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Abstract 

The present study aimed to investigate the factors, features, and variables that might affect EFL 

students’ satisfaction. Despite the importance of this concept, no validated instrument was found 

to measure these constructs. To fill the gap, this study developed and validated a scale of EFL 

students’ satisfaction. A 41-item questionnaire was developed and administered to 305 EFL 

students (171 females and 134 males). We ran Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to analyze the 

collected data and test the path model of the study. The reliability and validity of the questionnaires 

were estimated using exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. The results indicated 

acceptable goodness of fit indices (Chi-squared=1/779, p < .001, CFI = 0.947, TLI = 0.908, 

RMSEA= 0.048, SRMR = 0.043, AIC =16650 and BIC =17140). The findings of the study further 

showed that EFL students’ satisfaction was highly sensitive to some of the subscales of the study 

and that under certain conditions often as the result of interplay between the components of the 

scale, the professional perceptions of the participants undergo severe changes. The findings of this 

study have implications for researchers, as well as language teachers and other practitioners in the 

field of education and teaching quality. 

Keywords: Scale Development, Students’ Satisfaction, Teaching Quality, Satisfaction, 

Students’ Satisfaction Scale   
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Development and Validation of an EFL Students’ Satisfaction Scale 

In many countries, students are asked about their perceptions of teaching for the sake of 

making decisions about the further development of teaching practices on the basis of this feedback 

and the stability of this measurement of teaching quality is a prerequisite for the ability to 

generalize the results to other teaching situations (Gaertner & Brunner, 2018). Student perception 

is suitable for assessing the deep structure (The deep structure of teaching means that if a teacher 

is generally competent in, for example, classroom management, he or she can optimize the time 

on task for students in different lessons using different means, Gaertner & Brunner, 2018.), as 

students can judge the teaching based on their diverse experience, and unlike observers, they can 

assess the deep structure without using indicators of the surface. Students can answer very well 

how interesting, difficult, or understandable an instruction is in general (MET Project 2012). 

Students experience their teachers every day and therefore may be an important source of 

information about the teaching qualities of their teachers (Ferguson & Danielson, 2014). Recent 

studies have indicated that student perceptions of teaching quality can provide reliable and valid 

information regarding both formative evaluation and research purposes (Burniske & Meibaum, 

2012). To warrant that higher education institutions represent excellence in teaching and learning, 

an increasing number of surveys considering students’ perceptions of teaching quality and learning 

experiences have been used in countries such as Australia and the UK (Grace et al. 2012; Webster 

et al. 2009). Empirical research has indicated the importance of students’ perceptions of their 

learning in determining student satisfaction and teacher evaluations (Xiao & Wilkins, 2015). 

Student satisfaction is defined as an emotional or cognitive response or reaction to the learning 

experience. Perceived teaching quality is defined as students’ perception of the teaching enterprise, 
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and it is directed toward focal aspects of teaching and determined by student feedback 

questionnaires or personal interactions (Smimou & Dahl, 2011). According to Chu (1990), If the 

the contents and teaching arts are good then it is considered satisfactory. If contents are good and 

the lecture is attractive and satisfactory, the contents include new developments or practices in the 

field, it can be considered much more satisfactory.  Students are considered satisfied with the 

quality of their teaching when the learning outcomes and expected standards are apparent to them, 

when the teaching helps them to learn, when they can develop valuable graduate attributes, when 

the assessment allows them to demonstrate what they have understood, when they can see the 

relevance of their subject to their level, when staff is responsive to their feedback, when their prior 

learning prepares them well, when they can understand their teacher, and when the faculty 

infrastructure seems to be supportive (Calvo et al, 2010). Based on the results of his structural 

model, Fouskakis et al. (2015) conclude that students’ satisfaction mainly depends on the teacher’s 

ability, which is dependent on the instructor’s course organization, communicability, subject 

knowledge, and on the teacher’s behavior which mostly depends on the manifest variable respect 

for students. Roman (2014) in a study stresses the "positive factors" that lead to improving the 

educational process and implicitly increasing students’ satisfaction with their teaching activity. 

The positive factors are high level of teacher’s professional training, ways of conducting courses 

involving students in teaching, implementation of practical activities, application of efficient 

teaching strategies, the benevolent attitude of teachers and patience to explain, efficient 

communication, elevated speech, respect for students, the teacher should surprise students with 

something new and interesting to captivate them, fair assessment and friendly attitude of the 

teacher. 
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This study intends to develop and validate a scale of EFL Students’ Satisfaction with the 

teaching quality. After studying the related literature and different models, scales, and definitions 

of quality, teacher quality, and teaching quality, a recent model by Ghasemi (2022), consisting of 

exploratory and confirmatory analyses that was actually employed to test the construct validity of 

the proposed four factors, i.e. knowledge, personality, skills, and qualifications became the main 

focus of this study. This teaching quality scale (TQS) was noticed because of its high reliability 

and validity and also the recency and the similarity in the aim, objective, and methodology with 

this study. The reliability calculated for the TQS was a satisfactory Cronbach’s Alpha of .923 and 

McDonald's Omega of 0.934 and the results showed a reasonable factor structure and a desirable 

convergent validity and a rescannable degree of factorial validity based on the good model fit and 

factor pattern loadings. 

The results of this study may have contributions to the theory and the practice of language 

teaching and particularly to EFL teaching and can provide educators with a large landscape of the 

area of EFL students’ satisfaction with teaching and teachers’ quality. This study also helps EFL 

teachers to be more aware of their knowledge, skills, and behaviors and their effect on EFL 

learners’ satisfaction and language learning. 

Literature Review 

Although the relationship between students’ perceptions of the quality of teaching and student 

satisfaction may seem self-evident, the interaction between these concepts and related methods of 

assessment is rarely examined (Smimou & Dahl, 2011). Students’ satisfaction has emerged as one 

such measurement of quality, being identified as one of the many factors which determine the 

effectiveness of an academic program (Albarrak et al, 2013). Possible impacts of Students’ 
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satisfaction on improving schools, increasing teaching quality, and improving the quality of 

student learning have led researchers and policymakers to pay much more attention to this issue 

and conduct much more research in this area (e.g. Arubayi, 2009; Duque, 2014; Kim et al., 2012; 

Zineldin et al., 2011; Martínez-Caro & Bolarín, 2011; Kilgour et al., 2016). 

Guolla (1999) investigated the impact of multiple teaching quality factors on course 

satisfaction by applying established theories from customer satisfaction and educational 

psychology research to a sample of MBA and Undergraduate students from multiple sections of 

an introductory marketing course.  The results indicate that the extent to which students felt they 

encountered a valuable teaching experience was strongly related to course satisfaction. However, 

in a further study, Calvo et al. (2010) conducted research considering factors affecting students’ 

experiences and satisfaction with teaching quality. That study described used 45,467 responses 

from engineering students to a standardized student feedback questionnaire over 7 years, to explore 

factors associated with variation in students’ learning experiences, including their experience of 

the quality of their teaching and their overall satisfaction with their subjects. Their analysis showed 

that of the factors considered, year of study, class size, and coordinators’ professional development 

significantly contribute to students’ satisfaction. In a narrower work, Roman (2014), focusing on 

the possibility to increase the quality of teaching, carried out a study on determining students’ 

satisfaction with teaching quality. This research is concentrated on teaching quality development 

by determining the motivating factors that lead to improved teaching and to learn the factors that 

lead to a decrease in the level of student involvement in teaching and scientific activities. The 

results of the study identify students’ degree of satisfaction with the educational activities offered 

by the university and aspects that students consider to be important for their development. Xiao & 

Wilkins (2015) conducted a study in a Chinese context with the purpose of examining the effects 
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of lecturer commitment on student perceptions of teaching quality and student satisfaction. They 

found that lecturer commitment to students’ academic achievement and lecturer commitment to 

the social integration of students are both positively related to student satisfaction which implies 

the important role of the teacher and teaching quality in students’ satisfaction and achievement. In 

another study by Yin et al. (2015) the researchers aimed to examine Chinese undergraduate 

students’ perceptions of teaching quality and the effects on their approaches to studying and course 

satisfaction. The study revealed the desirable effects of clear goals and standards, an emphasis on 

independence, generic skills, and an appropriate workload on students’ approaches to studying and 

course satisfaction. 

Students’ perception and evaluation of teaching quality in higher education have been also 

taken care of in recent research. Üstünlüoğlu (2016) performed a case study considering teaching 

quality in higher education in Turkey and Slovakia. Her study aimed to investigate the perceptions 

of both students and lecturers on teaching in higher education. The results indicated a difference 

between students’ and lecturers’ perceptions regardless of country, highlighting a discrepancy in 

views on the pedagogical competence of lecturers. Spooren et al. (2007) developed a theory-based 

and thoroughly validated evaluation instrument that is based on both educational theory and 

empirical data. The theoretical constructions of Spooren’s teaching quality scale are presentation 

skills, the value of the course, and clarity of objectives. Although this scale is not comprehensive 

enough and does not include teachers’ characteristics and personalities, the results underline the 

value of the use of a scaling technique in students’ evaluation of teacher performance. Ghasemi 

(2022) described the process of development and validation of a reliable scale for measuring 

teacher quality in an EFL context which was employed to test the construct validity of four factors, 

i.e. knowledge, personality, skills, and qualifications, and also provides a large landscape of the 
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area of EFL teaching quality. Dunrong & Fan (2009) with the intention of improvement of teaching 

quality conducted a study with the aim to build up a scientific system of student evaluation of 

teaching, and drawing on advanced experiences from abroad so as to improve the system of student 

evaluation of teaching and perfect the teaching quality assurance system. In a study by Johnson & 

Chen (2006), it was concluded that residents and faculty contribute important and different aspects 

of teaching experiences for medical students in ambulatory gynecology. This study was undertaken 

to compare teaching quality between obstetrics/gynecology residents and faculty preceptors in 

ambulatory gynecology as determined by medical student evaluation. However, numerous 

empirical investigations demonstrate equivocal and often contradictory findings regarding the 

relationship between attendance and various markers of student achievement (Burns & Ludlow, 

2005). their investigation extends this research by exploring the utility of student ratings of the 

need to attend class in predicting their perceptions of teaching excellence after controlling for class 

size, instructor availability, and small-group interactions. 

Methodology 

This scale is a modification to the scale (TQS) developed by Ghasemi (2022) in which through 

studying the related literature, a model is developed based on existing definitions of teaching 

quality and offered models and scales of teaching quality measurement in the literature. The 

developed model is an EFL teacher teaching quality scale (TQS) that led us to the identification of 

the main sources that influence teaching quality and the key factors affecting teaching quality and 

students’ satisfaction. Therefore, we modified the TQS by changing the voice of the questionnaire, 

simplification of the professional and technical terms, and removing items that could not be 

monitored and assessed from the students’ point of view, and incorporating the improved 

constructs into the Students’ Satisfaction Scale (SSS). Further, these aspects and their subscales 
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were identified and confirmed in the content validity phase. The constructs and sub-domains of 

that four factors, i.e. knowledge, personality, skills, and characteristics have been enumerated by 

Ghasemi (2022).   

Participants 

The current study encompassed 305 EFL students (171 females and 134 males) from Ilam and 

Kohgiluye, Iran participated in the study. The students with educational levels of A.A., B.A., and 

M.A. in English Literature, Translation, Linguistics, and Teaching English as a Foreign Language 

were the participants of this study. Participants of the study were selected based on the stratified 

sampling technique in which different smaller parts of the population, to wit strata, were selected 

to participate in the project. They were ensured about their privacy concerns. 

Instruments 

In order for the content validity of the scale, a “Peer-reviewed” method was chosen and a 

group of 5 experts was asked humbly to investigate carefully the items to present evidence of the 

EFL Students’ Satisfaction Scale (SSS) content validity.  They rated the appropriateness of the 

items influencing teacher quality on a three-point scale (1=suitable, 2=marginally suitable, 3=very 

suitable) and classified them into possible categories. Then, their ratings were analyzed to ensure 

which items remained on the scale. Based on the reviewers’ comments, the researchers rephrased 

the items with ratings under 3. In order to apply the next validation (i.e. exploratory & confirmatory 

factor analyses) of the scale, several assertions for the explanation of the items were provided in 

the form of a Likert-type questionnaire. Afterward, Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated to evaluate 

the reliability of the scale. Its reliability value was 94.7% which indicated a high level of internal 

consistency. 
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Procedure of Data Collection 

After finalizing the questionnaires, they were distributed among EFL students in Ilam and 

Kohgiluyeh, Iran. Under the influence of health care protocols and limited contact and 

communication, we had to distribute and collect the questionnaires only through online forms. 

Participants were in contact through different ways with the researchers and it was explained how 

to complete the questionnaires. Finally, it took two months to distribute and collect the 

questionnaires. From distributed questionnaires, only 305 completely filled questionnaires were 

downloadable and they formed the basis of data analysis using Statistical Package for Social 

Science (SPSS) and jamovi.  

Data Analysis 

   In order to analyze the collected data sets, descriptive and inferential statistics were utilized. 

Descriptive statistics were performed to calculate the frequency and percentage of each section of 

the questionnaire. Our data analysis included two phases: exploratory factor analysis and 

confirmatory factor analysis. We ran SPSS version 26, Amos version 20, and jamovi software for 

analyzing our data. The first phase, the exploratory factor analysis, was used to determine the 

appropriate number of variables in a study by using some statistics. The second phase, 

confirmatory factor analysis, through the investigation of all the associations among main scales 

and their sub-scales, tries to confirm or validate the model using goodness of fit indices. The 

statistics used to examine the model fit for exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) were chi-square statistic, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker Lewis index 

(TLI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), as well as Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), and Bayesian Information 

Criterion (BIC). In general, Chi-squared statistics of less than 3, with CFI and TLI greater than.90 
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and RMSEA and SRMR of Less than.0.6 and 0.8 respectively are considered as an acceptable 

model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The EFA descriptive analysis of EFL students’ satisfaction was 

carried out with SPSS version 26, whereas CFA and model evaluation was conducted using jamovi 

software version 1.2.27 and Amos version 20. 

Results 

Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis 

In this study, at first, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EPA) based on Maximum likelihood with 

Variamax rotation was performed on 41 items using SPSS version 26. Items loaded heavily on 

more than one factor. If an item’s highest factor loading was greater than a priori-determined cutoff 

value, the item was retained. Also setting a cutoff at .40, this level did not result in any item 

removal in our sample loaded. To address the issue of the suitability of the data, and the strength 

of the inter-correlations among the items, we checked the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 

sampling adequacy (KMO). This value should be over 0.6. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value 

should also be considered that is the Sig value should be .05 or smaller. As it is clear from table 1 

in this study our sample is appropriate for factor analysis because the KMO value is 0.747 (it 

should be above 0.6) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (chi-square = 14339.403, df = 820, p = .000) 

were factorable (p<0.05). 

Table 1 

 KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 

Adequacy. 

.747 
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Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 14339.403 

df 820 

Sig. .000 

 

As is shown in Table 2, four factors were identified as underlying latent constructs from 41 

items based on parallel analysis accounting for 60.64% of the total variance in the data. These 

factors included the 4 dimensions used to measure students’ satisfaction. 

Table 2  

Total Variance Explained 

 

Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

In the next step, the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted using jamovi software 

version 1.2.27. The maximum likelihood method was used to estimate the parameter. The results of the 

CFA analyses indicated a relatively adequate good model fit. The results indicated an overall good model 

C 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% Total 

% of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 14.307 34.895 34.895 14.307 34.895 34.895 

2 5.520 13.465 48.359 5.520 13.465 48.359 

3 2.825 6.890 55.249 2.825 6.890 55.249 

4 2.211 5.392 60.642 2.211 5.392 60.642 
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fit; Chi-squared=1/779, p < .001, CFI = 0.947, TLI = 0.908, RMSEA= 0.048, SRMR =0.043, AIC =16650 

and BIC =17140. 

Figure 1  

Fitted CFA model 
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Table 3  

Component Correlation Matrix 

C 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 1.000         

2 .349 1.000        

3 .246 .240 1.000       

4 .111 .295 .228 1.000      

5 .275 .171 .293 .244 1.000     

6 .299 .299 .344 .314 .439 1.000    

7 .197 .232 .308 .158 .326 .267 1.000   

8 .529 .378 .272 .240 .256 .260 .234 1.000  

9 .095 .193 .062 -.223 -.202 -.055 .113 .092 1.000 

 

Table 4  

Model Fit Measures 

 RMSEA 90% CI  

CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA Lower Upper AIC BIC 

0.947  0.908  0.043  0.048  0.068  0.077  16500  17140  
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Table 5  

Factor Covariance 

    Estimate SE Z p 

TPACK Knowledge  TPACK Knowledge  1.000 ᵃ          

   Personality  0.716  0.0405  17.66  < .001  

   Skills  0.818  0.0303  27.03  < .001  

   Qualifications  0.713  0.0393  18.16  < .001  

Personality  Personality  1.000 ᵃ          

   Skills  0.673  0.0384  17.51  < .001  

   Qualifications  0.495  0.0496  9.98  < .001  

Skills  Skills  1.000 ᵃ          

   Qualifications  0.735  0.0324  22.71  < .001  

Qualifications  Qualifications  1.000 ᵃ          

ᵃ fixed parameter 

Results of Reliability Analysis of SSS 

Using jamovi for the reliability analysis of our items, which is indicated in table 6, we have 

the reliability calculated for the questionnaire with a satisfactory Cronbach’s Alpha of .947 and 

McDonald's Omega of 0.951. As we already know, a Cronbach’s Alpha of more than 0.70 and as 
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a general guideline, for McDonald's Omega, a threshold value of   .70 is for research purposes and 

.90 for clinical or important decisions. Therefore, they are acceptable and considered reliable.  

Table 6 

Scale Reliability Statistics 

 sd Cronbach's α McDonald's ω 

scale  0.448  0.947  0.951  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Students’ satisfaction is one such measurement of quality, being identified as one of the many 

factors which determine the effectiveness of an academic program (Albarrak et al, 2013) and is 

positively related to student’s academic achievement. Recent research has indicated the 

importance of student’s perceptions of their learning and teaching quality in determining student 

satisfaction (Xiao & Wilkins, 2015). However, there is no domain-specific scale available to 

measure different aspects of student’s satisfaction. Therefore, in response to the necessity for 

further systematic research on students’ satisfaction with teaching quality, the present study aimed 

to address the research gap relating to the need for a domain-specific scale to measure students’ 

satisfaction. To this end, a valid and reliable measure called SSS was developed based on the 

quality constructs and the scale developed by Ghasemi (2022) and went through rigorous 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. 

The SSS developed in this study measures four factors determining students’ satisfaction with 

teaching and teacher quality, namely, TPACK knowledge, personality, skills, and qualifications. 

TPACK is a framework for introducing the relationships and complexities between technology, 
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pedagogy, and content knowledge (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). This aspect which is assessed by 6 

items in this scale, brings an intuitive understanding of teaching content with appropriate 

pedagogical methods and technologies at the intersection of these three types of knowledge. At the 

ideal level, in which the professional perceptions of the participants undergo severe changes, 

teachers have an intuitive understanding of the complex interplay between the three basic 

components of knowledge (CK, PK, TK) by teaching content using appropriate pedagogical 

methods and technologies. This interplay between the sub-dimensions of these components is 

responsible for heavy loadings (34.895 percent of the whole) in the factor loading in table 2. The 

present study also showed teacher’s personality, which is related to academic and professional 

success, described with five sub-dimensions of Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, 

Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness (Djigic et al., 2014). It is another separate dimension of 

students’ satisfaction with 10 items but unlike the TPACK knowledge, there is no interchange 

between different sub-scales of this component. Another dimension of students’ satisfaction in 

SSS with 17 items, is related to professional skills which include Leadership Skills, Critical & 

Reflective Thinking Skills, Communicative & Verbal Skills, Creativity Skills, and Mindfulness 

which is comprised of four general domains including planning and organization, teaching 

mindfulness, guiding mindfulness practices, and management of the learning environment 

(Broderick et al., 2018). Teachers’ professional skills showed the most factor covariance with the 

other three components according to table 5. Improving teachers’ professional skills, defined as 

the preparation of teaching and learning, content knowledge, teaching experience, and transmitting 

the information to the students in an understandable manner (Darling-Hammond et.al 2002) is the 

ultimate goal of professional development (Cleaver et.al 2020). Finally, qualifications, including 

(a) teacher behaviors, practices, and beliefs; (b) certification status; (c) experience; (d) preparation; 
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and (e) ethical principles are measured by 8 items. Teacher behaviors, practices, and beliefs 

included what teachers do in the classroom, for example, questioning strategies, instructional 

equity, and beliefs about students’ learning, such as beliefs about who can and cannot learn. 

Certification describes teachers’ certification status (including whether they are emergency, 

provisionally, or fully certified) and whether a teacher is certified in the field in which they are 

teaching. The total number of years an educator has been teaching and/or the number of years a 

teacher has taught a particular grade level or field of study is referred to as Experience. The 

morality of teachers, as an important aspect of teacher quality, is the teachers’ professional ethics 

(Ren, 2009).  

Results suggested that the Students’ Satisfaction Scale had a reasonable factor structure, high 

internal reliability, and desirable convergent and discriminate validity. The results of the EFA 

indicated that the instrument had a rescannable degree of factorial validity based on the good model 

fit and factor pattern loadings. Generally, the results revealed large factor pattern loadings. The 

result of CFA also revealed good factorial validity. Each item was highly correlated with its 

corresponding factor and not with the other factor (Chi-squared=1/779, p < .001, CFI = 0.947, TLI 

= 0.908, RMSEA= 0.048, SRMR = 0.043, AIC =16650 and BIC =17140). Accordingly, the results 

of EFA and CFA confirmed the four factors model of the Students’ Satisfaction Scale in the Iranian 

EFL context. Thus, one of the strengths of the developed instrument in the present study is that it 

reflects an educational and Iranian context. 

     The result of this study confirmed that the Iranian EFL teachers, as the center of language 

teaching, should improve themselves in terms of knowledge, personality, skills, and qualifications 

and subsequently, they can construct and re-construct their identity to attain the highest level of 

effectiveness in language teaching from the student’s point of view. Furthermore, in order to have 
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the best performance in foreign language contexts, participating in professional development 

programs related to the profession, and acquiring professional certificates are important for 

teachers. Also in order to increase teachers' effectiveness, they should be aware of their strengths 

as well as their weaknesses and try to improve themselves and expand their skills in order to 

maximize their teaching quality and students’ satisfaction.  With regard to the teacher quality scale, 

the next implication of this study is the availability of a valid and reliable scale to measure teacher 

quality for educational researchers, practitioners, testers, and teachers. 

 The construction of a valid and reliable scale requires systematic research, in which both the 

literature and empirical data play an important role; however, this type of preliminary research 

does not yet seem to be popular (Spooren et al., 2007). This is the strength of our scale and ensures 

those who are concerned about the reliability, validity, and thus the usefulness of this teacher 

teaching quality scale. 

The process of validating an assessment instrument is a never-ending task. So, future research 

will need to be performed in order to establish the validity of the teaching quality assessment 

questionnaire we constructed and studied. 

Limitations and Further Research 

One limitation of this study is its sample size. The study was conducted in two provinces 

namely, Ilam and Kohgiluye, Iran. Therefore, the sample size may limit the generalizability of our 

results. With regard to the pandemic and under the influence of health care protocols and limited 

contact and communication, we had to distribute and collect the questionnaires just through online 

forms. Also considering the large number of questions in the questionnaire, some teachers may 
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tend to move through the questionnaire too quickly and carelessly in order to complete the 

questionnaires faster. 

To compensate for the limitations of this study, similar studies can be conducted in more 

provinces, or investigate how other factors like age, gender, and experience level influence 

teachers’ quality. Also, it would be a valuable topic for future researchers to investigate the 

potential relationship between the variables of the current study with students' achievement and 

learning. 
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