kiiresellik Testi
esas alinmistir. Her bir madde icin carpiklik ve basiklik degerleri +/- 2 araliginda ve Barlett testinin
anlamlihk degeri ,05’ten kiigiik oldugundan veri setinin normalligi karsiladigi kabul edilmistir (George
& Mallery, 2020). Dogrusalligin incelenmesinde sagilma diyagrami kullanilmis ve dogrusalliktan asiri bir
sapmanin olmadigi gorilmustir.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Testi ile Bartlett Kiresellik Testi (Bartlett test of Sphericity)
yapildiktan sonra kesfedici faktor analizi (KFA) yapilmistir. KFA’da Maksimum Olasilik (Maximum
Likelihood) faktorlestirme teknigi; Maksimum Degiskenlik (Varimax) dik dondirme yontemi
kullanilmistir. Sonrasinda givenilirligin incelenmesi igin i¢ tutarhlk katsayilari (Cronbach’s Alfa),
korelasyon katsayilari (Pearson), madde toplam korelasyonlari hesaplanmis ve alt ve lst %27’lik
gruplar arasinda bagimsiz gruplar t testi yapilmistir. Son olarak dogrulayici faktor analiziyle (DFA) veri
analizi stireci tamamlanmistir.

Bulgular
Kesfedici Faktor Analizine Yonelik Bulgular

Arastirmanin KFA’ya uygunlugunu degerlendirmek icin oncelikle KMO ve Barlett testleri
yapilmistir. Ayrica calismada KMO degerinin ,935 (mikemmel) ve Barlett Kiiresellik Testi'nin 6481,133
(p<,000) olarak sonuglanmasina dayanilarak verilerin KFA yapilmaya uygun olduguna karar verilmistir
(Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999; Snedecor & Cochran, 1989). Taslak madde formundaki 40 maddenin
guvenilirlik katsayisi (Cronbach’s Alfa) ,956 olarak bulunmus, giivenilirlik katsayisini diigsiiren bir
degiskenle karsilasilmamistir. Ek olarak bu formdaki madde-toplam korelasyonlarinin ,30 ile ,74
arasinda degistigi ve Olcek maddelerinin ayirt edicilik agisindan vyeterli oldugu goérilmustir
(Bliyukoztirk, 2020).

Bir olgek gelistirme c¢alismasi olan bu arastirmada, 6rtik bir yapinin ortaya cikariimasi
hedeflendigi icin faktorlestirme teknigi olarak Maksimum Olasilik; Olgekte hazirlanan maddelerin
bircogu ilk defa test edildigi ve aralarindaki iliskilere dair kesin bir yorum yapilamadigindan dik
(ortogonal) dondirme yontemlerinden Varimax tercih edilmistir (Seger, 2015). Her bir maddenin
sec¢ilmesinde faktor yiik degerinin minimum ,32 olmasina ve birden fazla faktére yliklenen maddelerde
,10’dan yiksek bir fark olmasina dikkat edilmistir (Cokluk vd., 2021). KFA sonucunda bu sartlari
karsilamayan maddeler 6lcek disi birakilmistir (2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 17, 18, 20, 22, 25, 28, 34, 39, 40).
Bununla birlikte 1. madde tek basina ayri bir faktore yiklenmistir. Raubenheimer, (2004) cok boyutlu
bir 6lcekte her faktore en az (i¢ maddenin yiiklenmesi gerektigini belirtmis; Worthington & Whittaker,
(2006) ve Samuels (2017) boyle bir durumla karsilasildiginda ilgili faktérin silinmesi gerektigini
belirtmektedir. ilgili faktoriin silinmesi dogrultusunda herhangi bir faktére ,32 diizeyinde yiiklenmedigi
icin madde 1 ve binisik ylklenme sebebiyle madde 32 de 6lcekten cikartilmistir. KFA sonrasinda
dondurtlms faktér matrisi sonuglari ve faktor yikleri raporlanmistir (Tablo 2).
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Tablo 2.
Maddelere Ait Faktor Yiikleri

Madde

Faktor

F1

F2

F3

37. Glinluk hayatta Tirkce konusurken bana giilinmesinden korkuyorum.

,739

30. Turkiye'de Turkge konusulan bir ortamda s6z almaktan gekiniyorum.

,717

29. Yasadigim lilkede Tirkge konusulan bir ortamda s6z almaktan g¢ekiniyorum.

,711

33. Yasadigim llkede Turkge konustugumda diglanmaktan endiseleniyorum.

,660

27. Yasadigim ulkede biri bana Tirkge soru sordugunda tedirgin hissediyorum.

,654

,404

36. Gunluk hayatta Turkge sesleri yanlis gikardigimda utaniyorum.

,652

35. Gunluk hayatta Tirkgeyi yasadigim ulkenin aksaniyla konustugum igin

rahatsizlik hissediyorum.

,649

38. Glinlik hayatta Tiirkgeyi iyi konustugumda yasadigim ulke dilinde basarisiz

olmaktan korkuyorum.

,630

24. Turkiye'deki akrabalarimla Tirkge konusurken geriliyorum.

,518

26. Yasadigim ulkede evimin disinda Tirkce konusmaktan kaginiyorum.

,490

14. Tirkce o©gretmeni hazirlandigim konusmayr yapmami istediginde

geriliyorum.

714

19. Tirkge dersinde konusurken dil kurallarina uymadigimda gergin

hissediyorum.

,676

13. Konusma etkinligi yaparken bildigim seyleri unutuyorum.

,649

16. Turkge dersinde konusmayi beklerken endiseli hissediyorum.

,387

,632

9. Konusurken Tirkce 0Ogretmenimin yanhslarimi dizeltmesi  beni

kaygilandiriyor.

,628

6. Turkce dersinde hazirliksiz konugma yaparken elim titriyor.

,615

4. Tirkce dersinde dusindiklerimi anlatamadigimda ne diyecegimi

bilemiyorum.

,584

31. Tirkiye'ye gittigimde insanlarla rahatlkla iletisim kurabiliyorum. (Ters

Madde)

,733

15. Turkge dersinde konusmaktan higbir korkum yok. (Ters Madde)

,651

23. Yagadigim ulkedeki akrabalarimla Tiirkge konugmaktan higbir kaygim yok.

(Ters Madde)

,614

12. Tirkge Ogretmeni bana soru sordugunda rahatlikla cevapliyorum. (Ters

Madde)

,605

21. Ailemle Turkge konusurken kendimi rahat hissediyorum. (Ters Madde)

,579

Tablo 2 incelendiginde faktor yiiklerinin tamaminin ,32’den biyik oldugu ve en biyilk faktor
yakinin ,739 oldugu gorilmektedir. KFA sonrasinda 3 faktorli 22 maddeden olusan bir yapiya
ulasiimistir. Faktor 1 incelendiginde tim maddelerin sinif disi konusma kaygisi durumlarini ve Faktor
2’nin ise sinif ici konusma kaygisi durumlarini yansittigi goriilmektedir. Woodrow (2006)'daki
isimlendirmeye uygun goziken bu durumdan dolayi faktor 1 “Sinif Disi Konusma Kaygisi”; faktor 2 ise
“Sinif igi Konusma Kaygisi” olarak adlandiriimistir. Diger taraftan faktor 3 incelendiginde dlgekteki ters
maddelerin tek bir faktorde toplandigi gérilmektedir. Bu faktordeki maddelerin tamami konusmaya
dair rahatlik/kaygisizlik/given durumunu yansitmaktadir. Yaikhong & Usaha (2012) calismasindaki
konusmada rahatlik olarak tanimlanan 4. Faktorle benzer goriilmesinden dolayi faktor 3 “Konusmada

Rahatlik” olarak adlandiriimistir.

Tablo 3.
Oz Deger ve Aciklanan Toplam Varyans Tablosu
Bilesen Baslangig Oz Degerleri Toplam Faktor Yiikleri F. Yiiklerinin Donduriilmiis
(Initial Eigenvalues) Toplamlan
Top. Vary% Kim% Top. Vary% Kim% Top. Vary% Kim%
F1 8,854 40,246 40,246 8,387 38,123 38,123 4,884 22,199 22,199
F2 2,194 9,975 50,221 1,681 7,640 45,763 3,710 16,865 39,064
F3 1,679 7,630 57,850 1,174 5,337 51,100 2,648 12,036 51,100
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Tablo 3 incelendiginde Maksimum Olasilik yontemiyle ortaya cikan 3 faktérin toplam
varyansin %51,100’'ini acikladigi gorilmektedir. Faktor 1 bu varyansin %22,199'unu, faktor 2
%16,865'ini, faktor 3 ise 12,036’sini olusturmaktadir. Cok faktorll yapilarda agiklanan varyansin %40
ile %60 yeterli gorilmesinden hareketle, bu degerlerin yeterli oldugu soylenebilir (Tavsancil, 2005; akt.
Cokluk vd., 2021).

Yamag birikinti grafigi (Scree Plot) baskin faktorleri ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir ve faktoér azaltmaya
yardimci olmaktadir (Cokluk vd., 2021). Sekil 1. incelendiginde &lcegin 4.faktérden itibaren plato
yapmaya basladigi ve dolayisiyla herhangi bir faktor ¢cikarimina gerek olmadigi sonucuna ulasiimistir.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

Factor Number

Sekil 1. Oz Degerlere iliskin Yamag Birikinti Grafigi

Giivenilirlige Yonelik Bulgular

Olgegin guvenilirliginin incelenmesi amaciyla, &ncelikle 6lcek ve faktorlerin i¢ tutarlilik
katsayilari (Cronbach’s Alfa) hesaplanmistir. Olgegin birinci alt boyutu icin a=,915, ikinci alt boyutu icin
a=,868; U¢lincl alt boyutu icin a=,803, tamami i¢in ise a=,923 olarak bulunmustur (Tablo 4). Psikolojik
bir test icin Cronbach’s Alfa degerinin 0,70 Uzerinde olmasi genel olarak yeterli gorilmektedir
(Bayukoztirk, 2020). Bu sebeple dlgegin givenilir oldugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 4.
Olcede Ait Cronbach's Alfa Katsayilar
Faktor Cronbach’s Alfa
Sinif Disi Konugma Kaygisi ,915
Sinif ici Konusma Kaygisi ,868
Konusmada Rahathk ,803
Toplam ,923

Maddelerin i¢ tutarhiligini analiz etmek icin madde toplam korelasyonlari incelenmistir. Madde
toplam korelasyonlarinin r=,346 ile r=,739 arasinda degistigi gorilmustir (Tablo 5). Madde toplam
korelasyonlarinin ,30°dan biyiik oldugu durumlarda iyi derecede ayirt edicilige sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir (Blyukoztirk, 2020).
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Tablo 5.
Madde Toplam Test Korelasyonlari
Madde Fjx Madde rjx

Madde 37 ,739 Madde 19 ,565
Madde 30 ,715 Madde 13 ,584
Madde 29 ,759 Madde 16 ,653
Madde 33 ,605 Madde 9 ,581
Madde 27 ,733 Madde 6 ,525
Madde 36 ,710 Madde 4 ,425
Madde 35 ,648 Madde 31 ,528
Madde 38 ,492 Madde 15 ,460
Madde 24 ,557 Madde 23 ,499
Madde 26 ,524 Madde 12 ,451
Madde 14 ,589 Madde 21 ,346

rix=Madde Toplam Korelasyonlari

Guvenilirlik analizlerine madde ayirt edicilik analizleriyle devam edilmistir. Maddelerin ham
puanlara gore alt ve Ust %27’lik gruplari ayirt etme gliciiniin hesaplanmasi amaciyla bagimsiz gruplar t
testi yapiimigtir. Alt ve st gruplarin maddelere verdigi puan ortalamalari arasinda yapilan bagimsiz
gruplar t testi sonucunda tim maddelerin ,00 diizeyinde anlaml farkliliga sahip oldugu gérilmektedir.
Ayrica alt ve Ust %27’lik dilimde yer alan 6grencilerin hem toplam puan hem de faktér puanlari
acisindan anlami farkhlasma oldugu gézlenmistir (p<,000)(Tablo 6). Bu sonuglardan yola ¢ikarak 6lcegin
alt ve Ust gruplari manidar bir bicimde ayirt ettigi soylenebilir.

-(;a/?:;ig.% 27’lik Ust ve Alt Gruplarin Faktér Ortalamalari icin Bagimsiz Gruplar t-Testi Sonuglari
Puan Gruplar N ¥ ss Shy t t Tse:,ﬁ .
onugmakovess AL 70 103000 082070 oosers 140 138000
M ygn At 70 tal0 aai1 ouaap 243 18000
otk At 70 sowss 10ime onaso 16308 138 000
Toam 70 Tossse oozeo ooraoy 20 138 000

Glvenilirlik analizlerine son olarak faktorler arasi ve 6lgek toplam puan ortalamalari arasindaki
iliskilerin Pearson Korelasyonu ile tespit edilmesiyle devam edilmistir (Tablo 7). Sonuglar, faktorlerin
birbirleriyle ve olcekle iliskili oldugunu gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla Olcegin ayni yapiyr olctiigu
soylenebilir. Ek olarak, calismada 3. faktordeki maddeler ters kodlanarak analiz edilmistir. Bu sebeple
“Konusmada Rahatlik” faktori aslinda diger faktorlerle ters bir korelasyon icindedir.

Tablo 7.
Faktorler Arasi ve Faktér Toplam Korelasyonlari
Puanlar 1. Faktor 2. Faktor 3. Faktor Toplam
(1) Sinif Dis r 1 ,618%* ,503%* ,911**
Konusma p ,000 ,000 ,000
Kaygisi n 260 260 260 260
r ,618%* 1 ,337%* ,815%*
p ,000 ,000 ,000
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(2) Sinif igi
Konusma n 260 260 260 260
Kaygisi
(3) r ,503** ,337** 1 ,694**
Konusmada p ,000 ,000 ,000
Rahathk n 260 260 260 260
r ,911%* ,815%* ,694%* 1
Toplam p ,000 ,000 ,000
n 260 260 260 260
**p <,01

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizine Yonelik Bulgular

Model, dogrulayici faktér analizi ile sinanmustir (Sekil 2). DFA yiritllirken 6lgek modelinin
uyumunun incelenmesinde mutlak (absolute), siki (parsimonious) ve karsilastirmali (comparative)
uyum indeksleri incelenmistir ve her tlirden en az bir indeks degerine yer verilmistir (Brown, 2015).
Buna gore x? /df degeri 2,244’tiir ve 3’'iin altinda olmasi modelin iyi bir uyum icerisinde oldugunu
gostermektedir. Diger taraftan 6lcegin uyumunu dogrulamak icin hesaplanan uyum indeksleri degerleri
siraslyla su sekildedir: RMR=0,026, SRMR=0,050, RMSEA=0,071, CFI=0,916, TLI =0,906 (Tablo 8). Tim
degerler incelendiginde modelin kabul edilebilir dizeyde uyumlu oldugu sdylenebilir (Hu & Bentler,
1999; Schumacker & Lomax, 2016).

Tablo 8.

Model Uyum istatistikleri
Model x? df x2/df RMR SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI
DFA 462,261 206 2,244 0,026 0,050 0,071 0,916 0,906

DFA sonucunda 22 madde igin standartlastiriimis yol katsayilarinin (path estimates) ,558 ile
,888 arasinda degistigi ve tamaminin ,5’ten biyik ve ortalamasinin,7’nin izerinde goriilmektedir (Hair
vd., 2019)(Tablo 9). Bununla birlikte faktérlerin i¢ tutarhiligini analiz etmek amaciyla yalnizca
kompozit/karma glvenilirligi yansitan CR (composite reliability) degerleri incelenmistir. CR degerleri
faktor 1 i¢in ,925, faktor 2 icin ,879 ve faktor 3 icin ,814’tlir. Faktorlere ait tim CR degerlerinin ,7'nin
Gzerinde oldugu karma guivenilirligin saglandigini géstermektedir (Malhotra & Satyabhusan, 2016).

Tablo 9.
Model Gegerlilik ve Giivenilirlik Tablosu
Faktor Yol Madde B1 Bo SE CR P CR
> M37 1 0,843

> M30 1,084 0,846 0,064 16,889 <0,001

> M29 1,029 0,888 0,056 18,398 <0,001

Sinif Disi > M33 0,814 0,701 0,064 12,697 <0,001
Konusma > M27 0,897 0,794 0,059 15,247 <0,001 0,025

Kaygs! > M36 0,96 0,809 0,061 15,695 <0,001

> M35 0,843 0,708 0,065 12,875 <0,001

> M38 0,652 0,594 0,064 10,202 <0,001

> M24 0,764 0,626 0,07 10,896 <0,001

> M26 0,71 0,588 0,071 10,058 <0,001

> M14 1 0,742 <0,001

> M19 0,965 0,744 0,084 11,482 <0,001

Sinif ici > M13 0,951 0,725 0,085 11,172 <0,001
Konusma > M16 1,051 0,786 0,086 12,155 <0,001 0,879

Kaygisi > M9 0,921 0,75 0,08 11,576 <0,001

> M6 0,89 0,681 0,085 10,463 <0,001

> M4 0,803 0,558 0,095 8,494 <0,001
> M31 1 0,777 <0,001 0,814
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> M15 0,88 0,666 0,089 9,851 <0,001

Konusmada > M23 1,006 0,7 0,097 10,35 <0,001
Rahatlik > M12 0,77 0,628 0,083 9,278 <0,001
> M21 0,85 0,64 0,09 9,462 <0,001

8;=Stardartlastiriilmamis yol katsayilari 8= Stardartlastiriimis yol katsayilari
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Sekil 2. DFA Diyagrami

Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu calismada “Yurt Digindaki iki Dilli Tirk Ogrencilere Yénelik Miras Dil Konusma Kaygisi
Olgegi”nin gecerlilik ve giivenilirligi incelenmistir. Literatir taramasi, uzman grubunun onayi ve pilot
uygulama sonrasinda hazirlanan 40 maddelik taslak dlcegin esas uygulamasi, Almanya’da aktif olarak
TTK derslerine katilan 2-13. sinif diizeyi araligindaki 260 Tiirk 6grenciyle gerceklestirilmistir. Kesfedici
faktor analizi sonucunda 18 madde silinerek 3 faktdrden olusan 22 maddelik bir dlgek formuna
ulasilmistir. Sinif disi konusma kaygisi faktori 10 maddeden; sinif i¢ci konusma kaygisi faktori 7
maddeden; konusmada rahatlik faktorii 5 maddeden meydana gelmektedir. 3’li likert tipinde olan bu
Olgekte alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 66; en diisiik puan ise 22’dir. KFA sonrasinda ulasilan 22 maddelik
Olcegin alt boyutlari ve toplam puanlarina ait glivenilirlik katsayilari (Cronbach’s Alfa); madde toplam
korelasyonlari; olcegin % 27’lik alt-Gst gruplarinin madde, faktor ve toplam puan ortalamalari
arasindaki anlamli farkhlik (bagimsiz gruplar t-testi sonuglari); 6lcegin alt boyutlari ve toplam puanlarin
arasindaki iliskiler (Pearson korelasyonu sonuglari) 6lgegin glvenilir, ayirt edici ve ayni olguyu iliskili
sekilde 6lcen bir yapiya sahip oldugunu goéstermektedir. Bu incelemeler dogrultusunda dogrulayici
faktor analizi gerceklestirilmistir. DFA’da incelenen uyum indeksleri 6lgcegin kabul edilebilir bir uyuma
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sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica yol katsayilari ve CR degerleri de gereken sartlari
karsilamaktadir. Sonuc olarak ilgili 6lcegin gecerli ve glivenilir oldugu gorilmistir.

TTK dersi 6grencilerin gogmen kokenli olan olmalari, ulusétesi kimlikleri mevcut konusma
kaygisi olceklerini bu grup icin yetersiz kilmaktadir (Seving, 2020). Ozellikle bu grubun sosyal
baglamlardaki kaygi durumlarini da dikkate alan bir 6lgme araci gelistiriimesi gerekmektedir (Xiao &
Wong, 2014). Bu baglamlari dikkate alan bu arastirma, ilgili alandaki literatlirG tarayarak sinif disi
konusma kaygilarini 6lcen bir yapiya ulasmistir. Sinif disi konusma kaygisi faktori, 6grencilerin ev sahibi
Glke ve asil Ulkelerindeki, aile ve cevrelerine yonelik sinif disinda yasadiklari durumlara yoénelik
konusma kaygilarini yansitmaktadir. Woodrow (2006)’daki sinif disi konusma kaygisi faktoriyle ayni
isimlendirme kullanilsa da o ¢alismada yabanci dil 6grencilerinin hedef dilin konusuldugu tlkeyi ve
yabanci dil 6grenme durumunu esas almaktadir. Bu ¢alismada ise sinif disi konusma kaygisi
faktorindeki maddeler sadece 6grenme durumundan kaynakl durumlari degil, gé¢men kokenli iki dilli
ogrencilerin bireysel 6zelliklerini ve miras dil baglamini ortaya koymustur.

Diger taraftan arastirmadaki ¢alisma grubu miras dilini 6grenmekte olan Tirkge dersi
ogrencileridir. Sinif digi baglamlarin yani sira 6zellikle miras dil 6grencilerinin kaygilarini sinif iginde yani
dil 6gretimi baglaminda da inceleyen cesitli arastirmalar vardir (Coryell & Clark, 2009; Prada vd., 2020;
Michael Tallon, 2009; Xiao & Wong, 2014). Benzer ¢alismalarda 6zellikle yabanci dil 6gretimi siniflar
icin gelistirilen dlgeklerin kullanildigi gorilmektedir (Horwitz vd., 1986; Woodrow, 2006; Yaikhong &
Usaha, 2012). TTK dersi 6gretim programi incelendiginde buradaki dil 6gretimi kazanimlarinin da dort
temel dil becerisini gelistirmeyi amacladigi ve bu yénden yabanci dil 6gretimi ile benzestigi soylenebilir
(MEB, 2018). Dil 6gretiminin bir bitlin olmasi ilkesinden hareketle ilgili calismalar dikkate alinarak sinif
ici baglamlar icin taslak 6lcege 20 madde eklenmis bunlarin 7 tanesi sinif ici konusma kaygisi olarak
adlandirilan faktérde toplanmistir. Bu faktor 6gretmen, sinif arkadasi ve konusma etkinligi gibi egitimle
illgili konusma durumlarini ortaya koymaktadir.

Sinif ici ve sinif disi konusma durumlarindan 6’si taslak 6lgekte ters madde olarak 6lgege
eklenmistir ve ters kodlanarak analiz edilmistir. KFA sonucunda bu 6 maddeden 1'i (18) binisik
yuklenme sebebiyle 6lcekten gikartilirken 5 madde (12, 15, 21, 23, 31) tek bir faktérde toplanmistir. Bu
maddeler genel olarak 6grencilerin sinif ici veya disi durumlara karsi kaygisizhgini, rahatligini ortaya
koymaktadir. Kayginin bir diger yoni olan kaygisizlik veya rahathgin, kaygi ile zit bir iliskiye sahip oldugu
sdylenebilir. Onceki calismalarda “konusmada rahatlik” veya “konusmaya yonelik dzgiiven” gibi
faktorlerin oldugu goriilmektedir (Demir & Melanhoglu, 2014; Yaikhong & Usaha, 2012). Hem bu
¢alismalar hem de ilgili maddeler g6z 6éniinde bulundurularak bu faktér konusmada rahatlik olarak
adlandiriimigtir. Bu 6lgegi kullanan gelecek galismalarin, ilgili ters maddeleri analiz ederken bu
maddelerin ters madde oldugunu ve ters olarak kodlanmasi gerektigini goz 6niinde bulundurmalidir.

Yurt disindaki Tirk ¢ocuklarina Tirkge 6gretimi alani, Tiirkge egitimi icerisinde bir alt alan
olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Yabancilara Tirkge 6gretimi, tek dilli ana dili olarak Tirkce 6grencileri ve
Tiirkge 0gretmen adaylari igin konusma kaygisi 6lgekleri hazirlansa da bu alt alanda 6grenim goéren
Ogrenciler igcin heniiz bir kayg dlcegi gelistirilmemistir. Bu ¢alisma kaygi ¢alismalarinda 6n plana gikan
“konusma” becerisine yonelik olarak gelistirilen ilk calismalardandir. Bu ¢alismaya ek olarak YTC'ye
yonelik dinleme, yazma ve okuma becerilerine yonelik kaygi dlcekleri gelistirilebilir. Bu 6lcekle birlikte
YTC’nin diger becerilerdeki kaygi durumlarini ve bu beceriler arasiiliskileri inceleyen ¢alismalar, YTC'ye
Turkge 6gretimi alanina katki saglayacaktir. Ek olarak bu alan, henliz yeterince ¢alisiimadigi icin ortaya
konacak her ¢alisma bu grubu tanimak ve bu gruba yonelik 6gretim araclari tasarlamak yolunda 6nem
tasiyacaktir.

Xiao & Wong (2014) tarafindan Tallon (2006)’ dan adapte edilerek hazirlanan Miras Dil Kaygisi
On Olgegi’'nden sonra bu ¢alismanin dogrudan miras dil 6grencilerinin ézelliklerini esas alan ilk kaygi
Olceklerinden biri oldugu soylenebilir. Bu anlamda iki dilliler ve miras dil 6grencilerine yonelik gelecek
calismalarin yeni gizil degiskenleri veya durumlari ortaya ¢ikarmasi kuvvetle muhtemel olsa da mevcut
durumda bu ¢alismanin ilgili alana katki sunabilecegi diisiinilmektedir.
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Abstract

This study aims to develop a valid and reliable scale to measure the in-class and out-of-class
speaking anxieties of Turkish learners as a heritage language. The study was conducted with 260
bilingual Turkish students attending Turkish Language and Culture (TLC) courses in Germany after
the literature review, developing the item pool, collecting expert opinions, and pre-plot stages. As
a result of exploratory factor analyses, it has been achieved a three-factor structure with 22 items
consisting of factors that in-class speaking anxiety, out-of-class speaking anxiety, and comfort in
speaking. For the full-scale and the sub-dimensions, it was observed that the Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficients range from .803 to .923, the Pearson coefficients from .337 t0.911, and item-total
correlation coefficients range from .346 to .739. Lastly, the model fit indices in the scope of
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) demonstrate that the scale has an acceptable goodness-of-fit.
CFA results indicate that standardized loading estimates are between .558 and .888, and composite
reliability (CR) values are above .7. In conclusion, the scale is presented as a valid and reliable
instrument.

Keywords: bilingualism, heritage language, speaking anxiety, Turkish Language and Culture course,
teaching Turkish to heritage language learners

Introduction

Evaluating the affective characteristics of students plays a vital role in establishing an effective
learning environment. Students may have various affective attributes such as adopting a positive or
negative attitude towards individuals and/or environmental factors (teacher, other students, school,
etc.), feeling anxious or confident. These attributes of students should be considered before, during,
and after the class, and the instruction should be planned and executed accordingly.

Anxiety is a prominent affective characteristic that must necessarily be handled in the learning
process. Having anxiety about learning for various reasons or being completely unconcerned can
influence the learning process negatively. Language anxiety, the anxiety for mathematics, failure, or
exams are some of the examples. At the same time, a certain level of anxiety is positive in teaching
and can be a driving force for the student (Tekindal, 2015). The description of anxiety is “a feeling of
tension that usually arises with the idea that something bad is going to happen without any reason”
(TDK, 2011: 1363). Although anxiety is usually considered one-way as it causes individuals to be
nervous, on the other hand, it causes excessive comfort or relaxation against a situation (Anderson &
Bourke, 2000).
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When we consider anxiety as limited to language learning, we can put it in the category of
specific anxiety responses (Horwitz et al., 1986). In the context of language education, language anxiety
has been the main problem of numerous studies since Horwitz’s scale which mainly discusses concerns
about speaking skills (Horwitz et al., 1986). Gardner & Macintyre (1993: 5) define this concept as “the
apprehension experienced when a situation requires the use of a second language with which the
individual is not fully proficient in”. It has been revealed that the anxiety experienced by especially
foreign language students can directly affect language education and achievement (Horwitz, 2001).

Speaking Anxiety

Horwitz et al. (1986) noted that the anxiety for foreign language learning may be against a skill,
task, or situation; Gardner & Macintyre (1993) emphasized that an individual tends to react nervously
when speaking, listening, reading, or writing in a second language. In this framework, there are
numerous studies in the national and international literature on language education that examine
states of anxiety for four basic language skills. While studying the concept of anxiety in language
education, studies that attempt to determine the relationship of anxiety with four basic language skills
are likely to contribute to explaining the relationship between language learning and performance
(Young, 1990). Speaking in the target language appears to be the most threatening ability in language
learning compared to other skills (Horwitz et al., 1986). Anxiety experienced when using speaking skills
is a general and stronger factor of anxiety compared to other skills (Cheng et al., 1999). This skill is a
major anxiety factor for students in language courses, regardless of whether they are in front of the
class or their place (Young, 1990).

On the other hand, anxiety types that are specific to the nature of speaking are often
encountered as a skill that can cause anxiety not only in foreign language classes but also for native
speakers. The oral communication apprehension, which is experienced by a person in verbal
interaction with others, is one of the typical examples of this (McCroskey, 1977). On the other hand,
various anxiety symptoms experienced in situations such as speaking in front of any community can
also be counted among the speaking anxieties outside the classroom. "Voice, intonation, stress,
pronunciation errors; psychological features (inability to speak in front of the community, inability to
speak in one-to-one relationships), speech pause, inability to apply grammar rules, lack of knowledge,
inability to focus on speaking, social barriers and physical reasons " are among the factors that will
cause anxiety in speaking skills (Akkaya, 2012; Goélpinar et. al., 2018).

In summary, speaking anxiety (SA) can be defined as a state of anxiety that a person
experiences inside or outside a classroom environment when they need to speak in their first language
or a second language. In the previous studies, the tendency of individuals for SA may be higher than
anxieties for skills like listening, reading, or writing.

Teaching Turkish to Heritage Language Learners

With the assumption that each target group has different conditions, experiences, and
characteristics in language learning and proficiency in basic language skills, it is possible to say for
heritage language learners who grow abroad and learn their mother tongue, or in other words heritage
language, have their specific states. The group identified as heritage speakers are bilingual individuals
who are immigrants, minorities, or refugees in a country. Bilinguals can be defined as constant users
of languages or dialects in daily life (Grosjean, 2008). In the language teaching literature, their first
language acquired from family and surrounding community are expressed as heritage or home
language, and the language of the country they live in is expressed as the majority or societal language
(Seving & Dewaele, 2018). These individuals are exposed to the majority language in society,
education, and public areas while they use their mother tongue with family and the close circle.
Recently, students with an immigrant background who are learning their home language, unlike other
language teaching groups, are treated as a different target group than native or foreign language
learners.

With regards to Turkish, the largest target audience that acquires Turkish as a heritage
language is especially Turkish individuals living in Europe. The studies in Teaching Turkish to Heritage
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Learners are mostly conducted in European countries in which Turkish people live extensively
(Ortakoyl, Satilmis, & Eylip, 2020). Since the 1960s, Turkish people who emigrated to Europe and
especially to Germany as workers have established a new and permanent life there. Although
immigrant Turks and their families are individuals who lived in Turkey especially in the earlier
generations and received Turkish education, new generations born in the emigrated country speak
Turkish only in their immediate family; they are mainly exposed to the majority language in
educational, vocational, and public domains like schools, hospitals, etc. For the new generation of
Turks in Europe whose connection to their heritage language is weakening day by day, the education
of Turkish has great importance to maintain the relationship with Turkey and the Turkish language in
these regions.

With a general overview of Europe, it has been seen that Turkish education is carried out with
Turkish students through 2-3 hours Turkish Language and Culture courses in a week conducted by
teachers employed by the Ministry of National Education of Turkey (MoNE/Turkish: MEB) or by the
central or local government in some regions. Also, it is carried out through various public and non-
governmental organizations. Although the target group is different, the TLC course whose materials
are prepared by the MoNE is based on four basic language skills, just like foreign language and native
language students, according to the principle of the unity of language education (MEB, 2018). Karadag
& Bas (2019) states that the TLC course and the teachers have great importance for students living
there to be not assimilated, to overcome identity problems, to gain self-confidence, and a sense of
belonging. Currently, it is estimated that there are about 800.000 school-age students of Turkish origin
in Germany (Yildiz, 2020), and only 89.000 of them have the opportunity to take a TLC course (Yildiz,
Arslan, & Thomas, 2021). Given the current situation, heritage language students' competencies in
standard Turkish and basic language skills, especially unnatural skills, lag behind their peers in Turkey
as they are less exposed to the language. On the other hand, the dilemma in the sense of belonging
caused by the phenomenon of migration, the effects of the dominant language and culture, the
relevant country or state policies, the educational goals of students, the awareness of families about
the home language, misperceptions about bilingualism (such as the idea that home language learning
will cause problems in learning the majority language) can lead those who learn Turkish as a heritage
language to different stalemates.

In addition to what has been stated, the most important reason for the emergence of anxiety
in language learning is the lack of competence in that language (Gardner & Maclntyre, 1993). Although
the concept of anxiety is mostly addressed in the field of foreign language teaching, bilingual people
who experience problems like semi-bilingualism (lagging behind peers in both languages) or lagging
behind in one language while having good control of another language (ileri, 2008; Giizel, 2010), may
also experience anxiety while learning their first or second language. Besides, bilingual students with
immigrant backgrounds do not know the “mother tongue” acquired from their family at the native
language level, which is the language they know best. Furthermore, they have some problems in
spoken production in terms of pronunciation, vocabulary, etc (Ince, 2011). In this case, one may argue
that bilingual students are likely to experience anxiety for the mother tongue in a formal education
environment, just like foreign language students.

Given all these factors, heritage language learners may have anxiety in language teaching, and
consequently, this situation should be examined. Seving & Dewaele (2018) stated that third-generation
Turks living in the Netherlands have more anxiety for Turkish which is their heritage language than
other generations. Xiao and Wong (2014) studied the language skill-based anxieties of Chinese heritage
language students in America and concluded that students' writing anxieties were higher than
anxieties of other skills. In these studies, it has been declared that heritage language students have
different language anxieties contrasting other target groups. The structure of Turkish speaking anxiety
states inside and outside the classroom of the third and next generations of Turks in Europe has not
yet been investigated sufficiently and a measurement tool has not been developed on this issue. It is
important to develop a measurement instrument that will determine the level of anxiety of Turkish
students in Europe for speaking, one of the most important communication skills. It becomes
significant to improve the Turkish speaking skills of students and to measure the SA at this point when
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considering the widespread negative attitude towards learning and speaking the heritage language in
Western European countries (Yagmur, 2006) and the fact that the new generation of Turks become
less competent in Turkish day by day and rarely speak Turkish. On the other hand, there is not a
sufficient scale in the international literature to assess the anxiety level of heritage language learners
Although Xiao & Wong (2014) developed a 6-item preliminary scale by adapting from Tallon (2006),
they stated that it is not enough; and that a scale should be developed for the needs of heritage
language students. Developing a scale in this context will make a substantial contribution to the field.

The Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study is to develop a valid and reliable scale in order to measure the
heritage language speaking anxiety for inside and outside the classroom of bilingual Turkish children
living abroad and attending Turkish Language and Culture (TLC) courses. In this context, it was looked
for an answer to the question "Is Heritage Language Speaking Anxiety Scale for Bilingual Turkish
Students Living Abroad valid and reliable?".

Method
Research Design
In this study, developing a Likert-type scale study was carried out to measure the Turkish
speaking anxiety of bilingual Turkish children living abroad and attending Turkish Language and Culture
(TLC) courses in a valid and reliable manner. “Likert is a very widely used method for reasons such as
ease to be generated, having high reliability and validity level, and being successfully used in measuring
many affective properties” (Tekindal, 2015).

Study Group

The study was conducted with 260 students attending TLC courses offered by the MoNE in
Germany. Gorsuch (1983), recommends five subjects per item, with a minimum of 100 subjects in the
scale development. Comrey (1988), on the other hand, thinks that 200 subjects are quite sufficient for
studies not exceeding 40 variables (items). With a general assessment, it is stated that the five times
larger sample size will be sufficient for each of the observed number of items (Blyiikoztiirk, 2002). For
this reason, this study, which has a 6.5:1 participant ratio (6.5 people per item), meets the
requirements for sample size.

The grade levels of school-age students attending TLC courses range from 1 to 13. 1st-year
students were excluded from the research because they had just acquired literacy. The students
attending the study ranged from 2 to 13. The study group consists of 140 females (%53.8) and 120
males (%46.2) students.

Simple random sampling method was used to determine the study group. In this method, each
member of the target population has an equal and independent chance of being selected(Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2009). The purpose of this method is to select people who represent the universe and thus, to
minimize the potential for bias (Creswell, 2012). In this study, a data collection instrument was
delivered to all Turkish students who attend TLC classes in Germany. The probability of each student’s
answer was obtained in such a way that they were equal, impartial, and independent.

Scale Development Process
Developing The Item Pool

The studies for SA in national and international language education, speaking objectives of
"TLC course curriculum" and studies of "Teaching Turkish to Heritage Learners" field were considered
while developing the item pool (Giiler Ari, 2015; Horwitz et al., 1986; ince, 2011; MEB, 2018; Sevin¢ &
Dewaele, 2018; Xiao & Wong, 2014; Yaikhong & Usaha, 2012). The item pool was developed in
accordance with the data obtained by using the document analysis technique from the related studies.
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Getting Expert Opinion (Content Validity)

The Lawshe technique was used to get expert opinions to ensure content validity (Lawshe,
1975). 71-item draft scale items were presented to a 17-people expert group consisting of experts in
Turkish education, psychology/psychological counseling, assessment and evaluation in education and
educational sciences, and TLC course teachers. The scope of the draft item pool was enlarged to reach
the most accurate items since it is the first scale developed for this target population. The content
validity ratio (CVR) for each item was assumed to be 0.529 (Ayre & Scally, 2014). The items below CVR
were removed from the scale, six items were corrected, and 34 items were directly accepted by the
experts. CVR values and content validity index (CVI) for the 40-item draft scale obtained in the final
stage and numbered over again are shown in Table 1.

Table 1.
Lawshe Analysis
v T [} E § [V o] (]
52 5, 3z 3f 3% o« 2, %5 oz 2@ off .
5§ 2 £ 3f 3eg oS EF % ° 3f 3E O
[ragyr=} ] o < O c o = 2 o < O c o
=2 wv ©O wn - IE % wv O wn =
1 21. 13 4 0 0.529 36 41. 16 1 0 0.882
2 22. 15 2 0 0.765 37 42, 16 1 0 0.882
3 23. 14 3 0 0.647 40 43, 15 0 2 0.765
6 24, 13 2 2 0.529 41 44, 15 1 1 0.765
8 25. 14 3 0 0.647 42 45, 15 1 1 0.765
12 26. 14 0 3 0.647 49 46. 14 1 2 0.647
15 27. 15 2 0 0.765 50 47. 14 1 2 0.647
18 28. 16 1 0 0.882 51 48. 15 1 1 0.765
20 29. 17 0 0 1 52 49, 16 0 1 0.882
21 30. 16 0 1 0.882 53 50. 17 0 0 1
22 31. 15 1 1 0.765 54 51. 17 0 0 1
23 32. 17 0 0 1 55 52. 14 2 1 0.647
24 33. 15 2 0 0.765 56 53. 14 1 2 0.647
25 34. 13 2 2 0.529 57 54. 16 1 0 0.882
26 35. 14 2 1 0.647 61 55. 13 4 0 0.529
30 36. 13 4 0 0.529 63 56. 13 2 2 0.529
31 37. 15 1 1 0.765 64 57. 13 2 2 0.529
32 38. 15 0 2 0.765 65 58. 14 1 2 0.647
33 39. 13 3 1 0.529 66 59. 16 1 0 0.882
34 40. 14 2 1 0.647 67 60. 14 3 0 0.647
Total Number of Experts: 17
CVR:0.529
CVI: 0.729

Pre-Plot Stage

The pre-plot was carried out with 33 students suitable for the target group. As a result of the
pre-plot, we observed that primary school pupils could not adequately perceive the difference
between rates of the 5-point Likert-type scale. Therefore, it was decided to use the 3-point Likert-type
scale in the main implementation. Additionally, 3-point Likert-type scale gives sufficiently valid and
reliable results (Alan & Atalay Kabasakal, 2020; Gonzalez-Betanzos, Leenen, Lira-Mandujano, & Vega-
Valero, 2012; Jacoby et al., 1971) and it has been noted that increasing response options in children at
K-12 levels can reduce reliability due to limitations in language development, verbal memory, and
comprehension skills (Hox & Borgers, 2001).

Although a simple language was preferred to create items, it was observed that especially
German-dominant bilingual students whose Turkish skills are not sufficiently developed had difficulty
understanding some of the items on the scale. Therefore, German translations have been added in
parentheses as a description under the original Turkish form. The translation-retranslation technique
was used at the translation stage. The Turkish version of the scale was translated into German by an
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expert; then the German version was translated into Turkish by another expert. After, the first version
and the last version were compared. At the second stage of translation, the items in the original form
were considerably achieved. 2 items that differed in translation were reviewed and corrected by the
expert group at the second stage. The German explanations placed under each of the scale items to
provide support to students when they do not understand the Turkish form were completed after this
process. In the directive, it was stated that participants should take the German explanation into
account if they do not understand the Turkish version of the scale.

Data Analysis

SPSS 26.0 and AMOS 24.0 were chosen to analyze the data (Arbuckle, 2016; IBM, 2019). Before
the analysis, the multivariate outliers are controlled firstly. The Mahalanobis distances and probability
were examined, and observations that have probability values lower than .01 were excluded from the
data set. Also, Skewness-Kurtosis coefficients were found within the ranges of +/-2 for each item in
the scale, and Barlett’s test significance value was <.05. Therefore, the data set were accepted to meet
normality (George & Mallery, 2020). The scattering diagram was analyzed for linearity, and it was seen
that there is no excessive deviation from linearity.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed after the Bartlett test of Sphericity and the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) tests were done. Maximum likelihood factorization and varimax orthogonal
rotation methods were used in EFA. In order to investigate the reliability; internal consistency
coefficients (Cronbach's Alpha), correlation coefficients (Pearson), item-total correlations were
calculated; and an independent samples T-test was performed between the lower and upper 27%
groups. Finally, the data analysis process has been completed with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Findings
Findings for EFA

KMO and Barlett’s tests were conducted primarily to determine the conformity of the research
to EFA. It has been decided that the data is convenient for EFA based upon the conclusion that KMO
value is .935 (perfect) and Bartlett Test of Sphericity's result is 6481.133 of the (p<.000) (Hutcheson &
Sofroniou, 1999; Snedecor & Cochran, 1989). The reliability coefficient of 40 items in draft item form
(Cronbach's Alpha) was found to be .956, and no variable was encountered that lowered the reliability
coefficient. In addition, we observed that the item-total correlations in this form ranged from .30 to
.74 and the scale items were sufficiently distinctive (Blylikoztiirk, 2020).

In this research, which is a scale development study, Maximum Likelihood was preferred as a
factorization method since it is aimed to reveal the latent structure; Varimax -one of the orthogonal
rotation methods- was preferred since many of the items on a scale was tested for the first time and
it is not possible to make a strict interpretation about the relationships between them (Seger, 2015).
Attention has been given to select each item that the factor loading's minimum is .32 and there is a
difference higher than .10 in items loaded to more than one factor (Cokluk, Sekercioglu, &
Blylikoztlrk, 2021). Items that do not meet these criteria have been removed from the scale (2, 3, 5,
7, 8,10, 11, 17, 18, 20, 22, 25, 28, 34, 39, 40). However, item 1 was loaded on a separate factor by
itself. Raubenheimer, (2004) states that at least three items must be loaded into each factor on a
multidimensional scale; Worthington & Whittaker, (2006) and Samuels (2017) note that the relevant
factor must be removed in case of such a situation. In accordance with removing the related factor,
item 1 was removed as it is not loaded to any factor at the level of .32, and item 32 was removed
because of cross-loading. After EFA, rotated factor matrix results and factor loadings were reported
(Table 2).
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Table 2.
Factor Loadings of Items
Item Factor
F1 F2 F3
37. 1 am afraid I'll be laughed at when | speak Turkish in daily life. 739
30. | am afraid to begin to speak in a Turkish-speaking environment in Turkey. 717
29. | am afraid to begin to speak in a Turkish-speaking environment in the 711
country | live in. '
33. I worry about being excluded when | speak Turkish in the country | live in. 660
27_. | feel nervous when someone asks me a question in Turkish in the country 654 204
I live in.
36. 1 am ashamed when | pronounce Turkish sounds wrong in daily life. 652
35. | feel uncomfortable as | speak with the accent of the country in which | 649
live in daily life. '
38. When | speak Turkish well in daily life, | am afraid to fail in the language of 630
the country | live in. )
24. | get nervous talking in Turkish to my relatives in Turkey. 518
26. | avoid speaking Turkish outside my home in the country | live in. 490
14. | get nervous when the Turkish teacher asks me to give the speech | have 714
prepared. ’
19. | feel nervous when | do not follow the language rules when | speak in 676
Turkish class. ’
13. | forget what | know while doing a speaking activity. .649
16. | feel anxious while waiting to speak in Turkish class. .387 .632
9.l am concerned that my Turkish teacher corrects my mistakes when | speak. .628
6. | have shaky hands when | make an impromptu speech in Turkish class. .615
4. | don't know what to say when | can't express what | think in Turkish class. .584
31. | can easily communicate with people when | go to Turkey. (Reversed 733
Item) ’
15. I'm not afraid to speak in Turkish class. (Reversed Item) .651
23. | have no worries about talking Turkish to my relatives in the country | live 614
in. (Reversed Item) ’
12. When the Turkish teacher asks me a question, | answer it easily. (Reversed 605
Item) ’
21. | feel comfortable talking to my family in Turkish. (Reversed Item) .579.

In Table 2 it has been observed that the factor loadings are higher than .32 and the highest
factor loading is .739. A three-factor structure with 22 items was achieved after EFA. When 1st factor
is examined, it is found out that all items reflect states of out-of-class SA, and 2nd factor reflects states
of in-class SA. Due to this situation which seems appropriate to the “out-of-class” and “in-class” anxiety
nomenclature of Woodrow (2006), the 1st factor was called “out-of-class speaking anxiety” and the
2nd factor was called “in-class speaking anxiety”. On the other hand, when the 3rd factor is examined,
it is found that the reversed items on the scale are collected under a single factor. All of the items in
this factor reflect a state of comfort/non-concern/confidence in speaking. Factor 3 was called "Comfort
in speaking" since it is seen similar to the 4th factor in the study of Yaikhong & Usaha (2012).

Table 3.
Table of Eigenvalue and Total Variance Explained
Component Initial Extraction Sums of Squared Rotation Sums of Squared
Eigenvalues Loadings Loadings
Total % of Cumulative  Total % of Cumulative  Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance % Variance %
F1 8.854 40.246 40.246 8.387 38.123 38.123 4,884 22.199 22.199
F2 2,194 9.975 50.221 1.681 7.640 45.763 3.710 16.865 39.064
F3 1.679 7.630 57.850 1.174 5.337 51.100 2.648 12.036 51.100
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It has been seen that the 3 factors resulting from the Maximum Likelihood method explain
51.100% of the total variance (Table 3). Factor 1. accounts for 22.199% of this variance, Factor 2.
accounts for 16.865%, and Factor 3. accounts for 12.036%. Based on the fact that the variance
described in multi-factor structures is considered sufficient by 40% to 60%, observed values of the
study are sufficient (Tavsancil, 2005 cited in Cokluk et al., 2021).

The scree plot reveals the dominant factors and helps reduce the number of factors (Cokluk
et al., 2021). When Figure 1 is examined, it has been concluded that the curve reaches a plateau by
the 4th factor in the scale, and therefore no factor is required to be removed.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

T2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

Factor Number

Figure 1. Scree Plot of Eigen Values

Reliability Findings

The internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach's Alpha) of the scale and factors were
calculated first to examine the reliability of the scale. It was found that a of first sub-dimension is .915,
a of second sub-dimension is .803, and a of third sub-dimension is .923 (Table 4). Generally, it is
sufficient that Cronbach’s Alpha value is above 0.70 for a psychological test (Blyukoztirk, 2020).
Because of that, the scale is reliable.

Table 4.
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients of The Scale
Factor Cronbach's Alpha
Out-Of-Class Speaking Anxiety .915
In-Class Speaking Anxiety .868
Comfort in Speaking .803
Total .923

To analyze the internal consistency of items, the item-total correlations were studied. It has
been observed that item-total correlations range from r=.346 to r=.739 (Table 5). When item-total
correlations are above .30, it indicates good discrimination (Buyukoztiirk, 2020).
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Table 5.

The Item-total Test Correlations
Item Fjx Item rjx
Iltem 37 .739 Iltem 19 .565
Iltem 30 .715 ltem 13 .584
Item 29 .759 Iltem 16 .653
Item 33 .605 Iltem 9 .581
Item 27 .733 Iltem 6 .525
Item 36 .710 Iltem 4 425
Item 35 .648 Iltem 31 .528
Item 38 492 Iltem 15 460
Item 24 .557 Iltem 23 499
Item 26 .524 Iltem 12 451
Iltem 14 .589 ltem 21 .346

rix=The Item-total Correlations

Reliability analyses were continued with item discrimination analyses. An independent
samples t-test was performed to determine the distinctiveness of each item for the lower and upper
27% groups according to raw scores. Independent samples T-test shows that all items have a significant
difference at the .00 level. In addition, it was observed that students in the lower and upper 27%
significantly differed in terms of both the total score and factor scores (p<.000) (Table 6). In light of
these findings, it is noteworthy that the scale significantly discriminates the lower and upper groups.

IT:;eIZ:r;dent samples T-test results for item means of upper 27%-lower 27% groups of the scale
Score Groups N ¥ ss Shx t t'ZZSt )
SpeakingArcty lower 70 Losoon 08070 oosery 16140 13 000
T W T dhm S me o
Tl IS S e
e T RE G e wew m om

Finally, reliability analyses were continued by determining the relationships between inter-
factor and mean total scores with the Pearson correlation (Table 7). The results indicate that the
factors are correlated to each other and total scale. Therefore, we can say that the scale measures the
same structure. Furthermore, Factor 3 was coded inversely before the analysis and hence the factor
has a negative correlation with others, in fact.

Table 7.
Inter-factor and Factor-total Correlations
Scores 1. Factor 2. Factor 3. Factor Total
(1) Out-Of- r 1 .618** .503** 911%*
Class Speaking p .000 .000 .000
Anxiety n 260 260 260 260
r .618** 1 .337%* .815%*
p .000 .000 .000
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(2) In-Class
Speaking n 260 260 260 260
Anxiety
r .503** .337** 1 .694%*
“”;32;2:;'” D .000 .000 .000
n 260 260 260 260
r 911%* .815%* .694** 1
Total p .000 .000 .000
n 260 260 260 260
**p <.01

Findings for CFA

Absolute, parsimonious, and comparative fit indices have been examined while studying the
scale model's goodness-of-fit during CFA execution, and at least one index value of each type was
included (Brown, 2015). Accordingly, the value of x? /df is below 3 indicates the model's goodness-of-
fit, and the value for this study met this criterion (x? /df =2.244). On the other hand, the fit indices
calculated to confirm the goodness-of-fit of the scale are as follows, respectively: RMR=0.026,
SRMR=0.050, RMESA=0.071, CFI=0.916, TLI =0.906 (Table 9). When all values are examined, it may be
noted that the model has an acceptable goodness-of-fit. (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schumacker & Lomax,
2016).

Table 8.

Model-fit Statistics
Model x? df x2/df RMR SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI
DFA 462.261 206 2.244 0.026 0.050 0.071 0.916 0.906

It has been seen that the standardized loading estimates for 22 items range from .558 to .888,
all are higher than .5, and the average is above .7 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2019) (Table 9). In
the meantime, only CR (composite reliability) values were studied to analyze the composite reliability
of factors. CR value for 1st factor is .925, for 2nd factor is .879 and for 3rd factor is .814. Being all CR
values of factors are above .7 indicates that the CR has been achieved (Malhotra & Satyabhusan, 2016).
The model is presented in Figure 2.

Table 9.
Model Validity and Reliability
Factor Path Item B1 Bo SE CR P CR
> 137 1 0.843

> 130 1.084 0.846 0.064 16.889 <0.001

> 129 1.029 0.888 0.056 18.398 <0.001

Out-Of-Class > 133 0.814 0.701 0.064 12.697 <0.001
Speaking > 127 0.897 0.794 0.059 15.247 <0.001 0975

Anxiety > 136 0.96 0.809 0.061 15.695 <0.001

> 135 0.843 0.708 0.065 12.875 <0.001

> 138 0.652 0.594 0.064 10.202 <0.001

> 124 0.764 0.626 0.07 10.896 <0.001

> 126 0.71 0.588 0.071 10.058 <0.001

> 114 1 0.742 <0.001

> 119 0.965 0.744 0.084 11.482 <0.001

In-Class > 113 0.951 0.725 0.085 11.172 <0.001
Speaking > 116 1.051 0.786 0.086 12.155 <0.001 0.879

Anxiety > 19 0.921 0.75 0.08 11.576 <0.001

> 16 0.89 0.681 0.085 10.463 <0.001

> 14 0.803 0.558 0.095 8.494 <0.001
Comfort > 131 1 0.777 <0.001 0.814
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In Speaking > 115 0.88 0.666 0.089 9.851 <0.001
> 123 1.006 0.7 0.097 10.35 <0.001
> 112 0.77 0.628 0.083 9.278 <0.001
> 121 0.85 0.64 0.09 9.462 <0.001

B:=The unstandardized path estimates 8= The standardized path estimates
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Figure 2. CFA Diagram

Result and Discussion

In this study, the validity and reliability of “The Heritage Language Speaking Anxiety Scale for
Bilingual Turkish Students Living Abroad” (HLSAS) were examined. The main implementation of the 40-
point draft scale, prepared after literature review, approval of the expert group, and the pilot study
was conducted with 260 Turkish students actively attending TLC courses from 2-13. grades. As a result
of exploratory factor analyses, it has been reached to a three-factor structure with 22 items by
removing 18 items. The factor of Out-Of-Class Speaking Anxiety consists of 10 items; the factor of In-
Class Speaking Anxiety consists of 7 items and the factor of Comfort in Speaking consists of 5 items.
The highest score on this scale is 66, and the lowest score is 22. Reliability coefficients (Cronbach's
Alpha) related to sub-dimensions and the total score of the 22-item scale reached after EFA; item-total
correlations; significant differences between item, factor, and total scores of upper and lower 27%
groups of the scale (results of independent samples T-test); the relationship among the sub-
dimensions of the scale and the total score (results of Pearson correlation) shows that the scale has a
structure which is reliable, distinctive and measures the same fact in a relevant way. Following these
reviews, CFA was performed. The fit indices examined in the CFA show that the scale has an acceptable
goodness-of-fit. In addition, path estimates, and CR values also meet the requirements. As a result, it
is observed that the scale is valid and reliable.
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The fact that TLC course students are of immigrant origin and their transnational identity
makes the current SA scales insufficient for this group (Seving, 2020). Particularly, it is necessary to
develop a measurement tool that also considers the anxiety states of this group in social contexts (Xiao
& Wong, 2014). This research taking these contexts into account has achieved a structure that
measures out-of-class SA by scanning the literature in the relevant field. The factor of Out-Of-Class
Speaking Anxiety reflects students' speaking anxieties for the situations they experience outside the
classroom, in their family and environment in the receiving country and the country of origin. Although
it was used the same nomenclature as the factor of out-of-class anxiety in Woodrow (2006), that study
is based on the country in which the target language is spoken, and the language learning statements
of foreign language students. In this study, the items in the factor of Out-Of-Class Speaking Anxiety
revealed not only the situations caused by the learning state but also the individual characteristics of
bilingual students with an immigrant background and the context of the heritage language.

The study group in the research is students of Turkish language who are learning their heritage
language. In addition to out-of-class contexts, several studies examine heritage language learners in
language teaching contexts, particularly inside the classroom (Coryell & Clark, 2009; Prada, Guerrero-
Rodriguez, & Pascual y Cabo, 2020; Tallon, 2009; Xiao & Wong, 2014) It is observed that scales
developed especially for foreign language teaching classes are used in these studies (Horwitz et al.,
1986; Woodrow, 2006; Yaikhong & Usaha, 2012). When the TLC course curriculum is examined, we
could say the objectives related to language also aim to develop four basic language skills, and the
goals are similar to foreign language teaching in this respect (MEB, 2018). With reference to the holistic
approach in language teaching and considering the related studies, 20 items were added to the draft
scale for classroom contexts, 7 of them were collected under the factor called in-class speaking anxiety.
This factor presents in-class speaking states towards educational circumstances such as teacher,
classmate, and speaking activity.

6 of the speaking states inside and outside the classroom were added to the draft scale as
reversed items and were analyzed by encoding inversely. As a result of the EFA, 1 of these 6 items (18)
were removed from the scale due to cross-loading, while 5 items were collected under a single factor.
These items reveal the carelessness and comfort of students inside or outside of the classroom in
general. We can safely assume another aspect of anxiety which is unconcernedness or comfort has a
contrasting relationship with anxiety. In the previous studies, there are factors like "comfort in
speaking" and "confidence for speaking" (Demir & Melanlioglu, 2014; Yaikhong & Usaha, 2012). This
factor was called comfort in speaking by considering both these studies and the relevant items. Future
studies using this scale should consider when analyzing relevant reversed items that these are reversed
items and should be encoded as reversed when being analyzed.

The field of Teaching Turkish to Heritage Learners is a new sub-field in Turkish Language
Education. Although speaking anxiety scales have been prepared for Teaching Turkish to Foreigners,
monolingual Turkish students in Turkey, and Turkish teacher candidates; no anxiety scale has yet been
developed for students studying in this sub-field. This study is one of the first studies that have been
developed for “speaking” skills that stand out in anxiety studies. In addition to this study, anxiety scales
for listening, writing, and reading skills of heritage learners can be developed. Along with this scale,
studies that examine the anxiety of heritage learners in other skills and the relationships between
these skills will contribute to the field of Teaching Turkish to Heritage Learners. In addition, as this field
has not yet been adequately studied, each study will be important for recognizing this group and
designing teaching aids for this group.

We can state that this study is the first anxiety scale based directly on the characteristics of
heritage language students after the Preliminary Heritage Language Anxiety Scale adapted by Xiao &
Wong (2014) from Tallon (2006). Although future studies of bilinguals and heritage language students
are likely to reveal new hidden variables or situations, we consider that in the current situation this
study may contribute to the relevant field.
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