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Abstract

This study investigated the relationship between students’ self-efficacy and their English

language performance, as well as the existing linkage among other independent variables

such as motivation and locus of control. The research was conducted on a group of 254

students studying in English Program. The obtained results reveal that there was a positive

relationship between the level of English self-efficacy and English language performance,

when other confounding variables and other relevant independent variables were excluded

from the model. Additionally, the effect of English self-efficacy on English performance was

relatively stronger among the lowly efficacious individuals. However, when including all

other predictor variables, the result shows that there was no significant relationship between

the two interested variables. Instead, the finding reveals that there was a significant strong

relationship between internal locus of control and students’ average English grade. Regarding

gender difference, male students tend to be efficacious than female students.

Keywords: English Self-efficacy, Integrative Motivation, Instrumental Motivation, Locus

of Control, English Language Performance
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1 Introduction

Disappointedly, the present picture of the current English language educational system in

Thailand is aged and ossified, and despondently seems to get gloomier. In 2015, Thailand

witnessed a remarkable plunge in the EF English Proficiency Index, ranking the 14th out

of 16 Asian countries despite the country being among the heaviest spenders on education

(Educational First, 2015). Fortunately, in the latest EF English Proficiency Index report,

Thailand showed significant improvements, eventually breaking out from the Very Low

Proficiency band to Low Proficiency band, but yet still globally languishing near the bottom

in the survey (Educational First, 2017).

Many excuses have been given for the low level of English proficiency of Thai students

in terms of both language and non-language factors (Anyadubalu, 2010). In Thailand,

the grammar-translation teaching approach, which emphasizes on grammatical rules and

the direct translation of English language into Thai language, has prevailed for decades

(Teng & Sinwongsuwat, 2015). Since the teaching method is examination-oriented, students

mostly focus on the outcomes (Teng & Sinwongsuwat, 2015). They tend to memorize rather

than analyze. Therefore, Thai students are more capable to read English better than

understanding and speaking the language (Anyadubalu, 2010). As a result, this directly

imputes to a number of language factors concerning proficiency issues such as grammatical

structures, vocabulary, and sentence construction (Anyadubalu, 2010). Even though many

efforts have been made from the Thai government to address such issues, the policies adopted

seem to be ineffective (Anyadubalu, 2010). As a consequence, other non-language factors

may have to be taken into account in order to alleviate this ongoing matter.

A considerable body of research in the area of English language learning, encompassing a
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wide scope of non-language factors including learners’ beliefs, motivation, and strategies, has

been conducted. Research indicates that non-linguistic factors potentially have a substantial

effect on English language learning success of an individual. Self-efficacy proves to be a

principal component in predicting learners’ achievement in academic setting, and can predict

learners’ performance even better than their real capabilities (Bandura, 1997). According to

Hsieh and Schallert (2008), among different attributional beliefs and motivational variables,

self-efficacy was the strongest predictor of students’ academic achievement. In a similar vein,

Wang et al. (2009) also explored attributions among students’ beliefs and language learning

strategies, the result also reveals that self-efficacy had the strongest influence on students’

language performance.

Furthermore, a preponderance of evidence shows that motivation is also a predictor of

students’ success in learning foreign language. According to Dornyei (1998), highly motivated

students can perform well in second language learning even though they have low abilities.

In the same vein, Gardner and Lambert (1972) also claim that motivation provides the

foundation for students’ accomplishment as it determines the effort learners exert into

acquiring second language. That is, highly motivated individuals tend to hold positive

attitudes towards learning language, and thereby have a strong desire to learn and acquire

that language.

The purpose of this study is therefore to examine the relationship among independent

variables, namely self-efficacy, motivation, and locus of control, confounding variables and

students’ performance in English language. The issue of self-efficacy is mainly focused on

this study in the sense that students need to assess their abilities to perform a specific task

particularly in the fields of English language acquisition.
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It is hoped that this study could potentially provide a better understanding of predictors

of English learning achievement in the context of Thailand. Admittedly, Thai educational

system has indeed faced a number of formidable challenges, and investigating the relationship

among aforementioned variables could at least mitigate some of these issues. Before any

educational policies are developed, it is necessary that the correct foundations for the new

English learning strategies are laid. Instead of hastily switching from one educational policy

to another, a series of smaller steps could better guarantee a more sustainable change, and

ultimately the future of the English language education in Thailand may become brighter.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 Self-efficacy

According to the social cognitive theory proposed by Bandura (1997), self-efficacy refers to

an individual’s beliefs in their capabilities to perform a given task using the skills he/she

possesses. It plays a vital role in determining personal accomplishment and human motivation

particularly in educational contexts (Bandura, 1997). Additionally, Kornilova et al. (2009)

viewed self-efficacy as a persons’ beliefs in the possibility that he/she can successfully learn

or complete a given task. Pajares (1996) also defined self-efficacy related to one’s judgements

of one’s abilities to execute and succeed a given specific task.

As can be drawn from the concept of self-efficacy, the main component here is the belief

individuals have in themselves. Self-efficacy not only determines how much effort being

exerted into a task, but also have a notable effect on how individuals think, react, feel, and

motivate themselves (Bandura, 1997). That is, the higher the level of self-efficacy, the greater

the effort, and the higher they are motivated. Thus, learners’ beliefs in their abilities could

have a tremendous effect on their performance. As a result, it is of considerable importance

for educators in terms of pedagogical implications in that highly efficacious students tend to

achieve higher score compared to those with lower self-efficacy, although they may have low

abilities (Bandura, 1997; Dornyei, 1998).

2.2 Self-efficacy and Academic Success

A number of research studies have investigated the role of self-efficacy in different domains,

mostly in relation to learning strategies, language anxiety, personality traits and overall

academic performance. Several researchers have attempted to explore the relationship of

self-efficacy and academic success econometrically, and the findings are mostly consistent
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with the notion that self-efficacy beliefs correlate with academic accomplishment.

Self-efficacy can strongly predict the individuals’ academic success (Hsieh & Schallert, 2008;

Wang, et al.,2009). In other words, successful learners are often associated with a high degree

of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Bassi et al. (2007) conducted a study on 130 students in

Italy. The participants were given different academic tasks, and were closely monitored by

the researchers. The findings demonstrate that highly self-efficacious students were more

motivated, and more persevering; therefore, they were likely to become more successful than

low-efficacious students (Bassi, et al., 2007).

In a similar vein, the result from the research done by Zimmerman, Bandura, and Martinez-Pons

(1992) draws the same conclusion. The higher the level of students’ self-efficacy, the greater

their interest in doing that task, and thereby the better their performance (Zimmerman, et

al., 1992). To elaborate, low efficacious students perceive that a given task is tough, and

thus they have a narrow perspective on how to deal with that. Consequently, they avoid

engaging in that task, and thereby this results in a low level of achievement (Mahyuddin, et

al., 2006).

2.3 Self-efficacy and English Language Performance

There has been a considerable body of research on self-efficacy, but less research has directly

focused on self-efficacy in the field of English language learning.

Mahyuddin et al. (2006) carried out a research on 1,146 students chosen from eight secondary

schools in Selangor, Malaysia. The result reveals that there was a positive relationship

between self-efficacy and academic performance in English language which is in line with the

study done by Cotterall (1999). According to the study conducted by Cotterall (1999) on 113
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students at Victoria University of Wellington, students who strongly believe in themselves

tend to learn a language more successfully compared to the learners with low self-efficacy,

and they seem to have the ability to find the effective learning styles that suit them.

Nevertheless, the result from Anyadubalu’s research (2010) was not in line with previous

studies. The study found that there was no significant relationship between self-efficacy

and English language performance. There were 318 participants in the study, and each

student was asked to judge their ability towards English language through questionnaires

(Anyadubalu, 2010). Anyadubalu (2010) claimed that the contributing factors to the result

might be the age of students as they were still young, and the fact Thailand is a collectivist

society where individuals are encouraged to make decision based for the whole.

2.4 Motivation

In this study, motivation is generally categorized into two main groups: integrative and

instrumental motivation. According to Gardner (2004), integrative motivation is indicated by

the willingness of a language acquirer to be more culturally involved with the target language

society; on the other hand, an individual is considered to be instrumentally motivated

if he/she utilizes the language as an instrument to achieve a specific outcome such as

getting a better job. That is, integratively motivated individuals mainly focuses attention

on interaction with members of the target language community (Gardner, 2004).

2.5 Motivation and Academic Success

A number of studies found a significant relationship between self-efficacy and academic

success. Choomthong and Chaichompoo (2015) conducted a study on 1,475 undergraduate

students in Thailand, and the finding indicates that students appeared to be more instrumentally
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motivated in terms of learning English language in Thailand. In a similar vein, Nuchnoi

(2008) also contends that English language learners in Thailand were mainly instrumentally

motivated. The vast majority of the learners were short-term oriented with a goal to pass

the English courses only (Nuchnoi, 2008). Additionally, the same result was also revealed in

Kitjaroonchai and Kitjaroochai’s (2012) study.

In contrast, Hernandez (2006) showed that English language learners were highly integratively

motivated, and the integrative motivation was the main contributor to English language

learning success. In addition, Samad et al. (2012) also observed that high level of English

language was strongly correlated with the high level of integrative motivation, implying that

students with a higher integrative motivation were likely to be more academically successful

in language acquisition.

2.6 Locus of control

Locus of control refers to an individual’s belief regarding their own actions over the outcomes

of their lives (Rotter, 1990). Locus of control can be divided into internal locus of control

and external locus of control. Individuals with an internal locus of control believe that their

own actions and experiences mainly attribute to their life events. That is, they believe that

their destiny can be internally controlled by themselves (Rotter, 1990). On the other hand,

ones associated with an external locus of control tend to believe that they rarely have a

control over their life, and their successes or failures are mainly designated by fate, chance,

and luck (Rotter, 1990).
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2.7 Locus of control and academic success

There is a preponderance of evidence showing that there is a strong linkage between internal

locus of control and academic achievement. According to Keith et al. (1986), the internal

locus of control was found to be a strong predictor of academic success, students incorporate

with an internal locus of control tend to exert more efforts towards study, thus they have a

high potential to be more academically successful. Similarly, Bar-Tal & Bar-Zohar (1977)

and Bar-On (1997) also states the same result.

In brief, self-efficacy proves to be a principal variable in predicting learner motivation, and

individual success, as well as their well-being (Pajares, 1996). Individuals’ perception on

self-efficacy plays a vital role in their academic accomplishment, thus the relationship among

them should be taken into consideration.

Therefore, based on the findings by previous studies, it is therefore the aim of this study

to investigate the relationship between students’ self-efficacy and their English language

performance, whether performance in the English language is largely explained by the level of

English self-efficacy or not. Moreover, the linkage among other variables such as motivation,

locus of control and academic achievement is also investigated.
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3 Methodology

3.1 Participants

Participants were 254 middle-school students (12 to 15 years old) studying in English language

program at one secondary school in Rayong province, Thailand. As part of an agreement,

the name of the school needs to be kept anonymous. 145 (57.09%) of the respondents were

females, and 109 (42.91%) were males.

3.2 Instrument

Five-part survey questionnaire was administered to the respondents, and each part aims to

investigate different variables. To assure that the participants had no difficulty in understanding

the survey, all questions were translated into Thai language (See Appendix).

3.2.1 Confounding Variables

The first part of the survey asked students’ personal information such as gender, primary

school, English language learning experience, and English language activities which are

identified as confounding variables in this study.

3.2.2 General Self-efficacy

The second part of the survey was the General self-efficacy scale developed by Schwarzer

and Jerusalem (1995). The scale consists of 10 items, asking participants to make judgement

about their abilities to cope with daily hassles and to adapt themselves after experiencing

unpleasant live situations and hardships. Responses are made on a 4-point rating scale from

4 (exactly true) to 1 (not true at all). Summing-up all 10 items yields the final composite

score ranging from 10 to 40, with a higher score indicates more self-efficacy. In samples from

23 countries, the scale is a valid measure of General self-efficacy as the internal reliability
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(Cronbach’s alphas) ranged from 0.76 to 0.90, with the majority of .80s on average. However,

the scale is only one-dimensional.

3.2.3 English Self-efficacy

The third part of the survey was the Questionnaire of English Self-efficacy (QESE) scale

which was developed by Wang, Kim, Bong, and Ahn (2013). The scale consists of 32 items,

asking respondents to assess their abilities towards English language learning which is the

main independent variable in this study. Responses are made on a 7-point rating scale from

7 (I can do it very well) to 1 (I cannot do it at all). It was created to measure the following

aspects: (a) self-efficacy for listening (Items 1, 3, 9, 10, 15, 22, 24, and 27); (b) self-efficacy

for speaking (Items 4, 6, 8, 17, 19, 20, 23, and 30); (c) self-efficacy for reading (Items 2, 12,

16, 21, 25, 26, 29, and 32); and (d) self-efficacy for writing in English (Items 5, 7, 11, 13, 14,

18, 28, and 31). The mean score of all 32 items are calculated to represent each student’s

sense of their English self-efficacy beliefs. To ensure validity and reliability of the QESE

scale, Wang et al. (2013) conducted a study on 167 university students in South Korea to

thoroughly examine the properties of the scale. The results provide a strong evidence for the

scale validity and reliability as showed by a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.96, test-retest reliability

of 0.82, and the concurrent validity of 0.55. This means that the items on the questionnaire

tend to measure the same thing and are highly related. Additionally, the responses are quite

stable even though the same group of respondents complete the survey at two different points

in times since the test-retest reliability is quite high. Moreover, the set of items are effectively

ordered in the way that they do not produce response bias. When developing these 32 items,

the distinction among some perplexing psychological concepts were carefully considered.

For instance, the conceptual meanings of self-efficacy and self-esteem were clarified. An item

measuring English self-efficacy of the respondents would begin with “how well do you think

you can do . . . ”, whereas an item used to measure respondents’ self-esteem would be “I feel
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good about. . . ”, and the respondents then evaluate that. However, the scale may not cover a

wide range of all potential variables, adding more items may be helpful for further research.

3.2.4 Motivation

The fourth part of the survey was adapted from the Gardner’s Attitude/Motivation Test

Battery (AMTB) (2004), containing 2 parts. The first part was designed to measure the

instrumental motivation (Items 1 to 7), and the second part was created to evaluate the

integrative motivation (Items 8 to 14). Each item represents learners’ motivations to study

English language, and responses are made on a 6-point rating scale from 6 (strongly agree) to

1 (strongly disagree). The mean score of all 14 items are calculated to represent each student’s

motivation towards acquiring English language. To assure the validity and reliability of the

questionnaire under the Thai context, Choomthong and Chudapak (2015) run the estimation

of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, and the result reveals the Cronbach’s alpha of 0.891 which

means that the instrument is highly reliable in terms of measuring learners’ motivation

towards English language acquisition. However, a few students were unclear with some

questions which required a further explanation from the researcher; therefore, the future

revision and modification of some questions are recommended (Choomthong Chaichompoo,

2015).

3.2.5 Locus of Control

Eventually, the last part of the questionnaire was adapted from Pearlin Mastery scale

developed by Pearlin and Schooler (1978). The scale consists of 7 items, aiming to measure

the extent to which students regard themselves as being their personal control rather than

impersonally ruled. Responses are made on a 4-point rating scale from 4 (strongly agree)

to 1 (strongly disagree). Summing-up all 7 items yields the final composite score ranging

from 7 to 28, with a higher score indicates greater levels of mastery. A high level of mastery
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means that students believe that their own actions can influence events and outcomes in

their lives. The estimated Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is 0.82 highlighting the instrument

to be highly valid.

3.3 Data analytical procedure

The selected school was given information about the study and the permission was taken

to conduct the survey. The Thai version of the survey questionnaires were applied to 254

students. Since it was a week prior to the final examination period, all of the class materials

were fully covered. Thus, the researcher was allowed to administer the questionnaires during

regular class hours. Both instructors and the researcher were present, and the participants

were closely monitored. The respondents were informed about the purpose of the survey,

and were told that it was extremely crucial to answer the questions sincerely in order to

prevent responses bias. Responding to the questionnaires lasted about 20-30 minutes, and

the data collection procedures lasted about 2 weeks. Some students were absent; therefore,

they were excluded from the study. Also, those questionnaires with error(s) in completion

were omitted from the research.
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4 Results

4.1 Descriptive Results

Descriptive statistics of participant’s English self-efficacy, general self-efficacy (GSE), motivation,

and locus of control across two different profiles are reported below. The sample was divided

into top halves and bottom halves, using 50th percentile as a cut point. Nevertheless, table

4 is an exception as the observations were divided into three different categories using 25th

and 75th percentiles as cut points.

4.1.1 English Self-efficacy profiles

Table 1: Descriptive Results of English Self-efficacy Profiles
Profile 1 Profile 2
(Low) (High)

Male 48 61
Female 75 70
Maximum QESE 5.531 6.938
Minimum QESE 3.031 5.563
QESE Mean (SD) 5.029 6.149

(0.467) (0.385)
English Score Mean (SD) 3.473 3.559

(0.453) (0.430)

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics of participants across two different English self-efficacy

profiles. Of the 254 participants included in the analysis, 123 (48.43%) were members of

Profile 1, 131 (51.57%) were members of Profile 2. This implies that the majority of the

respondents perceived themselves as highly efficacious in terms of English language skills.

According to the table, 61 (55.96%) male students out of the total male respondents were

in high English Self-efficacy profile, whereas 75 (51.72%) female students from the total

female participants were in low English Self-efficacy profile. Thus, the results suggest that

male students were more efficacious in their English language abilities compared to female
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students. The QESE total mean scores, calculated from the third part of the questionnaire,

reveal that the total mean score was higher in Profile 2 than in Profile 1, meaning that the

respondents in Profile 1 had lower scores in all items than those in Profile 2. Additionally,

the mean English score, computed from all English subjects taken in academic year 2017,

was higher for Profile 2.
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4.1.2 General Self-efficacy profiles

Table 2: Descriptive Results of General Self-efficacy Profiles
Profile 1 Profile 2
(Low) (High)

Male 53 56
Female 56 89
Maximum GSE 3.1 4
Minimum GSE 2.1 3.2
GSE Mean (SD) 2.874 3.424

(0.232) (0.183)
QESE Mean (SD) 5.297 5.840

(0.698) (0.615)
English Score Mean (SD) 3.504 3.527

(0.452) (0.436)

Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics results of general self-efficacy profiles. Of the 254

students included in the study, 109 (42.91%) were members of Profile 1, and 145 (57.09%)

were members of Profile 2. Thus, the figures suggest that most students regarded themselves

to be high efficacious in general. Moreover, the table also indicates that 56 (51.38%) male

students out of the total male students were in high general self-efficacy profile, and 89

(61.38%) female students were also in that profile, implying that both male and female

students considered themselves as high efficacious individuals. The GSE total mean scores,

computed from the second part of the questionnaire, were relatively higher in Profile 2

compared to Profile 1 with the percentage difference of 17.49%. The mean of QESE and

English scores were both higher in Profile 2 in relative to Profile 1. That is, individuals

who reported themselves to be high efficacious in general tend to have a higher English

self-efficacy score, and were more likely to have a better English performance compared to

those in Profile 1.
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4.1.3 Motivation profiles

Table 3: Descriptive Results of Motivation Profiles

Profile 1 Profile 2

(Low) (High)

Male 65 44

Female 48 97

Maximum Motiv 5.5 6

Minimum Motiv 3.5 5.571

Motiv Mean (SD) 5.041 5.813

(0.421) (0.149)

Instru_motiv Mean (SD) 5.023 5.806

(0.469) (0.202)

Integra_motiv Mean (SD) 5.060 5.820

(0.508) (0.187)

QESE Mean (SD) 5.628 5.590

(0.691) (0.716)

English Score Mean (SD) 3.498 3.533

(0.459) (0.430)

Table 3 shows the descriptive results for students’ learning motivation in two different

motivational profiles. Of the 254 students participated in the study, 113 (44.49%) were

members of Profile 1, and 141 (55.51%) were members of Profile 2. Hence, the figures

reveal that the majority of the students were highly motivated towards English language

acquisition. Furthermore, up to 67% of the total female students were considered to be

highly motivated, whereas the majority of male students were lowly motivated: 65 (59.63%)
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in Profile 1, and 48 (40.37%) in Profile 2. The motivation mean scores, evaluated based

on the fourth part of the questionnaire, were comparably higher in Profile 2 than that of

Profile 1 with the percentage difference of 14.23%. Additionally, the mean score of integrative

motivation was higher than that of instrumental motivation in both profiles, suggesting that

most respondents were integratively motivated learners.

Table 4: Descriptive Results of Motivation Profiles

Profile 1 Profile 2 Profile 3

(Instrumentally) (Integratively) (Equally)

Male 42 37 30

Female 48 62 35

Maximum instru_motiv 6 5.857 6

Minimum instru_motiv 3.714 3.714 4.286

Maximum integra_motiv 5.857 6 6

Minimum integra_motiv 3.286 3.857 4.286

Mean instru_motiv (SD) 5.583 5.196 5.684

(0.477) (0.512) (0.422)

Mean integra_motiv (SD) 5.239 5.570 5.684

(0.591) (0.438) (0.422)

Mean QESE (SD) 5.537 5.609 5.700

(0.668) (0.728) (0.715)

Mean English Score (SD) 3.414 3.609 3.520

(0.469) (0.383) (0.463)

The table depicts descriptive results of motivation profiles

based on integrative and instrumental categories.

To further investigate on the two aspects of motivation, the descriptive analysis of participants
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based on integrative and instrumental categories was shown in Table 4. Students were divided

into three different profiles: (1) Instrumentally motivated if the mean score of instrument

motivation was greater than that of integrative motivation, (2) Integratively motivated if the

mean score of integrative motivation was greater than that of instrumental motivation, and

(3) Equally motivated if the means score calculated from both instrumental and integrative

motivations were equal. According to the table, of the 254 students included in the analysis,

90 (35.43%) were part of Profile 1, 99 (38.98%) were part of Profile 2, and around one fourth

(25.6%) were part of Profile 3. Overall, the figures suggest that the vast majority of the

students tend to be integratively motivated. However, nearly half (42.76%) of female students

were integratively motivated, whereas male students (38.53%), who were instrumentally

motivated, accounted for the biggest proportion among three profiles. Therefore, the findings

reveal that males and females were motivated in different ways, even though a higher

proportion of respondents were integratively motivated in general.
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4.1.4 Locus of Control Profiles

Table 5: Descriptive Results of LOC Profiles

Profile 1 Profile 2

(Low) (High)

Male 55 54

Female 44 101

Maximum loc 19 28

Minimum loc 0 20

Mean loc (SD) 16.758 22.477

(2.615) (2.102)

QESE Mean (SD) 5.490 5.681

(0.748) (0.666)

English Score Mean (SD) 3.372 3.611

(0.478) (0.392)

Table 5 illustrates the descriptive results for students’ locus of control in two different groups.

Individuals with low mastery scores were in Profile 1 while those with high mastery scores

were members of the second profile. Low mastery scores implicitly mean that a person has a

strong sense of external locus of control; on the other hand, high mastery scores imply that

an individual possess an internal locus of control belief. According to the table, the vast

majority (61%) of the respondents were in the second profile, meaning that most students

believed that they can internally control the outcomes of their lives. That is, they are the

architect of their own fate, using their own power to design their own future. In addition,

the mean scores of locus of control were greater in Profile 2 that than of Profile 1 with the

percentage difference of nearly 30%. Male students were equally distributed between the
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two profiles, whereas the largest proportion (69.66%) of female students were members of

the second profile. In addition, the mean of QESE and English scores were relatively higher

in Profile 2 than in Profile 1, showing that individuals with internal locus of control were

likely to be more efficacious in their English language capabilities and tend achieve higher

academic outcomes.
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4.2 Model

4.2.1 Standardization

According to the questionnaire, different parts report different variables, and each variable

has its own rating scale. For instance, the students’ locus of control scores range from

0 to 28, whereas the responses on QESE are made on a 7-point rating scale. Since the

magnitude of the estimated coefficients partly depends on the mean and variance of the

independent variables, varying scales potentially have a significant on the coefficients. That

is, the unstandardized estimated coefficients may be not directly comparable because the

ranges are different among the variables. A one point increase in QESE scores would cause a

large increase in average English grade, whereas a one point increase in locus of control scores

would be associated with a relatively smaller increase. As a result, standardized coefficients

are required in order to make comparisons possible.

4.2.2 Model specification

Unrestricted model

avg_eng_std = �0 + �1eng_se_std+ �2mean_gse_std (1)

+ �3motiv_std+ �4instru_std+ �5integra_std

+ �6loc_std+ �7female+ �8tutor + �9abroad

+ �10study_ep+ �11Wi

+ "

Equation (1) represents the full unrestricted model including all independent and confounding

variables. By running the first model represented in equation 1, some independent variables
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were extremely statistically insignificant at all confidence levels. The highest non-significant

p-values were found among confounding variables. Furthermore, the estimated sign of

confounding variables was not as anticipated, reflecting that the model might suffer from

misspecification and other issues regarding the nature of the predictor variables.

For instance, the coefficient of -0.007 of the dummy variable “often_speak” was unexpectedly

negative, meaning that individuals who often speak English have an average English grade

around 0.007 lower compared to those students who rarely speak English, controlling for the

other independent variables. Moreover, its p-value was noticeably large, nearly approaching

to one, implying that the variable was substantially statistically insignificant. Consequently,

the insignificant confounding variables were excluded from the model.

Even though the majority of the confounding variables were not statistically significant,

the findings suggest that there is a significant difference between male and female students.

Female students tend to have an average English grade approximately 0.49 higher than male

students, ceteris paribus. In addition, its p-value was relatively small, thus it was statistically

significant at all alpha levels and should be included in the model. As a result, model 2 was

developed.

Restricted model

avg_eng_std = �0 + �1eng_se_std+ �2mean_gse_std (2)

+ �3motiv_std+ �4instru_std+ �5integra_std

+ �6loc_std+ �7female

+ "
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Equation (2) represents the restricted model excluding all insignificant confounding variables.

In this equation, the estimated coefficients of all those confounding variables are assumed

to be zero. However, the regression results using model 2 appear to be anomalous because the

estimated coefficients of motiv_std, instru_std, and integra_std, as well as their corresponding

standard errors tend to be inflated. This may be a result from multicollinearity. That is,

excluding some of these variables may greatly change the estimated coefficients and their

standard errors. Therefore, in order to detect multicollinearity, Variance Inflation Factor

(VIF) was used.

Table 6: Multicollinearity Diagnostics for Model 2

Variable VIF 1/VIF

motiv_std 223517.38 0.000004

integra_std 64890.56 0.000015

instru_std 63846.39 0.000016

eng_se_std 1.45 0.689787

mean_gse_std 1.35 0.738188

female 1.21 0.825991

loc_std 1.16 0.863086

Mean VIF 50322.79

As anticipated, the regression output from model 2 exhibits severe multicollinearity due to

incredibly high VIF values. The variable motiv_std constituted the highest VIF value of

roughly around 224000 which was more than hundred thousand times higher than that of

loc_std, implying that this variable might be the root of the issue. Additionally, the VIF

values for integra_std and instru_std were approximately 64000 which were considered to
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be spectacularly high. Therefore, these three explanatory variables were highly correlated,

thus some of these variables should not be entered into a regression equation. Consequently,

model 3 was developed.

avg_eng_std = �0 + �1eng_se_std+ �2mean_gse_std (3)

+ �4instru_std+ �5integra_std+ �6loc_std

+ �7female+ "

Equation (3) shows the restricted model omitting all confounding variables and the independent

variable that seemed to produce multicollinearity. By excluding motiv_std, the VIF values

were noticeably declined. Nevertheless, the regression output illustrates that mean_gse_std

and instru_std were statistically insignificant at all confidence intervals, and thereby removing

them might be appropriate. Thus, model 4 was designed.

avg_eng_std = �0 + �1eng_se_std (4)

+ �4instru_std+ �5integra_std+ �6loc_std

+ "

Equation (4) displays the restricted model consisting of variables that have a relatively

stronger correlation with the dependent variable compared to others. In order to compare

the goodness of fit between model 3 and model 4, a likelihood ratio test (LR test/ Chi-squared

test) was performed. The test result reports that model4 is a subset of model 3, X2(2, N =

254) = 2.21, p = 0.3320.
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In other words, model 4 is nested in model 3, and that adding more parameters may not

significantly improve the fitness of the model to a dataset. In addition, the correlation

between the independent variables and dependent variable is computed using scatterplot

matrix and Pearson’s r correlation coefficient. The result reveals that the relationship

between mean_gse_std and avg_eng_std is the weakest (r = .0967), thus omitting mean_gse_std

might be more befitting. Therefore, model 4 is better at predicting the data compared to

the model 3.

Furthermore, the Ramsey Regression Equation Specification Error Test (RESET) test was

conducted to check whether the fourth model has suffered from the Omitted Variable Biased

or not. The null hypothesis is that the model contains no omitted variables, and vice versa

for the alternative hypothesis. The result shows that the null hypothesis is not rejected as

F (3,246) = 0.23, p = 0.8767. Therefore, the fourth model is appropriate.
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4.3 Regression Results

4.3.1 Simple Linear Regression

Table 7: Simple Linear Regression Results

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

avg_eng_std avg_eng_std avg_eng_std avg_eng_std avg_eng_std avg_eng_std

eng_se_std 0.152⇤

(0.0623)

mean_gse_std 0.0964

(0.0627)

motiv_std 0.222⇤⇤⇤

(0.0614)

instru_std 0.152⇤

(0.0623)

integra_std 0.262⇤⇤⇤

(0.0608)

loc_std 0.305⇤⇤⇤

(0.0600)

Constant -1.60e-08 -1.87e-08 -1.88e-08 -3.81e-08 -1.88e-08 -1.70e-08

(0.0621) (0.0626) (0.0613) (0.0621) (0.0607) (0.0599)

Observations 254 254 254 254 254 254

R2 0.023 0.009 0.049 0.023 0.069 0.093

Standard errors in parentheses

⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
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Table 7 provides the regression results using simple linear regression method, a statistical

method that examines the relationship between one dependent variable and one independent

variable only. The method estimates how a given dependent variable (avg_eng_std) is

explained by a specific independent variable.

Overall, the regression output reveals that all standardized regression coefficients in different

equations are positive, indicating that for every standard deviation unit increase in the

predictor variable, the response variable will increase by the estimated coefficient value in

terms of standard deviation units. In general, the closer the estimated regression coefficient

is to 1, the stronger the effect of that predictor variable on the response variable, ceteris

paribus. In this case, the level of locus of control appears to have the strongest effect on

the changes in average English grade, whereas the general self-efficacy seems to produce the

smallest strength.

To elaborate, a one standard unit increase in the students’ level of locus of control contributes

to a 0.305 standard deviation increase in students’ English grade on average. The independent

variable is significant at all confidence levels, meaning that there is a statistically significant

positive relationship between these two variables.

Additionally, the level of motivation also has a positive effect on an English grade. A marginal

standard unit increase in the level of motivation leads to a 0.222 standard deviation increase

in average English score which is statistically significant at all alpha levels. To be specific, the

integrative motivation is the major contribution to this relationship. It generally produces

the second strongest effect on average English grade after the locus of control level, and has

a larger size of the effect compared to the other type of motivation. Its estimated coefficient

is 0.262, indicating that an extra unit increase in the level of integrative motivation will give
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rise to a 0.262 standard deviation increase in average English grade. The p-value of 0.000

suggests that the variable is significant at all confident interval.

Furthermore, the relationship between students’ English self-efficacy and their English language

performance is of the main interest in this research. According to Table 6, an additional

standard unit increase in English self-efficacy results in a 0.152 standard deviation unit

increase in an average English grade, and the correlation is deemed to be statistically

significant at the 0.5 level. The magnitude of the effect seems to be relatively small compared

to other variables such as the level of motivation, and locus of control.

Nevertheless, the level of general self-efficacy tends to have the lowest effect on the changes

in the level of English grade. Its beta coefficient is 0.0964, meaning that a one standard

deviation unit change in general self-efficacy score brings only about 0.0964 standard deviation

increase in English average grade. However, the coefficient is tested to be statistically

insignificant as its p-value is larger a 10-percent alpha-level.

28



4.3.2 Regression analysis among different groups of respondents

Table 8: Gender Differences

Males Female

avg_eng_std avg_eng_std

eng_se_std 0.215⇤ 0.0919

(0.0893) (0.0807)

Constant -0.330⇤⇤⇤ 0.247⇤⇤

(0.0969) (0.0748)

Observations 109 145

R2 0.052 0.009

Standard errors in parentheses

⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001

Self-efficacy strength between males and females Table 8 reveals a linear relationship

between average English grade and students’ English self-efficacy. The output shows that the

magnitudes of English self-efficacy effect on average English grade differ between male and

female students. An additional standard deviation increase in English self-efficacy gives rise

to a 0.215 standard deviation increase in English grade on average among male students,

while that for female students is only a 0.0919 standard deviation increase. In addition,

the beta coefficient of English self-efficacy for males is statistically significant at alpha-level

of 0.05, whereas the estimated regression coefficient for female students is not statistically

significant at all. The result is consistent with the descriptive analysis in section 4.1 the

male students appear to have higher English self-efficacy compared to female students, and

thereby the size of the English self-efficacy effect on average English grade is greater among

male participants.

29



Table 9: Differences in QESE profiles

Low High

avg_eng_std avg_eng_std

eng_se_std 0.337⇤ 0.0198

(0.137) (0.157)

Constant 0.177 0.0788

(0.144) (0.148)

Observations 123 131

R2 0.048 0.000

Standard errors in parentheses

⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001

Self-efficacy strength between low and high efficacious individuals Table 9 provides

a linear relationship between average English grade and students’ English self-efficacy across

different English self-efficacy profiles. Among the respondents in low English self-efficacy

profile, the effect of English self-efficacy is greater compared to the other group. A marginal

standard deviation increase in the level of English self-efficacy score causes average English

grade to increase by 0.337 standard deviation among low efficacious English language learners;

on the other hand, an additional standard deviation increase in English self-efficacy score

only brings about a 0.0198 standard deviation increase in English grade on average among

the higher efficacious English language acquirers, with a non-significant beta coefficient as the

p-vale is greater than a 10-percent alpha-value. The result implies that by improving English

self-efficacy, low efficacious students could potentially achieve higher English performance.
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Table 10: Differences in Motivation profiles

Low High

avg_eng_std avg_eng_std

eng_se_std 0.195 0.0701

(0.0993) (0.0879)

Constant -0.0605 0.0848

(0.102) (0.0858)

Observations 113 141

R2 0.033 0.005

Standard errors in parentheses

⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001

Self-efficacy strength between low and high motivated individuals Table 10 depicts

information about the linear relationship between English grade and students’ English

self-efficacy across different motivation profiles. Lowly motivated individuals appear to be

more effected than the other group. By increasing an additional standard deviation unit

of English self-efficacy score, the English grade is improved by 0.195 standard deviation on

average. However, the beta of coefficient is deemed to be insignificant.
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Table 11: Differences in LOC profiles

Low High

avg_eng_std avg_eng_std

eng_se_std 0.0620 0.165⇤

(0.103) (0.0744)

Constant -0.319⇤⇤ 0.193⇤⇤

(0.110) (0.0707)

Observations 99 155

R2 0.004 0.031

Standard errors in parentheses

⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001

Self-efficacy strength between internal and external LOC beliefs Table 11 illustrates

the linear relationship between English grade and students’ English self-efficacy across different

LOC profiles. Among the individuals with an internal locus of control belief, the changes

in English self-efficacy score have a greater impact on their English performance compared

to the other profile. That is, increasing English self-efficacy by one standard deviation unit

contributes to a 0.165 standard deviation unit increase in their English performance, with a

significant beta coefficient at 5 percent alpha-level.
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4.3.3 Multiple Linear Regression

The main limitation of applying simple linear regression method is that the estimator fails to

capture other effects of the relevant independent variables that have originally been excluded

from the regression equation. Thus, using multiple linear regression might be more efficient.

Different models developed through a process of model specification described in section

4.2.3. Table 12 represents different regression outputs using different models.
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Table 12: Multiple Linear Regression Results

(Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4)

avg_eng_std avg_eng_std avg_eng_std

eng_se_std 0.117 0.115 0.0858

(0.0700) (0.0697) (0.0654)

mean_gse_std -0.0481 -0.0532

(0.0678) (0.0668)

motiv_std -21.70

(27.51)

instru_std 11.49 -0.104

(14.70) (0.0869)

integra_std 11.87 0.177 0.0964

(14.82) (0.0925) (0.0706)

loc_std 0.220⇤⇤⇤ 0.224⇤⇤⇤ 0.220⇤⇤⇤

(0.0626) (0.0622) (0.0612)

female 0.415⇤⇤ 0.414⇤⇤ 0.404⇤⇤

(0.129) (0.129) (0.128)

Constant -0.238⇤ -0.236⇤ -0.230⇤

(0.0942) (0.0935) (0.0933)

Observations 253 254 254

R2 0.172 0.170 0.163

Standard errors in parentheses

⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001

The main limitation of applying simple linear regression method is that the estimator fails to

capture other effects of the relevant independent variables that have originally been excluded
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from the regression equation. Thus, using multiple linear regression might be more efficient.

Different models developed through a process of model specification described in section

4.2.3. Table 12 represents different regression outputs using different models.

Overall, model 2 produces the strongest effect of the level of English self-efficacy on the

students’ English language performance, even though the model exhibits multicollinearity.

The magnitude of estimated coefficients of LOC is roughly stable, and the estimates remain

significant at all confidence interval among the three models.

According to the model specification, model 4 was proved to be the most appropriate.

Focusing on the effect of English self-efficacy on the average English course grade in model 4,

the effect size is the smallest although the model was restricted, consisting of less number of

independent variables. An additional standard deviation unit increase in English self-efficacy

unit results in a 0.0858 increase in the average English score. In fact, this estimated coefficient

is deemed to be statistically insignificant at all confident intervals.
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5 Discussion and Conclusion

Based on a simple linear regression model, the result proves that highly efficacious English

learners achieve higher English language performance compared to the lowly efficacious. This

finding agrees with several studies which ascertained that high level of English self-efficacy

positively affects the students’ academic performance (Zimmerman, et al., 1992; Bandura,

1997; Cotteral, 1999; Mahyuddin, et al., 2006; Bassi, et al., 2007).

Nevertheless, by applying a multiple linear regression, the opposite result is obtained. The

students’ English self-efficacy does not significantly affect the students’ English performance

per se. That is, the two variables are not statistically related to each other as the estimated

coefficient is tested to be insignificant at all confidence levels. Therefore, the finding tends to

be contrary to the affirmation from previous literatures (Zimmerman, et al., 1992; Bandura,

1997; Cotteral, 1999; Mahyuddin, et al., 2006; Bassi, et al., 2007) that students with high

level of self-efficacy would likely to academically outperform those students with lower level

of self-efficacy. In fact, the finding is actually in line with Anyadubalu’s (2010) study,

and that the main contributing factor to the result might be the fact that Thailand is a

collectivist country where children are discouraged to make decisions on their own, and

thereby ineffectively judge their capabilities in performing a specific task. Consequently,

this might be indirectly translated in the students’ level of self-efficacy.

Furthermore, in terms of motivation, the respondents seem to be integratively motivated

rather than instrumentally motivated as their integrative motivation was found slightly

higher than their instrumental motivation on average. Additionally, the integrative motivation

holds a larger effect on students’ English performance than instrumental motivation, thus

the variable is considered to be a good predictor of students’ English language proficiency.
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The finding of this study is actually consistent with Hernandez’s (2006) and Samad’s (2012)

studies. However, the result is in contrast with some previous research (Nuchnoi, 2008;

Kitjaroonchai & Kitjaroonchai, 2012; Choomthong & Chaichompoo, 2015) conducted in

Thailand in which a stronger relationship was established between instrumental motivation

and English language learning. That is, students acquire English language as a means to

pass a course, to obtain a good job and to earn higher pay (Choomthong & Chaichompoo,

2015).

In fact, the selected sample in this study was English Program students, thus the result

may vary from the previous findings. In other words, the decision to study in English

language program might due to the fact that they would like get more culturally engaged

with English speaking countries rather than obtaining English language as an instrument to

achieve a specific outcome. All in all, according to Gardner & Lambert (1972), integrative

motivation is a key success in learning second language.

In addition, a statistically significant positive relationship between internal locus of control

and English language performance was found. It seems logical that students with an internal

locus of control achieve higher English grade than individuals with an external locus of

control. For instance, a person possesses an internal locus of control would probably exert

much efforts towards acquiring English language, thus their own actions attribute to their

own success. And, the finding is consistent with Rotter’s locus of control theory (Rotter,

1990) and several studies (Bar-Tal & Bar-Zohar, 1977; Keith, et al., 1986; Bar-on, 1997).

Regarding to gender, the study found a gender difference, with male students being more

efficacious than female students in terms of English language learning. The result is in line

with the study investigated by Fallan and Opstad (2016). This may be stemmed from the
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different in personality types as males are normally more intuitive and tend to subdue their

feelings with logical arguments (Nissen & Shemwell, 2016).
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Appendices

Appendix 1



Data dictionary 
 
STATA_Variable Variable type Description/ Coding instruction Value 

uniqueid   Unique ID of each student String 

gender Independent 0=male  
1=Female Numeric 

year_eng Confounding When did you start learning English language? Numeric 

study_ep_bef Confounding 

Have you ever studied under English Program before 
attending this school? 
Yes = 1 
No = 0 

Numeric 

eng_tutor Confounding 
Do you have a tutoring for English subject right now?  
Yes = 1 
No = 0 

Numeric 

revise_hour Confounding 
How many hours do you spend revising  
English or developing your English skills by yourself 
per week? 

Numeric 

go_abroad Confounding Have you ever stayed in a foreign  
country and use English language in that country? Numeric 

listen_eng Confounding 

Listening to English songs, English radio  
or English news 
Never = 0  
Somestimes = 1 
Often = 2 

Numeric 

watch_eng Confounding 

Watching English television programs  
or English movies 
Never = 0  
Somestimes = 1 
Often = 2 

Numeric 

write_eng Confounding 

Writing an English e-mail or  
searching information from the Internet using English 
Never = 0  
Somestimes = 1 
Often = 2 

Numeric 

speak_eng Confounding 

Speaking English with others 
Never = 0  
Somestimes = 1 
Often = 2 

Numeric 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



STATA_Variable Variable type Description/ Coding instruction Value 

mean_gse Independent 
Mean score of General Self-Efficacy 
items obtained from  
questionnaire part 2 

Numeric 

mean_gse_std Independent Standardized variable of mean_gse Numeric 

eng_se Independent Mean score of English Self-Efficacy 
items obtained from questionnaire part 3 Numeric 

eng_se_std Independent Standardized variable of eng_se Numeric 

motiv Independent Motivation score obtained from  
questionnaire part 4 Numeric 

motiv_std Independent Standardized variable of motiv Numeric 

instru_motiv Independent Intrumental motivation obtained from  
questionnaire part 4 Numeric 

instru_motiv_std Independent Standardized variable of instru_motiv Numeric 

integra_motiv Independent Integratuive motivation obtained from  
questionnaire part 4 Numeric 

integra_motiv_std Independent Standardized variable of integra_motiv Numeric 

loc Independent 
Summation of Pearlin Mastery Scale 
items obtained obtained  
from questionnaire part 5 

Numeric 

loc_std Independent Standardized variable of loc Numeric 

avg_eng Dependent Students' average score for English 
courses taken in academic year 2017 Numeric 

avg_eng_std Dependent Standardized variable of avg_eng Numeric 
gpa_2017 Dedependent Academic year 2017 GPA  Numeric 

	



Appendix 2



ชื#อ-นามสกลุ…………………………………………………………….. ชื#อเล่น……………………..………  ชั0น………………… 

	

ตอนที& 1 ข้อมูลทั&วไปของนักเรียน 

คาํชี9แจง โปรดทาํเครื#องหมาย  ✓ หรือระบุขอ้ความ 

1. เพศ 

   �   หญิง      �     ชาย     

2. ระดบัชั9นที&เริ&มเรียนภาษาองักฤษ 

�  อนุบาล     �  ประถมศึกษาตอนตน้      �  ประถมศึกษาตอนปลาย       �  อื#นๆ โปรดระบุ ……………………. 

3. นักเรียนจบการศึกษาระดบัชั9นประถมศึกษาจากสถาบันใด 

�  อนุบาลระยอง     �  เซนตโ์ยเซฟระยอง     �  อสัสมัชญัระยอง     �  มารีวทิยส์ตัหีบ   

�  อื#นๆ โปรดระบุ ……………………………..……. 

4. นักเรียนเคยเรียนระบบ English Program มาก่อนหรือไม่ 

�  เคย     �  ไม่เคย 

5. นักเรียนเรียนพเิศษวชิาภาษาองักฤษหรือไม่ 

�  เรียน   �  ไม่เรียน 

6. จาํนวนชั&วโมงในการทบทวนหรือพฒันาทกัษะภาษาองักฤษด้วยตวัเอง ………………… ชั#วโมง (ต่อสัปดาห์) 

7. เกรดเฉลี&ยสะสม ………………………………….. 

8. เกรดวชิาภาษาองักฤษ 

Ø ม. 1 เทอม 1 ………………………….. 

Ø ม. 1 เทอม 2 ………………………….. 

Ø ม. 2 เทอม 1 ………………………….. 

Ø ม. 2 เทอม 2 ………………………….. 

Ø ม. 3 เทอม 1 ………………………….. 

9. นักเรียนเคยเดนิทางไปต่างประเทศและใช้ภาษาองักฤษในประเทศนั9นหรือไม่ 

�  เคย   ระบุประเทศ ………………………………. 

              ระยะเวลา …………………………………. 

              เพื#อ  �  ศึกษาภาคฤดูร้อน    

    �  ทศันศึกษา 

    �  ร่วมโครงการนกัเรียนทุนแลกเปลี#ยน 

    �  อื#นๆ โปรดระบุ ……………………. 

�  ไม่เคย 

10. กจิกรรมที&เกี&ยวกบัภาษาองักฤษ 

Ø การอ่านสิ&งพมิพ์ที&เป็นภาษาองักฤษเช่น หนังสือพมิพ์ นิตยสาร หรือ การ์ตูน 

   �  ไม่เคย                       �  บางครั0 ง (2-3 ครั0 งต่อสปัดาห์)                      �  บ่อยครั0 ง (มากกวา่ 3 ครั0 ง ต่อสปัดาห์)     

Ø การฟังเพลง วทิยุหรือข่าวสารเป็นภาษาองักฤษ 

   �  ไม่เคย                       �  บางครั0 ง (2-3 ครั0 งต่อสปัดาห์)                      �  บ่อยครั0 ง (มากกวา่ 3 ครั0 ง ต่อสปัดาห์)     

Ø การดูรายการทวีหีรือภาพยนต์ที&เป็นภาษาองักฤษ 

   �  ไม่เคย                       �  บางครั0 ง (2-3 ครั0 งต่อสปัดาห์)                      �  บ่อยครั0 ง (มากกวา่ 3 ครั0 ง ต่อสปัดาห์)      

Ø การเขยีนอเีมล์ หรือสืบค้นข้อมูลจากอนิเทอร์เน็ตโดยใช้ภาษาองักฤษ 

         �  ไม่เคย                       �  บางครั0 ง (2-3 ครั0 งต่อสปัดาห์)                      �  บ่อยครั0 ง (มากกวา่ 3 ครั0 ง ต่อสปัดาห์)      

Ø การสนทนากบัผู้อื&นด้วยภาษาองักฤษ 

		�  ไม่เคย                       �  บางครั0 ง (2-3 ครั0 งต่อสปัดาห์)                      �  บ่อยครั0 ง (มากกวา่ 3 ครั0 ง ต่อสปัดาห์)      

 



ชื#อ-นามสกลุ…………………………………………………………….. ชื#อเล่น……………………..………  ชั0น………………… 

	

11. ชื&อ-นามสกลุ เพื&อนสนิท 

11.1 ชื#อ ……………………………………นามสกลุ………………………………………ชื#อเล่น……………………….. 

11.2 ชื#อ ……………………………………นามสกลุ………………………………………ชื#อเล่น……………………….. 

11.3 ชื#อ ……………………………………นามสกลุ………………………………………ชื#อเล่น……………………….. 

ตอนที& 2 แบบสอบถามวดัการรับรู้ความสามารถของตนเอง 

คาํชี9แจง โปรดพิจารณาขอ้ความแต่ละขอ้ต่อไปนี0วา่เป็นจริงสาํหรับตวันกัเรียนเพียงไร แลว้ทาํเครื#องหมาย ✓ใหต้รงกบัระดบัความคิดเห็นที#

เหมาะสมกบันกัเรียนมากที#สุด จากเห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง (4)  จนถึง ไม่เห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง (1) โดยในแต่ละขอ้นั0นจะมีเพียงคาํตอบเดียว 

 (โปรดตอบทุกขอ้) 

ข้อความ 

ระดบัความมั&นใจ 

เห็นดว้ย 

อยา่งยิ#ง 

(4) 

ค่อนขา้ง 

เห็นดว้ย 

(3) 

ค่อนขา้งไม่

เห็นดว้ย 

(2) 

ไม่เห็นดว้ย

อยา่งยิ#ง 

(1) 

1. ฉนัสามารถที#จะจดัการกบัปัญหายากๆไดถ้า้ฉนัใช้
ความพยายามมากพอ 

    

2. ถึงแมว้า่จะมีคนต่อตา้นฉนั ฉนัมั#นใจวา่ฉนัสามารถ

บรรลุเป้าหมายที#ตอ้งการได ้
    

3. มนัเป็นเรื#องง่ายสาํหรับฉนัที#จะยดึติดกบัเป้าหมาย
ที#ตอ้งการและทาํมนัใหส้าํเร็จ 

    

4. ฉนัมั#นใจวา่ฉนัสามารถจดัการกบัเหตุการณ์ที#ไม่
คาดหวงัไดอ้ยา่งมีประสิทธิภาพ 

    

5. เพราะสติปัญญาของฉนั ฉนัจึงสามารถรับมือกบั

สถานการณ์ที#ไม่คาดฝันได ้
    

6. ฉนัสามารถแกไ้ขปัญหาที#พบเจอได ้ถา้ฉนัทุ่มเท

ความพยายามใหก้บัมนัอยา่งจริงจงั  
    

7. ฉนัสามารถทาํใจใหส้งบไดเ้มื#อตอ้งเผชิญกบัเรื#อง
ยุง่ยากใดๆ เพราะฉนัเชื#อมั#นวา่ตวัเองสามารถ

จดัการกบัปัญหาไดดี้ 

    

8. เมื#อฉนัเผชิญกบัปัญหา ฉนัสามารถหาทางออกใน
การแกปั้ญหานั0นไดห้ลายรูปแบบ 

    

9. ถา้ฉนัอยูใ่นสภาวะที#มีปัญหา ฉนัสามารถคิดหาทาง
ออกได ้

    

10. ฉนัสามารถรับมือไดก้บัทุกเรื#องที#เขา้มาในชีวติ     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ชื#อ-นามสกลุ…………………………………………………………….. ชื#อเล่น……………………..………  ชั0น………………… 

	

ตอนที& 3 แบบสอบถามวดัการรับรู้ความสามารถภาษาองักฤษของตนเอง 

คาํชี9แจง โปรดพิจารณาขอ้ความแต่ละขอ้ต่อไปนี0วา่เป็นจริงสาํหรับตวันกัเรียนเพียงไร แลว้ทาํเครื#องหมาย ✓ใหต้รงกบัระดบัความคิดเห็นที#

เหมาะสมกบันกัเรียนมากที#สุด โดยในแต่ละขอ้นั0นจะมีเพียงคาํตอบเดียว (โปรดตอบทุกขอ้) 

โดยมีเกณฑ์การให้คะแนนคาํตอบดงันี: 

ระดบัความมั&นใจ เกณฑ์การให้คะแนน 

ฉนัสามารถทาํไดม้ากที#สุด 

ฉนัสามารถทาํได ้

ตามหลกัการแลว้ฉนัวา่ฉนัทาํได ้

ฉนัคิดวา่อาจจะทาํได ้

ฉนัคิดวา่อาจจะทาํไม่ได ้

ฉนัไม่สามารถทาํได ้

ฉนัไม่สามารถทาํไดเ้ลยแมแ้ต่นิดเดียว 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

 

ข้อความ 

ระดบัความมั&นใจ 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

1. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจเรื#องราวที#ถูกเล่าเป็น
ภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

2. ฉนัสามารถทาํการบา้นที#มีการอ่านบทความ
ภาษาองักฤษไดต้ามลาํพงั 

       

3. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจรายการโทรทศันข์องอเมริกนัที#
เป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

4. ฉนัสามารถบรรยายโรงเรียนของฉนัเป็น
ภาษาองักฤษใหก้บัผูอื้#นได ้

       

5. ฉนัสามารถเขียนขอ้ความภาษาองักฤษบน
อินเทอร์เน็ตได ้ 

(เช่น บน Facebook หรือ Twitter) 

       

6. ฉนัสามารถอธิบายทางไปโรงเรียนจากบา้นของ
ฉนัเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

7. ฉนัสามารถเขียนขอ้ความเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้        

8. ฉนัสามารถบอกเล่าเรื#องราวเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้        

9. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจรายการวทิยขุองประเทศที#ใช้
ภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

10. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจรายการโทรทศันภ์าษาองักฤษที#
ถูกผลิตในประเทศไทยได ้

       

11. ฉนัสามารถฝากขอ้ความเป็นภาษาองักฤษใหก้บั
นกัเรียนคนอื#นได ้

       

12. ฉนัสามารถคาดเดาความหมายของคาํศพัทที์#ฉนัไม่
รู้เมื#ออ่านบทความภาษาองักฤษได ้

       



ชื#อ-นามสกลุ…………………………………………………………….. ชื#อเล่น……………………..………  ชั0น………………… 

	

ข้อความ 

ระดบัความมั&นใจ 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

13. ฉนัสามารสร้างประโยคใหม่จากคาํศพัทที์#เพิ#งเรียน
ไปได ้

       

14. ฉนัสามารถเขียนอีเมลเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้        

15. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจบทสนทนาเกี#ยวกบัเรื#องราว
ต่างๆ ในโรงเรียนที#เป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้(ใน

รูปแบบการบนัทึกเสียง)  

       

16. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจขอ้ความหรือข่าวสารเป็น
ภาษาองักฤษบนอินเทอร์เน็ตได ้

       

17. ฉนัสามารถถามคุณครูเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้        

18. ฉนัสามารถสร้างประโยคโดยใชส้าํนวนและวลีใน
ภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

19. ฉนัสามารถพดูแนะนาํคุณครูใหก้บัผูอื้#นเป็น
ภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

20. ฉนัสามารถอภิปรายเรื#องที#น่าสนใจโดยทั#วไปกบั
เพื#อนร่วมหอ้งของฉนัเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

21. ฉนัสามารอ่านบทความเรื#องเล่าแบบสั0นๆ ที#เป็น

ภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

22. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจภาพยนตภ์าษาองักฤษโดยไม่
ตอ้งมีคาํบรรยายขา้งใตไ้ด ้(subtitles) 

       

23. ฉนัสามารถตอบคาํถามคุณครูเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้        

24. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจเพลงภาษาองักฤษได ้        

25. ฉนัสามารถอ่านหนงัสือพิมพภ์าษาองักฤษได ้        

26. ฉนัสามารถหาความหมายของคาํศพัทใ์หม่โดยใช้
พจนานุกรมแบบ monolingual 

(แปลภาษาองักฤษ-ภาษาองักฤษ) ได ้

       

27. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจหมายเลขโทรศพัทที์#ถูกพดูขึ0นมา
เป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้

       

28. ฉนัสามารถจดบนัทึกประจาํวนัเป็นภาษาองักฤษ
ได ้(diary) 

       

29. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจบทความภาษาองักฤษที#เกี#ยวขอ้ง
กบัวฒันธรรมไทยได ้

       

30. ฉนัสามารถพดูแนะนาํตวัเองเป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้        

31. ฉนัสามารถเขียนเรียงความเป็นภาษาองักฤษ 

ความยาวประมาณ 2 หนา้กระดาษเกี#ยวกบัคุณ

ครูผูส้อนได ้

       

32. ฉนัสามารถเขา้ใจเนื0อหาการอ่านใหม่ๆ (เช่น 

บทความบน the Time magazine) ที#ถูกเลือกโดย

คุณครูผูส้อนได ้
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ตอนที& 4 แบบสอบถามเพื&อสํารวจแรงจูงใจในการเรียนภาษาองักฤษ 

คาํชี9แจง โปรดพิจารณาขอ้ความแต่ละขอ้ต่อไปนี0วา่เป็นจริงสาํหรับตวันกัเรียนเพียงไร แลว้ทาํเครื#องหมาย ✓ใหต้รงกบัระดบัความคิดเห็นที#

เหมาะสมกบันกัเรียนมากที#สุดจากเห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง (6)  จนถึง ไม่เห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง (1) โดยในแต่ละขอ้นั0นจะมีเพียงคาํตอบเดียว  

ข้อความ 

ระดบัความคดิเห็น 

เห็นดว้ย

อยา่งยิ#ง 

(6) 

เห็นดว้ย

ปานกลาง 

 (5) 

ค่อนขา้ง

เห็นดว้ย  

(4) 

ค่อนขา้ง 

ไม่เห็นดว้ย  

(3) 

ไม่เห็นดว้ย 

ปานกลาง 

 (2) 

ไม่เห็นดว้ย 

อยา่งยิ#ง  

(1) 

1. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะฉนั
ตอ้งการใชใ้นการทาํงานในอนาคต 

      

2. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะมนั
ทาํใหฉ้นัมีความรู้มีการศึกษามาก 

      

3. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะมี
ประโยชนใ์นการหางานดีๆ และเงินเดือนสูงๆ 

      

4. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะฉนั
ตอ้งการใชใ้นการเดินทางไปต่างประเทศ 

      

5. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะฉนั
ตอ้งการใชก้บัเทคโนโลยแีละอินเทอร์เน็ต 

      

6. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะคน
อื#นจะใหค้วามเคารพฉนัมากขึ0นถา้ฉนัรู้

ภาษาองักฤษ 

      

7. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะฉนั
จะไดอ่้านหนงัสือพิมพนิ์ตยสารและหนงัสือที#

เป็นภาษาองักฤษได ้

      

8. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะมนั
ทาํใหฉ้นัรู้สึกสบายใจเมื#ออยูก่บัคนที#พดู

ภาษาองักฤษ 

      

9. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะมนั
ทาํใหฉ้นัไดพ้บปะพดูคุยกบัคนไดห้ลากหลาย

มากขึ0น 

      

10. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะมนั
ทาํใหฉ้นัเขา้ใจและซาบซึ0 งไปกบัศิลปะและ

วรรณคดีภาษาองักฤษ 

      

11. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะฉนั
สามารถเขา้ร่วมกิจกรรมของกลุ่มวฒันธรรม

ต่างๆ ไดอ้ยา่งเสรี 

      

12. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะมนั
ช่วยทาํใหฉ้นัไดเ้พื#อนใหม่ๆ จากหลายที#ทั#ว

โลก 

      

13. การเรียนภาษาองักฤษมีความสาํคญัเพราะมนั
ทาํใหฉ้นัไดเ้รียนรู้ สงัคม วฒันธรรมของผูที้#

ใชภ้าษาองักฤษ 
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14. ฉนัเรียนภาษาองักฤษเพราะมนัสนุก       

ตอนที& 5 แบบสอบถามเพื&อสํารวจความเชื&อในอาํนาจภายใน-ภายนอกตน 

คาํชี9แจง โปรดพิจารณาขอ้ความแต่ละขอ้ต่อไปนี0วา่เป็นจริงสาํหรับตวันกัเรียนเพียงไร แลว้ทาํเครื#องหมาย ✓ใหต้รงกบัระดบัความคิดเห็นที#

เหมาะสมกบันกัเรียนมากที#สุดจากเห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง (4)  จนถึง ไม่เห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง (1) โดยในแต่ละขอ้นั0นจะมีเพียงคาํตอบเดียว  

(โปรดตอบทุกขอ้) 

ข้อความ 

ระดบัความคดิเห็น 

เห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง  

(4) 

เห็นดว้ย  

(3) 

ไม่เห็นดว้ย 

(2) 

ไม่เห็นดว้ยอยา่งยิ#ง  

(1) 

1. ไม่มีทางเป็นไปไดเ้ลยที#ฉนัจะสามารถแกบ้างปัญหาที#
ฉนัมีอยูไ่ด ้

    

2. บางครั0 งฉนัรู้สึกเหมือนชีวติฉนัถูกควบคุมอยู ่     

3. ฉนัแทบจะไม่สามารถควบคุมสิ#งต่างๆ ที#เกิดขึ0นกบัตวั

ฉนัไดเ้ลย 

    

4. ฉนัสามารถทาํทุกอยา่งที#ฉนัตั0งใจไวไ้ด ้     

5. บ่อยครั0 งฉนัรู้สึกหมดหนทางในการจดัการปัญหาชีวติ
ของฉนั 

    

6. ฉนัรู้สึกวา่สิ#งที#จะเกิดขึ0นในอนาคตขึ0นอยูก่บัตวัฉนัเอง
เป็นส่วนใหญ่ 

    

7. ฉนัรู้สึกวา่ฉนัแทบจะไม่สามารถเปลี#ยนแปลงสิ#งสาํคญั
ต่างๆ ในชีวติฉนัได ้
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