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ABSTRACT

 The purposes of this study were (i) to examine whether the subjects’ English

proficiency, measured by TOEIC scores, qualify them for most working positions to

which the subjects’ fields of study are relevant in the Thai workforce, (ii) to

investigate whether and how the subjects’ English language learning motivation and

motivational variables are related to the attainment of their English proficiency,

(iii) to determine whether there are any differences in motivation and motivational

variables of high and low proficiency subjects, and  (iv) to find out whether and how

motivation and motivational variables of the high and low proficiency subjects are

related to their English proficiency.

  The subjects were 80 fourth-year Management Sciences students in Prince of

Songkla University, Hat Yai Campus. The instruments used for data collection were

the subjects’ TOEIC scores and a questionnaire on subjects’ motivation and

motivational variables in English language learning. The reliability coefficient of the

questionnaire of the present study was .85.  The data from the 80 questionnaire

responses and the subjects’ TOEIC scores were statistically analyzed by using the

SPSS program for frequency, percentage, arithmetic mean, standard deviation (SD),

t-test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and Pearson correlation coefficient.

The findings of this study are summarized as follows:

1. The average English proficiency of the subjects was classified as at an

“intermediate” proficiency level (462 out of the 990 TOEIC score) with some limited

career prospects for positions in the Thai workforce which require English. In



addition, it was found that differences in the subjects’ English learning background
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(achievement on compulsory English courses, experience in an English-speaking

country, interaction with their English-speaking friends, and self-study of English

and e-mail writing activities) were related to differences in their English proficiency

at a significant level of .05 (p < .05). A close correspondence, though not significant,

was also found between the subjects’ number of elective English courses taken and

their English proficiency.

2. The subjects’ attitudes and intrinsic motivation on English language

learning were positively related to their English language proficiency at the

significant level of .05 (p < .05). In addition, a relationship was found between the

subjects’ integrative and instrumental motivation at a significant level of .01 (p <

.01). Moreover, the highest level of significant relationship, among the variables

under investigation, was between the subjects’ extrinsic and instrumental motivation

at .01 (p < .01).

3. There was a significant difference in overall motivation between high and

low proficiency groups of subjects at .05 (p < .05), but not in overall motivational

variables. Additionally, the high proficiency group had a significantly higher level of

intrinsic motivation than did the low proficiency group at .05 (p < .05).

4. In the high proficiency group, the highest level of significant relationship,

among the variables under investigation, was found between intrinsic and integrative

motivation at .01 (p < .01), while in the low proficiency group, the highest level of

significant relationship, among the variables under investigation, was between

extrinsic and instrumental motivation at .01 (p < .01). Moreover, facilitative anxiety

tended to be found in the high proficiency group, and debilitative anxiety in the low

proficiency group.


