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ABSTRACT

This study examines the factors influencing English language achievement among non-
English major undergraduate students in Thailand, with a specific focus on the differences between high-
achieving and low-achieving learners. Conducted at Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna
Lampang, this research adopts a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative data from
questionnaires and qualitative insights from semi-structured interviews. Three primary influencing factors
were identified: student-related factors (e.g., motivation and self-regulated leaming), teacher-related
factors (e.g., pedagogical practices and teacher-student interactions), and environmental factors (e.g.,
availability of leamning resources). Student motivation and self-regulation emerged as the strongest
predictors of success, while teacher-related factors unexpectedly showed a negative influence, suggesting
a misalignment between teaching strategies and student needs. Environmental factors, though positively
perceived, had a less direct impact on outcomes. Practical implications include enhancing intrinsic
motivation, adopting tailored teaching strategies to meet diverse learner needs, and strengthening teacher-
student relationships to support low-achieving students. Policymakers are encouraged to address resource

disparities and develop targeted interventions to enhance English language proficiency among students.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an overview of the study, outlining the significance of
English language proficiency in a globalized world and its critical role in education
and career development. It discusses the challenges faced by non-English major
undergraduate students in Thailand, particularly the gap between theoretical learning
and practical language application. The chapter also highlights the research gap,
emphasizing the need to examine the factors influencing English language achievement
among these students. Furthermore, it presents research questions and objectives,
establishing the foundation for the study. By analyzing learner, teacher, and
environmental factors, this research aims to contribute to more effective English

language education strategies and policy improvements.

Background of Study
1. Importance of English in a Globalized World

As globalization continues to shape economies and societies, English has
become the dominant lingua franca, facilitating communication across borders in
various fields, including education, business, technology, and international relations. It
is the most widely used language in science, engineering, medicine, commerce, and
digital communication, making proficiency in English a crucial skill for academic and
professional success (Hasa, 2019). The ability to use English effectively enables
individuals to access global knowledge, engage in international collaboration, and
secure employment in multinational companies. In many countries, English is either
an official language or a mandatory part of the education system, reinforcing its status
as a key driver of career advancement and global integration (Crystal, 1997)

English is particularly significant in higher education, where universities
worldwide offer academic programs in English to accommodate international students
and ensure accessibility to global research. Many scientific discoveries and academic

publications are disseminated in English, making it an essential tool for students and



researchers (Nishanthi, 2018). Additionally, in the digital age, English remains the
predominant language of the internet, international media, and social networking
platforms. Given its widespread application, English proficiency is no longer an optional
skill but a necessity for individuals seeking to thrive in an interconnected world.

2. English Language Education in Thailand

Recognizing the growing importance of English, Thailand has incorporated
it into the national education system, making it a core subject from primary school
through higher education. Government initiatives aim to enhance English proficiency
among students to prepare them for participation in the global workforce (Baker, 2015).
However, despite these efforts, Thai students’ overall English proficiency remains
relatively low compared to other countries in the region, as reflected in international
assessments such as the EF English Proficiency Index and TOEFL scores (Test of English
as a Foreign Language) administered by the Educational Testing Service (ETS). The
theoretical foundation and validation of TOEFL scores are based on extensive research
conducted by ETS (Norrish, 2020). The emphasis in Thai classrooms has traditionally
been on grammar, vocabulary memorization, and reading comprehension, with limited
opportunities for students to engage in communicative and practical language use.

In recent years, English language education in Thailand has seen significant
shifts, driven by both policy changes and technological advancements. The adoption
of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) has been a
major step towards standardizing English proficiency levels across educational
institutions, aiming to enhance the overall quality of English education in the country
Additionally, there is a growing emphasis on English as a lingua franca within the ASEAN
community, reflecting the need for a common language among speakers of different
native languages (Jarunthawatchai & Baker, 2024). The integration of technology in
classrooms has also become more prevalent, with digital tools and online platforms
being used to create more interactive and engaging learning experiences (Sukavatee &
Khlaisang, 2023). Despite these advancements, challenges such as outdated teaching
methodologies and a shortage of qualified English teachers persist, highlighting the
need for ongoing professional development for educators (Noom-ura, 2013). However,

many students find it challenging to transition from classroom-based learning to real-



world English usage, particularly in professional settings. Non-English major students
often struggle to develop fluency due to limited exposure and practical application of
the language outside the classroom.

3. Challenges in English Language Learning

Despite the national emphasis on English education, numerous challenges
hinder Thai students from achieving proficiency. One of the primary issues is the
disconnect between theoretical instruction and practical language use. English
instruction in Thailand is often teacher-centered, relying on rote memorization rather
than interactive and communicative approaches (Noom-ura, 2013). As a result, students
may develop strong reading and grammar skills but lack the ability to communicate
effectively in real-world situations. This limitation is particularly problematic in
professional fields where oral coommunication and listening comprehension are essential.

Another significant challenge is the lack of English exposure outside the
classroom, particularly in rural areas where students have fewer opportunities to
practice with native speakers or access English-language media. The perception
of English as merely an academic subject, rather than a functional skill, further
discourages students from engaging with the language in meaningful ways. Additionally,
teacher proficiency and instructional quality vary widely across educational institutions,
affecting students’ motivation and learning outcomes. Many Thai students also
experience language anxiety and low self-confidence, which negatively impact their
willingness to engage in English-speaking activities (Baker, 2012; Foley, 2005).

For non-English major students, these challenges are even more
pronounced, as their academic programs do not prioritize English language development
beyond fulfilling curriculum requirements. Unlike English majors, who receive extensive
language training, non-English majors often take only a few compulsory English courses,
which may not be sufficient to build proficiency. Furthermore, students enrolled in
technical or vocational programs may strugsle to see the relevance of English to their

fields of study, leading to lower motivation and engagement.



4. Research Gap and Need for the Study

While many studies have explored factors influencing English language
learning, most research in Thailand has focused on English-major students or those in
urban universities, overlooking the unique challenges faced by non-English major
students. Additionally, prior research has largely examined broad factors such as
motivation, teacher quality, and resource availability without considering the differences
between high-achieving and low-achieving students. Understanding these distinctions
is essential for designing targeted interventions that cater to students at various
proficiency levels.

There is also a limited number of qualitative studies that capture students’
personal experiences, attitudes, and learning struggles. Most existing research relies on
quantitative assessments of language performance without delving into the individual and
environmental factors that contribute to success or failure. By addressing these gaps,
this study aims to provide a more comprehensive understanding of English
language achievement among non-English major students, particularly in under-
resourced institutions.

5. Institutional Context: Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna
Lampang

Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna Lampang (RMUTLL) provides
English language instruction as part of its academic curriculum across all faculties. The
General Education Program is one of the courses in the undergraduate curriculum
structure, in which the Language and Communication group is a compulsory general
education course that students must obtain, totaling 9 credits, consisting of English for
Everyday Communication, Academic English, and English for Working Skills. In
addition, the Exit Examination for Final Year Students are provided, which is an
examination designed to assess students’ English language proficiency prior to
graduation. The objective is to ensure that students have sufficient English language
skills for professional work and international communication. However, student
performance in English varies significantly, with some students excelling while others

struggle to meet proficiency standards. This variation suggests that multiple factors



contribute to English language achievement, including individual motivation, instructional
methods, and environmental influences.

At RMUTL, non-English major students are required to take general English
courses, but many do not receive extensive language training beyond these
requirements. The curriculum emphasizes reading and writing skills, with less focus on
developing oral communication and listening comprehension. Additionally, students
come from diverse educational backgrounds, with varying levels of prior English
exposure and proficiency. Some students may have attended schools with strong
English programs, while others may have had minimal exposure to the language
before entering university.

Given these differences, it is important to investigate the specific factors
that influence students’ English language achievement at RMUTL. By comparing high-
achieving and low-achieving students, this study seeks to identify the key contributors
to language learning success and the barriers that hinder proficiency development. The
findings will provide valuable insights for curriculum developers, educators, and
policymakers, helping them design more effective teaching and learning strategies to

support students across different proficiency levels.

Research Objectives

To systematically address these research questions, this study aims to:

1. Identify and analyze the key factors that influencing English language
achievement among non-English major students in Thailand, focusing on learner-
related, teacher-related, and environmental factors.

2. Compare the differences in influencing factors between high-achieving and
low-achieving students, examining how these factors contribute to variations in

English proficiency levels.



Research Questions

The primary aim of this study is to identify and analyze the key factors
influencing English language achievement among non-English major students at
Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna, Thailand. Specifically, the study seeks to
compare the experiences of high-achieving and low-achieving students to
understand the distinct challenges each group faces in their English learning journey.
The study is guided by the following research questions:

1. What are the key factors influence English language learning among non-
English major students in Thailand?

2. How do these factors differ between high-achieving and low-achieving

students?

Significance of the study

This study provides valuable insights into the factors influencing English
language achievement among non-English major students in Thailand. By examining
learner-related, teacher-related, and environmental factors, the research offers a
deeper understanding of the challenges students face and the elements that contribute
to successful language learning. The findings are particularly beneficial to students,
educators, academic institutions, policymakers, and future researchers.

For students, this study highlishts common difficulties encountered in English
language learning and offers recommendations on effective strategies to improve
proficiency. By understanding the key success factors, students can adopt better
learning techniques, increase their motivation, and enhance their overall academic
performance. Educators can use these findings to refine their teaching methods by
incorporating more communicative and interactive approaches that bridge the gap
between theoretical instruction and practical language use. The study also emphasizes
the importance of addressing students’ individual needs and creating a more engaging
learning environment.

Academic institutions can benefit from this research by improving curricula
that integrate practical language skills alongside traditional grammar and reading

instruction. Additionally, universities and language centers may use the findings to



design targeted support programs for students struggling with English proficiency.
Policymakers can apply the study’s insights to develop language education policies
that strengthen English instruction in non-English major programs and address disparities
between urban and rural educational institutions. Finally, future researchers can use
this study as a foundation for further exploration into English language learning in
Thailand, particularly concerning non-English major students. The study also identifies
areas for future research, such as the long-term impact of instructional strategies or
the role of technology in language acquisition. By addressing these key factors, the
study contributes to improving English language education and ensuring that students
are better equipped for academic success and career advancement in a globalized

world.

Definition of Terms

To ensure clarity and consistency in this study, key terms are defined as
follows:

English Language Achievement refers to the level of proficiency in English
attained by non-English major students at Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna
Lampang as measured by academic performance in English courses by grading system
as state in academic transcript: A =4.00, B+ =3.5, B=3, C+ =2.5, C=2, and D+ =1.5.

High-Achieving Students are non-English major students who demonstrate
strong English language competence, consistently achieving high scores in English
courses, excelling in reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills, and showing
confidence and fluency in communication (students with grades B, B+, and A).

Low-Achieving Students are non-English major students who face difficulties
in mastering English, scoring below average in English assessments, struggling with
grammar, vocabulary, listening comprehension, and speaking fluency, and experiencing
low confidence in using English in academic or real-world settings (students with
grades C, C+, and D+).

Learner Factors mean individual characteristics that influence a student’s
ability to learn English, including motivation to learn the language, self-confidence,

study habits, learning strategies, previous English exposure, and attitudes toward



English language learning. These factors impact how effectively students engage with
their English coursework and improve their proficiency.

Teacher Factors mean elements related to English language instructors at
Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna, including their teaching methodologies,
level of English proficiency, experience in language instruction, ability to engage
students in interactive learning, and the use of communicative teaching approaches.
These factors influence students’ motivation and overall success in learning English.

Environmental Factors are external conditions that affect English learning,
including availability of learning resources (textbooks, language labs, online materials),
classroom environment, peer support, opportunities to practice English outside the
classroom, and access to native or fluent English speakers. These factors contribute to
students’ exposure to and engagement with the English language.

These definitions provide a clear framework for understanding the key concepts
discussed in this research, ensuring that each term is contextually relevant to the study

of English language achievement among non-English major students.

Scope of the Study

This study was conducted at Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna
(RMUTL), Lampang campus, in northern Thailand during the 2024 academic year. It
focuses on English language achievement among final-year undergraduate students
enrolled in non-English major programs. The population scope is confined to these
undergraduates across three faculties; Business Administration and Liberal Arts, Science
and Agricultural Technology, and Engineering; thereby excluding any English major or
graduate-level students from the investigation.

The content scope encompasses the key factors influencing English language
achievement in this context, grouped into three primary domains: Learner Factors,
Teacher Factors, and Environmental Factors. Within these domains, the study specifically
examines variables such as students’ motivation and learning strategies (learner factors),
teaching practices and instructional methods (teacher factors), and the learning
environment and institutional resources (environmental factors). Furthermore, the

study compares high-achieving and low-achieving student groups to identify distinct



challenges and success factors for each group in their English learning journey.
Methodologically, a mixed-methods approach is employed: quantitative data
were gathered through a structured questionnaire survey, and qualitative insights were
obtained via semi-structured interviews. This comprehensive scope ensures that the
research captures both broad trends and in-depth perspectives, providing valuable
insights for curriculum developers, educators, and policymakers in designing effective
strategies to enhance English language learning outcomes for similar student

populations.

Chapter Conclusion

This chapter provided an overview of the study, emphasizing the significance
of English proficiency in a slobalized world and its role in education and career
development. It discussed the challenges faced by non-English major students in
Thailand, particularly the gap between theoretical learning and practical language
application and identified the need to investigate the factors influencing English
language achievement. The research questions and objectives were presented, focusing
on identifying key factors that contribute to English language proficiency and comparing
the experiences of high- and low-achieving students.

Additionally, the chapter outlined the significance of the study, explaining
how its findings benefit students, educators, academic institutions, policymakers, and
future researchers. Key terms were defined to ensure clarity and consistency
throughout the research. This chapter established the foundation for the study by
highlighting the research gap and the rationale for conducting this investigation.

The next chapter, Chapter 2: Literature Review, will provide an in-depth
discussion of existing research related to English language learning. It will explore
theoretical frameworks, previous studies on learner, teacher, and environmental factors,
and relevant research on English education in Thailand. By reviewing these studies, the
next chapter will establish a strong foundation for the research methodology and

support the analysis and discussion in later chapters.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

This chapter presents a comprehensive review of literature related to
English language achievement. It explores key concepts, theoretical perspectives, and
factors influencing language proficiency. The chapter begins with an overview of
English language achievement, including its definition and significance, measurement
methods, and challenges in the Thai context, government and institutional efforts and
summary. It then examines theoretical perspectives, Krashen’s Input Hypothesis,
Gardner’s Socio-Educational Model, Gardner’s Socio-Educational Model, Vygotsky’s
Sociocultural Theory and Dérnyei’s L2 Motivational Self System and summary that
inform language acquisition, followed by a discussion of the characteristics of high and
low achievers, consist of high and low achieving learners and summary of
characteristics. Additionally, it explores learner, teacher, and environmental factors and
summary that shape English language proficiency. The chapter concludes with a

synthesis of previous research to highlight research gaps relevant to this study.

English Language Achievement

English language achievement among undergraduate students is a critical area
of study in the field of education. As English has become the predominant
language of international communication, commerce, and academia, achieving
proficiency in English is essential for students' academic success and future career
opportunities. The ability to effectively commmunicate in English opens doors to a wealth
of information, resources, and global networks, making it a valuable skill in today's
interconnected world (Soland, 2019).

1. Definition and Significance of English Language Achievement

English language achievement refers to an individual’s ability to effectively

use English in academic, professional, and social settings (Habdk & Magyar, 2022).
It encompasses proficiency in the core language skills, such as listening, speaking,

reading, and writing, along with grammatical accuracy and communicative competence.
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In an increasingly globalized world, English serves as the primary medium for
international business, higher education, and cross-cultural communication (Crystal,
2003). As a result, achieving proficiency in English is considered a crucial factor for
academic success, career advancement, and participation in global discourse.

In non-English-speaking countries, including Thailand, English language
achievement plays a pivotal role in educational and professional domains. University
students are often required to demonstrate a certain level of English proficiency to
access academic resources, complete coursework, and engage in research
collaborations. Additionally, strong English skills are a key requirement in sectors such
as tourism, trade, and technology, where communication with international
stakeholders is essential (Kirkpatrick, 2012). However, despite its importance, many Thai
students struggle with achieving communicative competence due to challenges such
as limited exposure to English outside the classroom, an exam-oriented education system,
and traditional teaching methods that emphasize memorization over practical language
use (Baker, 2012). Addressing these challenges requires a comprehensive approach that
integrates meaningful language exposure, interactive teaching strategies, and real-world
application of English skills.

2. Measuring English Language Achievement

English language achievement is commonly assessed through standardized
proficiency tests and classroom-based evaluations, both of which provide insights into
a learner’s language competence across different skill areas. International
assessments such as the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) and the
International English Language Testing System (IELTS) evaluate students’ academic
English abilities, particularly in listening, reading, writing, and speaking. Additionally, the
Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) is widely recognized as a
standard measure of English language skills in the business world (ETS Global, 2024). It
assesses proficiency in listening, reading, speaking, and writing, which are essential for
workplace communication These tests are widely accepted by universities and
employers worldwide as indicators of English proficiency. Similarly, the Common

European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) classifies English ability into
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six levels, from Al (beginner) to C2 (proficient user), offering a standardized benchmark
for language competence (Council of Europe, 2001).

In Thailand, The National Qualifications Framework for Higher Education
in Thailand outlines the standards and learning outcomes expected from graduates,
including proficiency in English (National Qualifications Framework for Higher Education
in Thailand, 2006). This framework ensures consistency in educational quality and
helps institutions develop programs that meet international standards. In addition,
English proficiency is assessed through national examinations such as the Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-NET) for secondary school students and the General
Aptitude Test (GAT) for university admissions. These exams primarily emphasize reading
comprehension and grammatical knowledge, often neglecting communicative skills
such as speaking and listening (Baker, 2012). Moreover, In Thailand, the term "A-level"
can also refer to the Applied Knowledge Level exams, which are part of the Thai
University Central Admission System (TCAS) (The Planner Education, 2022). These
exams are required for senior year high school students to enroll in universities in
Thailand 3. This focus on written assessments has led to a gap between students’
test performance and their ability to use English in real-world contexts.

In addition to standardized tests, classroom-based assessments play
a crucial role in evaluating students’ ongoing progress. Formative assessments, such
as quizzes, presentations, and group discussions, provide continuous feedback and
help track language development. Summative assessments, including final exams and
written essays, measure overall achievement at the end of a learning period. In
addition, In addition, the Exit Examination for Final Year Students are provided, which
is an examination designed to assess students’ English language proficiency prior to
graduation at university level. However, in many Thai classrooms, assessments remain
heavily exam-oriented, reinforcing rote memorization rather than enhancing
communicative competence (Noom-ura, 2013). To bridge this gap, educational
institutions must adopt more performance-based assessments, such as oral
presentations, debates, and real-world language tasks, to ensure that students develop

practical and applicable English skills.
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3. English Achievement in the Thai Context

Despite continuous efforts to enhance English education in Thailand, the
country lags behind its ASEAN counterparts in English proficiency (EF English Proficiency
Index, 2021). This issue stems from curriculum design, traditional teaching methods, a
lack of immersive exposure, and regional disparities in education (Kirkpatrick, 2012).

Historically, English instruction in Thailand has relied on rote memorization
and the grammar-translation method, with students focusing on grammar rules,
vocabulary lists, and written exams rather than developing communicative competence.
This approach, while effective for test performance, does little to promote real-world
language use, particularly in speaking and listening (Noom-ura, 2013). Consequently,
Thai students often excel in reading comprehension and grammar-based assessments
but struggle with practical communication skills, a gap that remains a major obstacle
in professional and academic settings.

Adding to this challenge is Thailand’s predominantly monolingual
environment, where English is not widely used in daily interactions. Unlike countries
such as Malaysia and Singapore, where English plays a significant role in business and
media, Thai students have limited opportunities to use English outside the classroom
(Baker, 2012). This lack of real-world exposure hinders fluency development and
reinforces a passive approach to learning English, with students relying heavily on
formal instruction rather than active engagement with the language.

Language anxiety is another key issue affecting English achievement.
Many Thai students fear making mistakes in front of their peers, leading to avoidance
behaviors in speaking activities and a reluctance to participate in class discussions
(Horwitz et al., 1986). This issue is compounded by Thailand’s exam-driven education
system, which places a strong emphasis on correctness over fluency, discouraging
students from taking risks in language production (Phothongsunan, 2019).

Furthermore, regional disparities continue to impact English learning
outcomes. Urban schools, particularly in Bangkok and other major cities, benefit from
better-trained teachers, modern teaching resources, and greater access to English-
speaking environments. In contrast, rural schools often face a shortage of qualified

English teachers, outdated curricula, and minimal exposure to native or proficient
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English speakers (Hayes, 2010). These disparities contribute to significant variations in
English proficiency across different regions of Thailand, with students in wealthier urban
areas achieving higher levels of fluency compared to their rural counterparts.

The university level, English language achievement at the university level
in Thailand is a critical area of study, given the increasing importance of English
proficiency in global communication, academic success, and career opportunities.
Research indicates that English proficiency among Thai university students varies
significantly. A study by Rudd and Honkiss (2019) found a positive correlation between
English language proficiency and academic performance among students at a private
university in Bangkok. This suggests that higher English proficiency is associated with
better academic outcomes. Several challenges affect English language achievement in
Thai universities. These include limited exposure to English outside the classroom,
traditional teaching methods that emphasize rote learning, and a lack of qualified
English teachers. Additionally, socio-economic factors play a role, as students from
higher socio-economic backgrounds tend to have better access to quality English
education and resources (Waluyo & Panmei, 2021).

4. Government and Institutional Efforts to Improve English Achievement

In response to persistent challenges in English language education, the
Thai government has introduced various initiatives to enhance English proficiency
nationwide. One of the most significant reforms has been the promotion of
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), which shifts the focus from traditional
grammar-based instruction to interactive, student-centered learning approaches
(Rodsawang, 2017). Unlike conventional methods that emphasize rote memorization
and translation, CLT prioritizes real-world language use through discussions, role-playing,
and task-based learning. However, its implementation has been inconsistent, as many
Thai teachers lack sufficient training in communicative teaching methodologies
(Baker, 2012). This issue is particularly pronounced in rural schools, where teacher
proficiency remains a significant barrier to effective English instruction. Without adequate
support and training, educators often revert to traditional, teacher-centered methods,

limiting students’ opportunities to practice authentic communication.
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To enhance students’ exposure to authentic English, the Thai government has
also launched programs such as “English for All”, aimed at increasing the number of
native English-speaking teachers in Thai schools. While this initiative has seen some
success in urban areas, its impact in rural regions has been limited due to a shortage
of qualified foreign teachers, logistical challenges in recruitment and retention, and a
lack of sustainable funding (Hayes, 2010). Additionally, foreign teachers often face
cultural and pedagogical challenges that make long-term integration into the Thai
education system difficult. As a result, many students, particularly in rural areas, continue
to learn English primarily from non-native speakers, which may limit their exposure to
authentic pronunciation, fluency, and natural language use.

The integration of technology in English education has been another key
focus, especially following the COVID-19 pandemic, which accelerated the adoption of
online learning platforms, mobile applications, and virtual classrooms. E-learning tools,
such as interactive language software, Al-driven tutoring systems, and mobile-assisted
language learning (MALL), provide students with greater opportunities for
independent study and real-world practice (Erarslan, 2021). However, despite the
potential of these tools, several barriers have hindered their effectiveness, particularly
in underprivileged areas. Digital inequality, inconsistent internet connectivity, and
insufficient teacher training in digital pedagogy have made it difficult for many students,
especially those in rural and low-income communities, to benefit from technology-
enhanced learing (UNESCO, 2022). Addressing these disparities requires substantial
investment in infrastructure, teacher training, and affordable digital resources to ensure
equal access to technology-based education.

Additionally, some Thai schools have implemented bilingual education
models, where subjects are taught in both Thai and English to enhance natural language
acquisition. This approach has been particularly successful in private and international
schools, where students benefit from greater language exposure, higher-quality
instruction, and an immersive learning environment. However, bilingual education
remains largely inaccessible to lower-income students, as public schools still lack the
resources and policy framework to implement large-scale bilingual programs (Baker,

2015). Without system-wide support, bilingual education will continue to be a privilege
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limited to wealthier students, further widening the gap between urban and rural English
proficiency levels.

Despite these government and institutional efforts, several systemic barriers
continue to impede progress in English education across Thailand. The misalignment
of the curriculum remains a significant issue, as standardized tests continue to emphasize
grammar and reading comprehension over communicative competence, leaving
students ill-prepared for real-world English use. Additionally, insufficient teacher training,
particularly in CLT and technology-enhanced learning, limits the effectiveness of modern
pedagogical approaches. Socioeconomic disparities further exacerbate the issue,
as students in wealthier areas have access to better resources, qualified instructors,
and immersive English environments, while students in rural or underfunded schools
struggle with outdated materials and limited exposure to native English speakers.
Furthermore, Thailand’s exam-driven education culture discourages fluency
development, as students prioritize memorization and test performance overactive
engagement in speaking and listening practice.

To bridge these gaps, future reforms should prioritize curriculum
restructuring to emphasize real-world language applications rather than rote
memorization. Expanding professional development programs for teachers, equipping
them with modern pedagogical skills and language proficiency, is essential to ensuring
the successful implementation of CLT and technology-enhanced learning. Furthermore,
increasing access to digital learning resources, particularly in underprivileged
communities, will help reduce educational inequality and improve English language
achievement across the country. Finally, developing immersive language environments,
such as English-speaking clubs, study-abroad programs, and workplace internships,
will provide students with authentic exposure to English, enabling them to develop
both confidence and fluency in real-world settings.

At the university level, Governments around the world recognize the
importance of English proficiency for academic and professional success. Various
initiatives have been implemented to improve English language achievement at the
university level. Governments often develop policies aimed at enhancing English

language education. For example, the Thai Ministry of Education has implemented
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policies to integrate English language learning into the national curriculum and to
promote bilingual education (Waluyo & Panmei, 2021). Additionally, governments
provide funding for programs and resources to support English language learning. This
includes grants for universities to develop English language courses and training programs
for teachers. In term of curriculum design, universities design curricula that emphasize
English language proficiency. This includes offering specialized English courses and
integrating English language learning into other subjects. For example, many institutions
have introduced English for Specific Purposes (ESP) courses tailored to students' fields
of study, such as business English or technical English (Martirosyan, Hwang & Wanjohi,
2015)
5. Summary of English language achievement

In summary, English language achievement is essential for academic and
professional success, yet Thai students face challenges due to traditional teaching
methods, exam-focused assessments, and limited real-world exposure. While
government initiatives like CLT, technology integration, and bilingual education aim
to improve proficiency, inconsistent implementation and unequal access to resources
hinder progress. Addressing these issues requires curriculum reforms, enhanced teacher
training, and immersive learning opportunities. To better understand these challenges,
the next section explores theoretical frameworks that explain how students acquire
and develop English proficiency. Moreover, Governments worldwide recognize the
importance of English proficiency for academic and professional success. They
implement policies and provide funding to support English education. Universities
also design specialized courses like English for Specific Purposes (ESP) tailored

to students' fields of study.

Theoretical Perspectives on English Language Achievement

Understanding English language achievement requires an exploration of various
theoretical perspectives that explain how individuals acquire, process, and apply
language skills. Several key theories provide insights into the cognitive, social, and
motivational aspects of language learning. These theories help identify the factors

influencing English achievement and offer frameworks for improving English education,
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particularly for non-English major students in Thailand. The following section discusses
four major theoretical models: Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, Gardner’s Socio-Educational
Model, Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, and Dornyei’s L2 Motivational Self System.

1. Krashen’s Input Hypothesis

One of the most well-known theories in second language acquisition is
Krashen’s (1985) Input Hypothesis, which emphasizes the role of comprehensible input
in language learning. According to Krashen, language acquisition occurs when learners
are exposed to input that is slightly beyond their current level of proficiency, referred
to as i+1. This means that students should engage with English materials that are
challenging yet understandable, as this stimulates learning without causing frustration.
The theory suggests that passive exposure to language, such as listening to or reading
English, can lead to acquisition without the need for explicit grammar instruction or
formal learning.

Krashen’s theory is based on five main hypotheses: (1) the Acquisition-
Learning Hypothesis, (2) the Monitor Hypothesis, (3) the Natural Order Hypothesis, (4)
the Input Hypothesis, and (5) the Affective Filter Hypothesis. The Acquisition-Learning
Hypothesis distinguishes between subconscious language acquisition (which occurs
naturally, like how children learn their first language) and conscious learning (which is
deliberate and involves formal instruction). The Monitor Hypothesis explains that
learners use their acquired knowledge to produce language fluently, while their
learned knowledge acts as a monitor or editor for accuracy. The Natural Order
Hypothesis suggests that learners acquire language structures in a predictable sequence,
meaning that certain grammar rules are naturally learned before others. The Input
Hypothesis asserts that meaningful exposure to language is the key to acquisition, while
the Affective Filter Hypothesis highlishts the impact of emotions such as anxiety,
motivation, and self-confidence on language learning.

In the context of English education in Thailand, Krashen’s Input Hypothesis
has significant implications. Traditional teacher-centered instruction in Thailand often
relies on rote memorization, gsrammar drills, and translation exercises, which may not
provide students with sufficient comprehensible input (Noom-ura, 2013). This lack of

meaningful exposure limits students’ ability to develop natural fluency in English. To
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improve English language achievement, educators should integrate more interactive
and immersive learning experiences, such as reading authentic English texts, engaging
in discussions, watching English media, and participating in real-life communication
scenarios. These strategies align with Krashen’s recommendation that language learners
should be exposed to rich, meaningful, and slightly challenging English content
to facilitate acquisition.

2. Gardner’s Socio-Educational Model

Another influential theory in language learning is Gardner’s (1985) Socio-
Educational Model, which emphasizes the role of motivation and attitude in second
language acquisition. Gardner argues that a learner’s attitude toward the target language,
culture, and learning process significantly affects their success in acquiring a new
language. He distinguishes between two main types of motivation: instrumental
motivation and integrative motivation.

Instrumental motivation refers to learning English for practical benefits,
such as better job opportunities, higher academic achievement, or professional
advancement. Many Thai students, for example, are driven by instrumental motivation
because English proficiency is often a requirement for university entrance exams, job
applications, and career growth (Kirkpatrick, 2012). In contrast, integrative motivation
involves learning English to integrate into or connect with the culture of English-
speaking communities. This type of motivation is often seen in students who have
a strong personal interest in English media, culture, or travel.

Studies have shown that students with high integrative motivation tend to
achieve greater English proficiency compared to those who are only instrumentally
motivated (Gardner, 2007). However, in Thailand, integrative motivation is often low,
as English is generally perceived as a school subject rather than a tool for real-world
communication (Baker, 2012). Thai students rarely have opportunities to interact with
native English speakers, and English is not widely used outside the classroom, making
it difficult for students to develop a personal connection with the language.

To enhance English achievement in Thailand, it is crucial to increase
students’ motivation by making English learning more engaging and relevant. This can

be done by incorporating real-life communication tasks, exposure to English-speaking
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cultures, and interactive classroom activities that encourage students to use English in
meaningful ways. Study abroad programs, international student exchanges, and
collaboration with native speakers are also effective ways to raise integrative motivation
and improve language proficiency.

3. Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory

Viygotsky’s (1978) Sociocultural Theory highlights the importance of social
interaction and cultural context in language learning. According to Vygotsky, language
is learned most effectively in collaborative environments, where students interact with
more knowledgeable individuals, such as teachers, peers, or mentors. He
introduced the concept of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), which refers to
the gap between what a learner can do independently and what they can achieve
with guidance and support. When learners receive structured assistance, known as
scaffolding, they can gradually develop independence in using the language.

The ZPD and scaffolding techniques are especially important for Thai
learners, as many students struggle with confidence and fluency in English
communication (Noom-ura, 2013). In many Thai classrooms, traditional teaching
methods emphasize individual learning and memorization, with limited opportunities
for peer collaboration or active engagement. As a result, students often lack the
confidence to speak English in real-life situations.

To enhance English achievement, educators should incorporate
collaborative learning strategies such as pair work, group discussions, peer mentoring,
and project-based learning. By allowing students to interact, negotiate meaning, and
support each other, they can develop stronger communication skills and greater
confidence in using English.

4. Dérnyei’s L2 Motivational Self System

Dornyei’s (2009) L2 Motivational Self System expands on Gardner’s
motivation theory by emphasizing the role of self-identity and personal goals
in language learning. He suggests that students’ motivation to learn English is shaped
by their vision of themselves as successful English speakers. The model consists of
three components: the Ideal L2 Self, the Ought-to L2 Self, and the L2 Learning

Experience. The Ideal L2 Self represents a learner’s aspiration to become a proficient
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English speaker, such as imagining oneself giving a presentation in English at an
international conference. The Ought-to L2 Self refers to external expectations and
obligations that push students to learn English, such as the need for English proficiency to
meet academic or career requirements. Lastly, the L2 Learning Experience
encompasses the immediate classroom environment, including teaching methods,
curriculum design, and peer influences, all which shape students’ motivation.

In the Thai context, many students struggle with developing a clear vision
of their Ideal L2 Self, as they often perceive English as merely an academic
requirement rather than a skill relevant to their future aspirations (Baker, 2012). This
lack of personal connection to the language may result in low motivation and
disengagement from English learning. To enhance motivation and improve English
achievement, educators should help students develop a strong Ideal L2 Self by
encouraging them to visualize real-world applications of their English skills. This can
be achieved through goal setting, exposure to English-speaking role models, and
creating meaningful learning experiences that connect English proficiency to students'
career and personal aspirations.

5. Summary of Theoretical Perspectives

The discussed theories provide complementary insights into English language
achievement, each highlighting a unique factor that contributes to language acquisition.
As summarized in Table 1, Krashen’s Input Hypothesis emphasizes the importance of
comprehensible input (i+1), suggesting that students need to be exposed to slightly
more advanced language in meaningful contexts to acquire proficiency. This highlights
the need for increased real-life English exposure in the Thai educational system, where
many students lack authentic opportunities to use English beyond the classroom.

Gardner’s Socio-Educational Model focuses on motivation and attitudes,
distinguishing between instrumental motivation (learning English for practical benefits
such as career advancement) and integrative motivation (learning English to engage
with native speakers and culture). In Thailand, many students approach English as
merely an academic requirement rather than a means of communication, which limits

their engagement with the language. This theory suggests that promoting integrative
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motivation, through cultural exposure, exchange programs, and interactive learning,
could improve students’ overall English proficiency.

Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory highlights the importance of social
interaction and scaffolding in language learning. According to this theory, learners
progress best when supported by more knowledgeable individuals, such as teachers
and peers, within their Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). This suggests that Thai
educators should implement more student-centered, communicative activities, such
as group discussions and peer-assisted learning, rather than relying solely on teacher-
centered instruction.

Finally, Dérnyei’s L2 Motivational Self System proposes that learners’
future self-concept plays a crucial role in their motivation to learn English. Students
who can visualize themselves as proficient English speakers are more likely to engage
actively in language learning. However, many Thai students struggle to see English as
directly relevant to their personal and professional aspirations. This theory suggests that
helping students set clear, personalized goals and providing real-world applications for
English, such as exposure to international job markets and study-abroad
opportunities, can significantly enhance motivation and achievement.

As seen in Table 1, each of these theories presents valuable perspectives
on English language learning and provides practical recommmendations for improving
English education in Thailand. By integrating meaningful language exposure, motivation-
building strategies, collaborative learning, and goal-setting practices, educators can create
a more effective learning environment that raises higher English achievement among

students.
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Table 1 Summary of Theoretical Perspectives on English Language Achievement

Theory

Key Concept

Main Focus

Implications for Thai

Learners

Krashen’s Input

Hypothesis

Gardner’s
Socio-
Educational
Model
Vygotsky’s
Sociocultural

Theory

Dornyei’s L2
Motivational

Self System

Comprehensible
input(i+1) enables
acquisition

Motivation (instrumental)
integrative) affects

learning
Social interaction and

scaffolding aid learning

Future self-concept

influences motivation

Language exposure

& meaningful input

Attitude and

motivation

Collaborative and
peer-assisted

learning

Goal setting and
identity in language

learning

Increase real-life

English exposure

Enhance integrative
motivation through

cultural engagement

Implement more
student-centered,
communicative
activities

Help students visualize
real-world English

applications

Characteristics of High and Low-English Achievers

Language learners exhibit different levels of proficiency based on their

cognitive abilities, motivation, learning strategies, and environmental influences.

Understanding the distinctions between high- and low-achieving learners can provide

valuable insights for educators and policymakers to enhance English language

instruction. High-achieving students tend to display strong motivation, confidence,

and active engagement in learning, whereas low-achieving students often struggle with

a lack of motivation, language anxiety, and ineffective learning strategies. These

differences influence their overall language proficiency and ability to apply English in

academic, professional, and social contexts.
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1. High-Achieving English Language Learners

High-achieving English learners demonstrate both intrinsic and instrumental
motivation, which drives them to master the language for personal and professional
development. These learners recognize the importance of English as a global language
and its role in higher education, career advancement, and international communication.
Their motivation is often reinforced by long-term goals, such as studying abroad,
securing jobs in multinational companies, or engaging in global networking. Unlike
their lower-achieving counterparts, they view English not merely as a subject to pass
but as a tool for future success (Soland, 2019; Shi, 2018).

In addition to strong motivation, high achievers employ effective learning
strategies that contribute to their proficiency. They engage in metacognitive strategies,
such as goal setting, self-monitoring, and adjusting study techniques based on their
progress. Cognitive strategies, such as reading extensively in English, watching English-
language films, and actively listening to native speakers, help them develop
comprehension skills. They also take advantage of social strategies by interacting with
peers, participating in group discussions, and seeking opportunities for language
immersion. These varied approaches allow them to reinforce their learning through
multiple channels, leading to greater fluency and confidence (Shi, 2018).

Another defining characteristic of high-achieving learners is their high self-
efficacy and willingness to take risks in language learning. They believe in their ability
to succeed, which enables them to engage in challenging tasks such as public speaking,
debates, and essay writing. Their confidence allows them to approach English learning
with a growth mindset, where mistakes are seen as opportunities for improvement
rather than failures. Moreover, these students actively seek real-world language exposure
by participating in language exchange programs, international conferences, and digital
learning platforms. Their proactive approach helps them develop fluency and
adaptability in diverse linguistic environments (Soland, 2019; Shi, 2018).

Furthermore, high achievers experience lower levels of language anxiety,
which enables them to use English more comfortably in both formal and informal
settings. They are more likely to engage in spontaneous conversations, ask questions,

and seek clarification, which further strengthens their communication skills. Their positive
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attitude toward English learning makes them resilient in overcoming language barriers,
as they view challenges as part of the learning process. Through consistent practice,
strategic learning, and high motivation, high achievers attain strong language proficiency
that enhances their academic and professional opportunities (Soland, 2019; Shi, 2018;
Frontiers in Psychology, 2022).

2. Low-Achieving English Language Learners

In contrast, low-achieving English learners often struggle with a lack of
motivation, which significantly affects their engagement and progress. Many of these
students perceive English as a difficult or irrelevant subject, leading to minimal effort
and disinterest in learning activities. Unlike high-achievers who set clear goals for
language acquisition, low-achievers may lack a long-term vision of how English can
benefit them. This absence of motivation results in passive participation, where students
complete assignments and attend classes out of obligation rather than a genuine desire
to improve (Yuksel, et al., 2023).

One of the major challenges faced by low achievers is their reliance on
ineffective learning strategies. Many of these students adopt rote memorization
techniques, focusing on repetitive grammar exercises and vocabulary lists without
developing a deep understanding of language use. Their limited engagement in active
learning methods, such as listening to English media or practicing speaking skills, prevents
them from acquiring practical communication abilities. Furthermore, low achievers
often lack self-regulated learning strategies, such as time management and self-
assessment, making it difficult for them to track progress or identify areas for
improvement (Yuksel, et al., 2023).

Another significant barrier to English proficiency among low achievers
is language anxiety. Many of these students experience fear or embarrassment when
speaking in English, leading them to avoid classroom participation and real-world
language use. This anxiety is often exacerbated by negative past experiences, such as
being corrected harshly in front of peers or receiving poor grades in language courses.
The fear of making mistakes discourages them from practicing speaking and listening

skills, which further hinders their language development. Over time, this avoidance
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behavior creates a cycle of low confidence and poor performance, making it increasingly
difficult for these learners to improve (Yuksel et al., 2023).

Additionally, low achievers tend to have limited exposure to English outside
the classroom. Unlike high-achievers who seek out English-language media and
immersive experiences, low-achievers often confine their leamning to formal education
settings. Their reluctance to engage with English beyond academic requirements
restricts their ability to develop fluency and adaptability in different contexts. Without
consistent exposure to authentic language use, their progress remains slow, and they
struggle to apply English effectively in real-world situations (Teng, 2022; Yuksel, et al.,
2023).

3. Summary of Characteristics of High and Low-English Language Achievers

The differences between high- and low-achieving English language learners
are influenced by several key factors, including motivation, learning strategies, self-
efficacy, and exposure to English (Soland, 2019 & Hanus,2016). High achievers
demonstrate strong intrinsic and instrumental motivation, employ effective learning
strategies, and actively engage in language use beyond the classroom. In contrast,
low achievers often struggle with motivation, experience language anxiety, and rely on
ineffective learning methods, which hinder their progress. Table 2 summarizes the key
distinctions between high- and low-achieving English learners, highlighting their

respective strengths and challenges.

Table 2 Comparison of High and Low-English Language Achievers

Factors High-Achieving Learners Low-Achieving Learners
Motivation Strong intrinsic and instrumental Lack of motivation; view English
motivation; clear goals as difficult or irrelevant

Learning Strategies  Use of metacognitive (goal setting, Rely on rote memorization and
self-monitoring) and cognitive passive learning methods
(reading, listening, practicing)

strategies
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Factors

High-Achieving Learners

Low-Achieving Learners

Self-Efficacy

Language Anxiety

Social Engagement

Exposure to English

High confidence in language ability;

willingness to take risks

Low anxiety; actively participate in
speaking and listening activities
Engage in discussions, peer
learning, and real-world language
practice

Actively seek English media, travel,

and immersive experiences

Low self-efficacy; fear of making
mistakes and avoidance
behaviors

High anxiety; avoid speaking due
to fear of embarrassment
Limited interaction with English

speakers outside the classroom

Confine learning to classroom
settings; minimal exposure to

English outside school

The table highlights how motivation, learning strategies, and exposure to

English play a crucial role in determining students' success in language acquisition.
High-achievers benefit from goal-oriented learning and proactive engagement, while
low-achievers often require additional support to build confidence, motivation, and
effective study habits (Griffiths, 2003; Hanus, 2023; Soland, 2019).

By understanding these characteristics, educators can develop targeted
interventions to support low-achieving students while enhancing the strengths of high-
achieving learners. Strategies such as communicative language teaching (CLT), goal-
setting exercises, and increased exposure to English in real-life contexts can help bridge
the gap between these two groups. The next section will explore the various learner,
teacher, and environmental factors that further influence English language achievement

(Griffiths, 2003; Hanus, 2023).
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Factors Influencing English Language Achievement
English language achievement is shaped by a complex interplay of individual,
instructional, and environmental factors. Learner characteristics, teacher influence, and
external environmental conditions all contribute to students’ success or struggle in
mastering the language. Understanding these factors is crucial for developing
targeted teaching strategies and policies that enhance language learning outcomes.
1. Learner Factors
Learner-related factors significantly impact English language achievement.
At the university level include cognitive abilities, motivation, learning styles, and self-
efficacy, all of which determine a student’s ability to acquire and apply English
effectively. Prior exposure to English and strategic learning methods also plays crucial
roles. Additionally, access to diverse learning resources and peer support significantly
enhance language proficiency. Addressing these factors can help educators develop
effective strategies to support students' English language learning.
1.1 Cognitive Abilities
Cognitive abilities refer to the mental processes involved in learning,
such as memory, attention, problem-solving, and information processing speed.
Research has shown that learners with strong memory retention can better acquire
and recall vocabulary, grammatical structures, and pronunciation patterns (Robinson,
2011). Short-term and long-term memory play distinct roles in language acquisition;
short-term memory helps in processing new information, while long-term memory
stores and retrieves language structures for effective communication. Additionally,
students with higher cognitive flexibility; the ability to switch between different
linguistic structures and contexts, tend to excel in English learning, as they can
quickly adapt to new vocabulary, sentence structures, and cultural expressions.
Conversely, students with cognitive limitations may struggle with
comprehending complex grammatical rules, retaining large amounts of vocabulary, or
processing spoken language at natural speeds. To support such learners, instructional
strategies such as repetition, chunking information, and using mnemonic devices can

help reinforce retention and retrieval of language structures (Ellis, 2008).
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1.2 Motivation and Attitude

Motivation is one of the most critical factors influencing English
language achievement. Gardner (1985) categorized motivation into two types:
instrumental motivation, where students learn English for practical purposes such as
job opportunities or academic success, and integrative motivation, where learners
desire to integrate into an English-speaking culture. Research suggests that students
with high integrative motivation tend to perform better in language acquisition, as they
develop a deeper interest in mastering English beyond its academic or career benefits
(Dérmyei, 2009).

In the Thai context, many students exhibit strong instrumental
motivation due to the growing importance of English in securing employment,
particularly in industries such as tourism, business, and technology. However, a lack of
integrative motivation often results in lower engagement in authentic language use, as
English is frequently perceived as a subject rather than a practical communication tool
(Baker, 2012). Educators can enhance greater motivation by incorporating real-world
applications, such as project-based learning, role-playing activities, and exposure to
English-speaking cultures through media and interactions with native speakers.

1.3 Learning Styles and Strategies

Learning styles refer to the preferred ways in which individuals
process and retain new information. According to Oxford (2003), learners can be
categorized into visual, auditory, kinesthetic, and reading/writing learners. Visual
learners benefit from diagrams, charts, and videos, while auditory learners absorb
information best through listening to lectures, music, or spoken dialogues. Kinesthetic
learners prefer hands-on activities and real-world applications, while reading/writing
learners excel in text-based materials such as books and written exercises.

In addition to learning styles, the strategies that students use to
acquire language significantly affect their achievement. High-achieving students often
employ metacognitive strategies, such as goal setting, self-monitoring, and adjusting
their learning approaches based on feedback. Cognitive strategies, such as
summarization, translation, and note-taking, help in understanding and retaining new

language structures. Social strategies, including group discussions and peer interactions,
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promote active language use and improve fluency. Conversely, low-achieving students
tend to rely on passive learning techniques such as rote memorization, which may
help with short-term retention but fail to develop deep language competence
(Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).

1.4 Self-Efficacy and Language Anxiety

Self-efficacy, or the belief in one’s ability to succeed, significantly
impacts English learning outcomes. According to Bandura (1997), students with high
self-efficacy are more likely to take risks, engage in speaking activities, and persist
through challenges. These learners are confident in their ability to understand and use
English effectively, which enhances their achievement.

On the other hand, language anxiety; the fear of making mistakes or
being judged, is a major barrier to language acquisition (Horwitz et al., 1986). Students
with high levels of anxiety tend to avoid speaking, hesitate to participate in class, and
struggle with listening comprehension. Anxiety is often linked to negative past
experiences, strict evaluation systems, or a lack of supportive learning environments.
To reduce language anxiety, teachers can create a low-stress classroom atmosphere,
use communicative activities, and encourage error correction in a non-threatening
manner.

In summary, learner factors significantly influence English language
achievement. Strong cognitive abilities enhance language retention and processing,
while motivation, whether instrumental or integrative, drives engagement and learning
success. Effective learning strategies, such as goal-setting and active practice, further
support proficiency, whereas reliance on rote memorization hinders progress.
Additionally, high self-efficacy raises confidence in using English, while language
anxiety can lead to avoidance and reduced participation. Addressing these factors
through targeted instructional approaches can help learners develop stronger language
skills and improve overall achievement.

2. Teacher Factors

Teachers play a pivotal role in shaping students’ English language

achievement at university level. Their teaching strategies, classroom management,

proficiency, and ability to promote student motivation significantly influence how
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well students develop language skills. Effective language teaching through interactive
and communicative approaches goes beyond delivering content; it requires
engagement, support, and adaptation to students' needs. Research suggests that
students who are taught by motivated, well-trained, and proficient English teachers
tend to have higher levels of fluency and confidence, while those exposed to ineffective
teaching methods often struggle with long-term language retention (Richards & Rodgers,
2014).

In Thailand, teacher-related challenges remain a major obstacle to improving
English proficiency nationwide. Many schools, particularly in rural areas, lack qualified
English teachers, leading to a reliance on outdated teaching methodologies that
emphasize rote learning rather than communication (Baker, 2012). Additionally, the
teacher-student relationship and instructors' own proficiency levels play a crucial role
in determining students' engagement and success in language learning. This section
examines three key teacher-related factors that impact English achievement: teaching
strategies, teacher-student relationships, and teacher proficiency.

2.1 Teaching Strategies and Pedagogical Approaches

The effectiveness of English instruction largely depends on the teaching
strategies and methodologies employed in the classroom. Pedagogical approaches that
emphasize communication, interaction, and student-centered learning have been
shown to be more effective than traditional lecture-based methods. In contrast,
outdated, teacher-centered techniques, such as the grammar-translation method,
continue to dominate English classrooms in Thailand, limiting students’ ability to use
English in real-world situations.

Among the most effective language teaching approaches, CLT focuses
on real-world communication through interactive activities, role-plays, and group
discussions. Instead of emphasizing grammar rules in isolation, CLT encourages
students to practice English in authentic contexts, improving fluency and confidence.
Research suggests that this approach raises greater student engagement and helps
learners develop practical language skills needed for everyday interactions. Similarly,
Task-Based Learning (TBL) shifts the focus from theoretical learning to real-world

application by requiring students to complete meaningful tasks using English. Examples
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include problem-solving exercises, presentations, and collaborative projects, all of
which encourage active learning, improve critical thinking skills, and enhance language
retention. Another innovative approach, the Flipped Classroom Method, allows students
to engage with learning materials before class, such as watching instructional videos or
reading texts, while class time is used for discussions and hands-on practice. This model
personalizes learning, enabling teachers to focus on individual students’ needs and
maximize in-class engagement.

Despite the effectiveness of CLT, TBL, and the flipped classroom
approach, many Thai schools continue to rely on traditional, teacher-centered methods.
The grammar-translation method, which emphasizes memorization of vocabulary and
direct translation between Thai and English, remains widely used. While this method
may help students understand grammatical rules, it fails to develop speaking and
listening proficiency, resulting in low communicative competence among Thai leamners.
To enhance English achievement, educators should integrate modern teaching strategies,
promote interactive learning, and move away from rigid, exam-oriented instruction.

2.2 Teacher-Student Relationships

A strong teacher-student relationship plays a crucial role in shaping
students’ motivation, confidence, and overall engagement in language learning.
When students feel comfortable interacting with their teachers, they are more likely
to participate in class, ask questions, and take risks in using English. Supportive
teachers create a learning environment where students feel valued and encouraged,
which enhances their willingness to communicate in English, even when making
mistakes (Dornyei, 2001). Teachers who provide positive reinforcement, constructive
feedback, and individualized attention help reduce students’ fear of failure, promoting
a growth mindset that leads to better language acquisition outcomes (Pianta, et al,,
2012).

On the other hand, a rigid, exam-oriented teaching style that emphasizes
correctness over fluency can heighten student anxiety and discourage them from using
English beyond structured exercises (Horwitz, et al., 1986). Students in such
environments often hesitate to speak due to fear of making mistakes, which hampers

their ability to develop communicative competence. A lack of interaction between
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teachers and students can further limit engagement, making the learning process
passive and ineffective. Encouraging open communication, collaborative activities, and
student-centered learning approaches can promote a more engaging classroom
atmosphere that supports language acquisition. Teachers who act as mentors and
facilitators rather than strict evaluators help build students’ confidence and motivation,
ultimately improving their overall English proficiency (Mercer & Ryan, 2010).

2.3 Teacher Proficiency and Training

Teachers’ own English proficiency and pedagosical training significantly
influence students’ success in language learning. Teachers who demonstrate fluency
and confidence in English serve as role models, providing students with accurate
pronunciation, natural language use, and meaningful communication practice (Farrell
& Richards, 2007). Well-trained teachers are also better equipped to implement
effective instructional methods, adapt to students’ learning needs, and create engaging
lesson plans that go beyond rote memorization. However, in Thailand, research indicates
that many English teachers, particularly in rural areas, lack the necessary fluency and
teaching expertise to effectively model correct language use (Baker, 2012). This gap in
teacher proficiency often results in lessons that prioritize textbook exercises and
grammar drills over interactive, real-world language use (Hayes, 2010).

To address this issue, continuous professional development programs
are essential. Language immersion training, modern teaching workshops, and exposure
to native English-speaking environments can help educators improve their fluency and
instructional effectiveness (Richards & Farrell, 2005). Additionally, training in
innovative teaching methodologies, such as CLT and TBL, can empower teachers to
move away from traditional, teacher-centered approaches toward more student-
centered, interactive language instruction (Littlewood, 2007). Government and
institutional support in the form of training scholarships, online teaching resources, and
peer mentorship programs can further enhance teachers’ professional growth. Ensuring
that English educators receive adequate training and language support is crucial in
bridging the proficiency gap and improving students’ overall English achievement.

To sum up, teachers play a crucial role in students’ English language

achievement through their instructional methods, classroom interactions, and overall
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proficiency. Effective teaching strategies, such as communicative and interactive
approaches, help students develop language skills in meaningful contexts, while a
positive teacher-student relationship enhances motivation, reduces anxiety, and
encourages active participation. However, many English teachers, especially in rural
areas, lack the necessary fluency and pedagosgical training to implement modern
teaching techniques, often relying on outdated, exam-focused instruction. Addressing
these challenges requires continuous professional development, improved teacher
training programs, and institutional support to enhance English instruction and improve
student learning outcomes.
3. Environmental Factors
Beyond individual learner differences and teacher-related influences,
external environmental conditions play a crucial role in determining students' English
language achievement at the university level. Factors such as access to learning
resources, exposure to English outside the classroom, and socio-economic background
significantly impact students' ability to acquire and apply English proficiency. A positive
classroom environment, peer support, and opportunities to practice English outside
the classroom are crucial role. These factors often determine whether students have
sufficient opportunities to practice and reinforce their language skills beyond formal
instruction.
3.1 Access to English Learning Resources

The availability and quality of English learning resources are fundamental
to language acquisition. Access to well-developed textbooks, online language platforms,
and language-learning applications provide students with additional exposure to the
language and opportunities for independent learning. Digital learning tools such as
Duolingo, BBC Learning English, Rosetta Stone, and interactive multimedia resources
help students practice pronunciation, vocabulary, and listening comprehension in an
engaging and interactive manner (Liang, et al., 2024). Furthermore, educational
websites and mobile applications allow students to engage in self-directed learning at
their own pace, reinforcing classroom instruction and offering personalized feedback.

However, disparities in access to resources create significant challenges

for students from underprivileged backgrounds. In rural or economically disadvantaged
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areas, schools may lack modern English textbooks, functional language labs, or reliable
internet connectivity, limiting students’ ability to supplement their learning outside of
class (Baker, 2012). Without adequate access to these materials, students are often
restricted to outdated teaching methods that emphasize rote memorization rather
than interactive and communicative learning. This gap in resources contributes to the
urban-rural divide in English proficiency, where students in well-funded schools tend
to achieve higher levels of fluency compared to those in resource-constrained
environments.

Additionally, library access and availability of supplementary reading
materials also play a critical role in language development. Research suggests that
students who frequently engage with English books, magazines, and newspapers
develop better reading comprehension skills and a broader vocabulary compared to
those who rely solely on classroom instruction (Nation, 2009). Schools and universities
should therefore prioritize investment in well-equipped libraries and digital language-
learning platforms to ensure that all students, regardless of socio-economic background,
have access to high-quality language resources.

3.2 Exposure to English in Real-World Contexts

Beyond classroom instruction, students' ability to use English in real-
world situations is a major determinant of fluency. Authentic exposure —engaging
with native speakers, consuming English media, and using the language in everyday
interactions—plays a crucial role in enhancing listening comprehension, vocabulary
retention, and speaking confidence (Krashen, 1985). Countries with higher levels of
English proficiency tend to have immersive environments where English is used in
public spaces, entertainment, and professional settings.

For many Thai students, real-world English exposure is limited, leading
to difficulties in applying learned language structures to practical communication.
Unlike countries where English is commonly spoken in daily interactions, Thailand has
a predominantly monolingual environment, with Thai being the dominant
language in education, media, and public services. As a result, students often strugsle
with oral communication skills, as they have fewer opportunities to practice speaking

and listening outside the classroom (Noom-ura, 2013).
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However, technology and globalization have expanded opportunities
for language immersion. Students can enhance their English proficiency by engaging in
movies, podcasts, video games, and social media content in English. Platforms such as
YouTube, Netflix, Spotify, and TikTok expose learners to diverse accents, slang, and
conversational English. Additionally, participation in international forums, online
courses, and virtual language exchange programs enables students to interact with
English speakers worldwide. Schools and universities should encourage students to
participate in study abroad programs, English-speaking clubs, and exchange
partnerships to provide more authentic exposure to the languase.

A key challenge in Thailand is the perception of English as an academic
subject rather than a communication tool (Kirkpatrick, 2012). Many students focus
solely on passing English exams rather than developing speaking and listening fluency.
This issue is compounded by teacher-centered instruction, where students engage in
grammar translation rather than interactive discussions. To bridge this gap, educators
should incorporate CLT into curricula, emphasizing role-playing, debates, and practical
conversations. Tourism, hospitality, and business sectors in Thailand also offer
opportunities for students to use English in real-world settings, highlighting the
importance of workplace-based language programs.

3.3 Socio-Economic Status and Family Support

Socio-economic background plays a crucial role in students’ access to
education, quality of instruction, and overall language achievement. Research indicates
that students from higher socio-economic backgrounds tend to outperform their lower-
income peers in English proficiency due to better educational resources, financial support,
and parental involvement (Adams, 1996).

Higher-income families can afford private English tutoring, international
school education, and study-abroad experiences, all of which provide immersive
language exposure. Parents with strong English proficiency are also more likely to
support their children's learning by practicing English at home, providing English-
language books, and encouraging engagement with English media (El-Omari, 2022).
These factors create an environment where students view English as an essential skill

and receive reinforcement beyond formal schooling.
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In contrast, students from lower-income backgrounds may face limited
access to quality instruction, lack of technological resources, and fewer opportunities
for extracurricular English practice. Public schools in underprivileged areas often
struggle with overcrowded classrooms, outdated curricula, and a shortage of trained
English teachers, making it difficult for students to develop proficiency. Additionally,
families where parents do not speak English may provide little reinforcement
at home, reducing students’ exposure to the language outside school.

To bridge this socio-economic gap, government initiatives and
educational reforms are necessary. Scholarship programs, free language workshops,
and community-based English activities can help underprivileged students gain access
to better learning opportunities. The One Tablet Per Child initiative in Thailand, for
instance, aimed to provide students with digital devices for online learning, though its
impact has been mixed due to implementation challenges (Office of the Permanent
Secretary, Ministry of Education, 2015). Universities and private organizations can also
support English education through mentorship programs, language immersion camps,
and partnerships with international institutions.

Another key factor is parental involvement. Studies show that students
whose parents actively support their education tend to perform better in English
proficiency tests (Small, 2010). Even in non-English-speaking households, parents can
encourage children by reading English books together, watching English-language
movies, or providing positive reinforcement for language learning efforts. Schools
should engage parents through workshops, newsletters, and bilingual resources to
create a more supportive home learning environment.

To summarize, environmental factors play a crucial role in shaping
students’ English language achievement by influencing their access to learning resources,
exposure to English outside the classroom, and socio-economic background. Students
with greater access to digital tools, textbooks, and well-equipped libraries tend to
develop stronger language skills, while those in resource-limited settings face challenges
in acquiring proficiency. Real-world exposure to English, whether through travel, media,
or social interactions, enhances fluency and confidence, but many Thai students lack

such opportunities due to the country’s predominantly monolingual environment.
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Socio-economic disparities further impact learmning outcomes, as students from wealthier

backgrounds benefit from private tutoring and immersive experiences, while those

from lower-income families struggle with limited educational support. Addressing

these inequalities requires investment in digital learning tools, community programs,

and policies that provide all students with equitable access to quality English education.
4. Summary of Factors Influencing English Language Achievement

English language achievement is shaped by the interplay of learner,
teacher, and environmental factors, each of which significantly contributes to students'
ability to develop and apply English proficiency. These factors influence not only
students’ motivation and learning strategies but also their overall success in real-world
language use.

Learner factors, such as cognitive abilities, motivation, learning styles, and
self-efficacy, play a fundamental role in English language acquisition. Students with
strong cognitive skills, including memory retention and problem-solving abilities,
often excel in learning English, while those who experience language anxiety or lack
motivation struggle to engage with the subject. Motivated learners tend to take an
active approach, using diverse learning strategies and seeking real-world applications
of English.

Teacher factors, including pedagogical approaches, teacher-student
relationships, and teacher proficiency, directly impact student engagement and
achievement. Communicative and interactive teaching methods, such as CLT and
Task-TBL, have been shown to enhance student participation and fluency. Teachers
who promote positive relationships with students and provide constructive feedback
create a supportive classroom environment, boosting students' confidence in using
English. However, in Thailand, many teachers still rely on grammar-translation methods,
limiting students' ability to develop communicative competence. Furthermore,
teacher proficiency in English remains a concern, particularly in rural areas where
access to professional development is limited.

Environmental factors, such as access to learning resources, exposure to
English in real-world contexts, and socio-economic background, also play a crucial role

in language achievement. Students with access to digital learning tools, English-
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language media, and opportunities for real-life communication are more likely to
develop fluency and confidence. However, socio-economic disparities create unequal
learning opportunities, with students from well-resourced backgrounds benefiting
from private tutoring, study-abroad programs, and English-rich environments, while
those in rural or underprivileged communities face significant limitations.

These factors do not operate independently but rather interact dynamically
to shape students’ English learning experiences. A motivated learner may struggle in a
low-resource environment, just as a skilled teacher may be limited by outdated
curricula or large class sizes. Addressing these challenges requires a holistic approach,
integrating policy reforms, teacher training, investment in digital resources, and
community engagement to enhance English education at all levels. Table 3 below

summarizes the key factors influencing English language achievement and their impact:

Table 3 Summary of Factors Influencing English Language Achievement

Factor

Key Components

Impact on English Achievement

Learner Factors

Teacher Factors

Environmental

Factors

Cognitive abilities,

motivation, learning styles,

self-efficacy

Teaching strategies,
teacher-student
relationships, teacher
proficiency

Access to learning
resources, real-world
English exposure, socio-

economic status

Strong cognitive skills and
motivation improve learning, while
anxiety and lack of engagement
hinder progress.

Student-centered teaching
methods and supportive teachers
enhance engagement; poor teacher
proficiency limits learning.

Greater access to resources and
English-rich environments improves
proficiency; socio-economic
disparities affect learning

opportunities.
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Previous Studies Related to Factors Influencing English Language Achievement

English language proficiency is a crucial determinant of academic and
professional success in Thailand, as it plays a key role in employment opportunities,
socio-economic mobility, and participation in global knowledge exchange (Graddol,
2006; Kirkpatrick, 2012). Despite the Thai government’s efforts to integrate English into
the national curriculum from primary to higher education, students’ overall English
achievement remains low, particularly in speaking and listening skills (Foley, 2005;
Noom-ura, 2013). The persistent gap between policy objectives and actual learning
outcomes is influenced by various factors, including learner characteristics, instructional
methodologies, and environmental conditions.

Motivation and self-regulated learning strategies significantly impact English
language achievement. Research suggests that high achievers tend to exhibit both
intrinsic motivation, where they find learning English enjoyable and intellectually
stimulating, and instrumental motivation, where they recognize its practical benefits
for academic and career success (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Dornyei, 2009). These learners
often employ metacognitive strategies such as goal setting, time management, and
active engagement with English media to enhance their learning (Oxford, 2003;
Milton, 2009). Additionally, self-efficacy; the belief in one’s ability to succeed, has been
found to correlate strongly with language achievement, as confident students are more
likely to persevere through challenges and actively participate in learning activities
(Bandura, 1997; Gardner, 1985). In contrast, low achievers often lack both intrinsic
motivation and self-efficacy, perceiving English as irrelevant to their personal goals,
which results in minimal engagement and reliance on passive learning techniques
such as rote memorization (Swatevacharkul & Boonma, 2020). Language anxiety is
another major barrier, as fear of making mistakes and negative past experiences
often discourage students from actively using English, especially in oral
communication (Horwitz, et al,, 1986; Choomthong, 2014). In previous example
studies, EI-Omari (2016) stated Factors Affecting Students' Achievement in English
Language Learning. This study used quantitative surveys, distributing yes/no
questionnaires to high school students in Jordan to measure the impact of factors such

as social attitudes, socioeconomic status, and extracurricular activities. The
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findings revealed significant correlations between these factors and students' English
language learning success. Students with positive attitudes towards learning English
and strong family support tend to achieve higher levels of success.

Teacher-related factors also play a crucial role in English language achievement.
Effective English teachers are characterized by their language proficiency, pedagogical
knowledge, and ability to create an engaging learning environment (Richards & Rodgers,
2014; Nation, 2009). However, in Thailand, particularly in rural areas, many English
teachers lack the necessary fluency and training to effectively model correct
language use (Baker, 2012). This limitation contributes to students’ poor speaking and
listening skills, as they are often exposed to inaccurate pronunciation and rigid,
exam-oriented teaching approaches. Traditional teacher-centered methodologies,
such as the grammar-translation method, remain dominant in Thai classrooms,
focusing on grammatical rules and translation rather than interactive and communicative
competence (Noom-ura, 2013). Research has shown that more student-centered
approaches, such as CLT and TBL, enhance language proficiency by encouraging
meaningful language use and real-world application of skills (Ellis, 2003; Rodsawang,
2017). However, the successful implementation of these methodologies requires well-
trained teachers, which remains a challenge in Thailand due to limited access to
professional development programs and ongoing reliance on outdated instructional
practices.). In previous example studies, Hanus (2016) explained Factors That Influence
Learning by English Language Learners (ELLs). This study employed qualitative analysis,
including interviews with teachers and parents, as well as classroom observations to
gather data on factors influencing English language learning success. The research
found that teacher-student relationships, parental support, and socioeconomic status
significantly impact English language learning success. The result found that teachers
who foster positive relationships and tailor their teaching methods to students' needs
contribute to higher achievement levels.

Environmental factors, including access to learning resources and socio-
economic background, also significantly influence English language achievement.
Students from higher socio-economic backgrounds often have access to private English

tutoring, international school education, and English-speaking environments, all of



a2

which contribute to higher proficiency levels (El-Omari, 2022; Adams, 1996). In contrast,
students from lower-income backgrounds face challenges such as overcrowded
classrooms, outdated textbooks, and a lack of qualified teachers, which hinder their
ability to develop English proficiency (Baker, 2015; Hayes, 2010). Additionally,
parental involvement plays a crucial role in students’ English learning. Studies indicate
that students with parents who actively support their education, by providing English-
language books, encouraging media exposure, or engaging in conversations in
English, tend to achieve higher proficiency levels (Liang, et al,, 2024; Small, 2010).
However, in families where parents do not speak English, students receive little
reinforcement at home, further widening the proficiency gap between socio-economic
groups. In previous research, Shi (2021) presented Environmental Factors Affecting
the English Language Learning Process. This study focused on qualitative analysis,
including observations and interviews with English language students to identify
principal environmental factors affecting attentiveness and performance during the
learning process. The research emphasized the importance of a conducive learning
environment, highlighting factors such as classroom management, noise levels,
and physical classroom conditions. A well-maintained and supportive environment was
found to enhance students' learning outcomes.

Although previous research has provided valuable insights into the factors
affecting English language achievement in Thailand, several gaps remain. There is a
need for more contemporary studies that examine the effectiveness of modern teaching
methodologies, such as blended learning and the flipped classroom approach, in
improving English proficiency. Additionally, while technology has been widely recognized
as a tool for language learning, further research is required to explore its impact on
students in underprivileged areas where digital inequality remains a concern. Future
studies should also investigate strategies to enhance intrinsic motivation and reduce
language anxiety among low-achieving students, as these psychological factors
significantly influence learning outcomes. Addressing these research gaps will contribute
to a deeper understanding of how to improve English education in Thailand and ensure
that students develop the necessary language skills for academic and professional

success.
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Chapter Conclusion

This chapter has examined the key factors influencing English language
achievement, including learner characteristics, teacher-related factors, and
environmental conditions. Motivation, self-efficacy, and learning strategies were
identified as critical contributors to student success, with high achievers displaying
greater autonomy and engagement in their learning process. Teacher proficiency and
instructional methodologies significantly impact student outcomes, with traditional
grammar-translation approaches proving ineffective in promoting communicative
competence. Environmental factors such as access to learning resources and socio-
economic background further contribute to disparities in English proficiency, particularly
between urban and rural students. Despite ongoing efforts to improve English education
in Thailand, challenges remain in implementing student-centered methodologies,
enhancing teacher training, and ensuring equal access to quality learning materials.
These insights highlight the need for further research on effective teaching strategies
and policy reforms to enhance English language achievement.

The next chapter will discuss the research methodology employed in this
study, detailing the research design, data collection methods, sampling techniques,
and analytical procedures used to investigate the factors influencing English language

achievement among undergraduate students.



CHAPTER IlI

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines the research methodology employed in this study to
examine the factors influencing English language learning achievement among non-
English major students in Thailand. It provides a structured framework for investigating
the key factors; learner-related, teacher-related, and environmental; that impact
students’ English proficiency. Additionally, the study aims to compare the differences
in influencing factors between high-achieving and low-achieving students to better
understand the challenges and advantages experienced by different learner groups.
The chapter is organized into five main sections. The research design describes the
overall approach and methodological framework of the study. The population and
sample section explains the selection criteria and characteristics of participants. The
research instruments section details the tools and techniques used for data collection.
The data collection process outlines the steps taken to gather information, ensuring
reliability and validity. Finally, the data analysis section discusses the statistical methods
applied to interpret the findings. By systematically addressing these components, this
chapter ensures a clear and comprehensive explanation of the research process used

in this study.

Research design

This study employed a mixed-methods research design, integrating both
quantitative and qualitative approaches to provide a comprehensive analysis of the
factors influencing English learning achievement among non-English major students in
Thailand. The quantitative approach was used to gather numerical data through a
structured questionnaire, which allowed for statistical analysis and identification of
patterns across a larger sample of students. The qualitative approach was employed
through semi-structured interviews, enabling an in-depth exploration of students’

perspectives, experiences, and challenges related to English language learning.
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The mixed-methods approach was particularly valuable in educational
research, as it allowed for a more nuanced understanding of complex learning
phenomena that could not be captured through a single research method (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018). While quantitative data provided measurable trends and
correlations between learner, teacher, and environmental factors, qualitative insights
helped contextualize these findings by revealing personal experiences, attitudes, and
external influences that impacted students’ English achievement (Dérnyei, 2007).
Combining these methods ensured triangulation, which enhanced the validity and
reliability of the research findings by cross-verifying data from multiple sources
(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

By employing both questionnaires and semi-structured interviews, this study
ensured that findings were not only statistically significant but also contextually
meaningful, allowing for a richer interpretation of the factors that influenced English

learning success and the differences between high- and low-achieving students.

Population and sample

The target population for this study consisted of 4th-year undergraduate
students from three faculties at Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna, Lampans:
The Faculty of Business Administration and Liberal Arts, the Faculty of Science and
Agricultural Technology, and the Faculty of Engineering. The total number of students
across these faculties was 509, as shown in Table 4. Given the constraints of time and
resources. This method enabled efficient data collection while ensuring that students
who had extensive experience learning English throughout their university years were
included.

A total of 125 students were selected to participate in the questionnaire
survey, representing a diverse group from all three faculties, the study employed
convenience sampling, selecting participants based on accessibility and willingness to
participate. Additionally, 18 students were chosen for semi-structured interviews to
provide in-depth qualitative insights into their experiences with English language
learning. As outlined in Table 5, the Faculty of Business Administration and Liberal Arts

had the highest number of participants (64 survey respondents, 6 interviewees),
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followed by the Faculty of Science and Agricultural Technology (43 survey respondents,
6 interviewees) and the Faculty of Engineering (18 survey respondents, 6 interviewees).

Convenience sampling was widely used in educational research due to its
practicality and efficiency in data collection, particularly in institutional settings
where random sampling may not be feasible. This method allowed the study to
gather valuable insights from readily available students, making it an appropriate
choice for exploratory research on English language achievement. While convenience
sampling did not provide the same level of representativeness as random sampling, it
effectively identified key factors influencing students’ English proficiency (Etikan, et al.,
2016). Additionally, focusing on final-year students ensured that participants had
substantial exposure to English learning throughout their academic journey, making
their responses more informed and relevant. Despite its limitations, this approach
enabled a comprehensive analysis of learner, teacher, and environmental factors
influencing English language achievement among non-English major students in

Thailand (Cohen, et al., 2018).

Table 4 Research population

Faculty Population
1. Faculty of Business Administration and Liberal Arts 185
2. Faculty of Science and Agricultural Technology 191
3. Faculty of Engineering 133
Total 509

To ensure a balanced and proportional representation of students across
faculties, the sample size was distributed according to the total student population in
each faculty. Table 5 presents the breakdown of the research sample for both
quantitative (questionnaire survey) and qualitative (semi-structured interview) data
collection methods.

The study employed proportional stratified sampling, it is based on the idea
of dividing a population into subgroups (strata) with similar characteristics and sampling

from each subgroup in proportion to the population in that group so that the sample
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better reflects the entire population to determine the number of students selected
for the questionnaire survey from each faculty. Since the total population across the
three faculties was 509 students, the sample size for the questionnaire was set at 125
students. The proportion of students from each faculty in the total population was
used to calculate the corresponding number of questionnaire respondents. The
formula used for the sampling procedure was adapted from Yamane (1967). The

formula for determining the sample size for each faculty was:

N- where:
n; = —.\‘- X mn

* n; is the sample size from faculty ¢

¢ NN, is the population size from faculty %

* N is the total population size

: . s nis the total le si
Using this formula: Sebee el e

Faculty of Business Administration and Liberal Arts:

ﬁ R~
=0 X 125 =~ 45

Faculty of Science and Agricultural Technology:

[
9L o 195 ~ 47
509

Faculty of Engineering:

=

135 125 ~ 33

=

For the semi-structured interviews, purposive sampling was used to select 18
students, with 6 students by divided in to 3 high-achievers and 3 low achievers from
each faculty. Purposive sampling was applied to ensure a diverse representation of
high-achieving and low-achieving students to explore different perspectives on English
learning achievement. The selection criteria included academic performance in English
courses and self-reported confidence in using the language. This approach ensured
that the study had a representative distribution of students across faculties for the
questionnaire while allowing for in-depth qualitative insights from targeted interview

participants.
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Table 5 The size of research sample

Faculty Sample Sample (Semi-structured interview)
(Questionnaire) High achievers low achievers
Faculty of Business Administration 64 3 3

and Liberal Arts

Faculty of Science and 43 3 3
Agricultural Technology

Faculty of Engineering 18 3 3

Total 125 18

Research instrument

To address the research objectives and investigate the types of factors
influencing English language learning among non-English major students, as well as the
common types of factors influencing English language learning among high-achieving and
low-achieving students, the researcher will utilize two types of research instruments:
the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews.

1. The questionnaire

The questionnaire was designed as the primary instrument for gathering
quantitative data on the factors influencing English language learning among non-
English major students. It consisted of structured questions with predetermined
response options, allowing for a systematic and statistical analysis of students’
perceptions and experiences. By using a standardized format, the questionnaire
enabled the collection of data from a large sample, ensuring consistency and
comparability across respondents. This approach was particularly beneficial for
identifying patterns, trends, and differences in learning experiences between high-
achieving and low-achieving students (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

To ensure comprehensive coverage of the factors affecting English
achievement, the questionnaire was divided into four main sections. The first section
collected personal information, including demosgraphic data such as age, gender,
faculty, and prior English learning experiences. The second section focused on learner

factors, exploring aspects such as motivation, learning strategies, cognitive abilities, and
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language anxiety, all of which have been shown to impact language acquisition
(Dornyei, 2009; Horwitz, et al., 1986). The third section examined teacher factors, including
teacher effectiveness, instructional methods, feedback, and teacher-student relationships,
which play a crucial role in student engagement and performance (Hattie, 2009).
Finally, the fourth section addressed environmental factors, such as access to English
learning resources, real-world exposure to English, and socio-economic conditions, which
are known to shape language proficiency (Baker, 2012; Krashen, 1985).

To measure respondents’ attitudes and perceptions accurately, a 5-point
Likert scale was used, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
Likert scale is widely recognized in educational research for its ability to quantify
subjective responses, making it an effective tool for analyzing attitudes and behavioral
tendencies in language learning (Likert, 1932). The structured nature of the
questionnaire facilitated statistical analysis, allowing for the identification of key
trends and significant differences in English language learning experiences across
different student groups (Boone & Boone, 2012). The scoring interpretation for the
Likert scale was as follows: 5 = Strongly Agree, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree,
and 1 = Strongly Disagree.

This design ensured that quantitative responses could be systematically
analyzed, facilitating meaningful comparisons between different learner groups. The
questionnaire was validated through expert review and pilot testing to enhance its
reliability and clarity, ensuring that all items were appropriately worded and relevant
to the study’s objectives. The Index of ltem-Objective Congruence (I0C) values for the
research instruments were evaluated by three experts with relevant knowledge and
expertise in English language education and educational research. The I0C scores
ranged from 0.67 to 1.00, indicating satisfactory content validity for data collection
according to the standard criteria (IOC values should be 0.50 or higher). Additionally,
ethical considerations were upheld, with participants informed of the study’s purpose,
anonymity, and voluntary participation, in line with ethical guidelines for educational
research (Bryman, 2016). This structured approach to questionnaire design provided a
robust and empirical foundation for understanding the diverse factors influencing

English language achievement among non-English major students in Thailand.
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2. Seme-structured interview

The semi-structured interview was employed as a qualitative research
instrument to obtain in-depth insights into the experiences and perceptions of students
regarding English language learning. Unlike structured interviews, which follow a rigid
question format, semi-structured interviews provided the flexibility to explore
participants’ responses in greater detail while maintaining consistency in key discussion
topics (Bryman, 2016). This approach allowed the researcher to probe deeper into
specific areas of interest, uncovering nuanced perspectives that could not be
captured through the questionnaire alone.

A semi-structured interview guide was developed to ensure that all core
topics related to learner factors, teacher influences, and environmental conditions
were systematically addressed while allowing participants to elaborate on their personal
experiences. This method was particularly useful for identifying differences in learning
challenges, motivation levels, and access to resources between high-achieving and
low-achieving students. The interview questions focused on students’ learning strategies,
interactions with teachers, classroom experiences, self-confidence in using English, and
exposure to English outside the classroom. By encouraging open-ended responses, the
researcher was able to gain a deeper understanding of the barriers and facilitators
influencing English language achievement.

The selection of interview participants was conducted through purposive
sampling, ensuring a diverse representation of students from different faculties and
academic performance levels. A total of 18 students participated in the interviews,
with six students from each faculty. This approach ensured balanced representation
and provided insights into the variations in English learning experiences across different
academic disciplines.

By employing both the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews, the
study leveraged the strengths of mixed-methods research. The quantitative data
collected through the questionnaire provided a broad, statistical overview of the key
factors influencing English language learning, while the qualitative insights from the
interviews enriched the findings by uncovering students’ personal experiences and

attitudes. This triangulation of data sources enhanced the validity and depth of the
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study’s conclusions, ensuring a more comprehensive understanding of the factors
affecting English language achievement among non-English major students in Thailand

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

Data collection

Before data collection, official permission was obtained from the Deputy Dean
of the Faculty of Business Administration and Liberal Arts, Faculty of Science and
Agricultural Technology and Faculty of Engineering RMUTL Lampang. The data
collection process for this study involved both quantitative and qualitative methods
to provide a comprehensive analysis of the factors influencing English language
achievement among non-English major students. Quantitative data were collected
through a questionnaire and students’ cumulative English course grades, while
qualitative data were obtained through semi-structured interviews to explore students’
learning experiences in depth. This mixed-methods approach ensured a well-rounded
understanding of how learner, teacher, and environmental factors affected English
proficiency (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

For the quantitative data, the study utilized an online questionnaire, which
was distributed via Google Forms. The questionnaire link was sent to the selected
sample, allowing participants to conveniently complete it. This digital approach
streamlined the data collection process, minimized errors, and ensured efficient data
management (Evans & Mathur, 2018). Additionally, students’ cumulative English course
grades from their first to fourth year were collected as an objective measure of their
English proficiency. These grades provided a longitudinal perspective on students’
language development and were used to classify participants into high-achieving and
low-achieving groups. Academic performance was considered a reliable indicator of
English language achievement, consistent with previous studies that have used grades
to assess language proficiency (Vibulphol, 2016). The collected data were
organized and analyzed using Microsoft Excel, which facilitated preliminary statistical
analysis and data visualization.

For the qualitative data, semi-structured interviews were conducted with

selected participants to gain deeper insights into their experiences, perceptions, and
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challenges related to English learning. The interviews in this section were approved by
the administrators of each faculty by action Participants were classified into two groups
based on their academic performance: high achievers (students with grades B, B+, and
A) and low achievers (students with grades C, C+, and D+). A total of 18 students
participated in the interviews, with an equal number (9) from each achievement group.
The interviews were conducted individual online via Microsoft Teams or other
platforms such as Facebook Messenger and LINE, depending on participants’
preferences by using Thai language. Each interview lasted no longer than 30 minutes
and was audio- and video-recorded for transcription and analysis. Conducting interviews
online provided greater flexibility and increased participation, particularly for students
with scheduling constraints (Janghorban, et al.,, 2014). The distribution of interview

participants across faculties and achievement levels is shown in Table 6.

Table 6 Distribution of Research Interview Participants

Faculty Sample

(Semi-structure interview)

Total High Achievers  Low Achievers
Participants (B, B+, A) (D+, C, C+)

Faculty of Business Administration 6 3 3
and Liberal Arts
Faculty of Science and 6 3 3
Agricultural Technology
Faculty of Engineering 6 3 3

Total 18 9 9

The semi-structured interview format allowed for flexibility in questioning
while maintaining a structured framework to ensure comparability across responses.
This approach enabled the researcher to explore key themes such as students’
learning strategies, motivation levels, teacher-student interactions, and exposure to
English outside the classroom. The qualitative data provided rich, contextual insights
that complemented the findings from the questionnaire, enhancing the overall validity

of the study.
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Data analysis

The data analysis for this study incorporated both quantitative statistical
methods and qualitative content analysis, ensuring a robust and multi-dimensional
examination of the factors influencing English language achievement. This mixed-
methods approach strengthened the study’s validity and depth by capturing both
measurable trends and individual student experiences (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017).

For the quantitative data analysis, responses from the questionnaire were
analyzed using descriptive statistics, including frequency, percentage, mean, and
standard deviation, to identify patterns and trends in learner-related, teacher-related,
and environmental factors influencing English proficiency. Descriptive statistics provided
an overview of students’ perceptions and experiences, allowing for meaningful
comparisons between high-achieving and low-achieving students (Pallant, 2020).

To further examine the impact of different factors on English language
achievement, a multiple regression analysis was conducted. This statistical method
determined the relative contributions of learner, teacher, and environmental factors
in predicting students’ English proficiency. The regression analysis followed key
statistical assumptions, including normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity, which
were validated using diagnostic tests such as the Shapiro-Wilk test for normality and
residual plots for variance consistency. Ensuring these assumptions were met increased
the reliability of the statistical results and strengthened the validity of the findings. To
interpret the mean scores from the Likert-scale responses, the study adopted Best’s

(1970) classification criteria, as shown in Table 7.
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Table 7 The criteria for interpretation of (Best, 1970)

Mean score Interpretation
4.49-5.00 Very high
3.50-4.49 High
2.50-3.49 Medium
1.50-2.49 Low
0.00-1.50 Very low

Using these criteria, the study categorized students’ responses to evaluate
the level of agreement or importance assigned to various learner, teacher, and
environmental factors. The SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) program
of multiple regression analysis and mean score interpretation provided a clear
understanding of how different variables influenced English language achievement.

The qualitative data analysis in this study followed Qualitative Content
Analysis (QCA) as outlined by Schreier (2012). This method provided a structured yet
flexible framework for systematically interpreting participants’ responses. The process
began with transcription, where recorded interviews were converted into written text
to ensure accuracy and completeness. This was followed by initial coding, in which
key phrases and recurring themes were identified based on their relevance to the
study. Next, the data were categorized into broader themes related to learner,
teacher, and environmental factors, allowing for systematic organization of findings.
The summarization stage involved refining these categories, highlighting significant
differences between high-achieving and low-achieving students. Finally, the
interpretation phase linked the findings to existing literature, ensuring a deeper
understanding of the factors influencing English language achievement. To enhance
reliability, researcher triangulation was employed, where multiple researchers
reviewed the coding to ensure consistency, and member checking was conducted by
sharing preliminary findings with participants to validate the accuracy of
interpretations. This structured approach ensured a rigorous analysis of qualitative

data, complementing the quantitative results from the questionnaire and providing a
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more comprehensive perspective on English language learning challenges and

achievements

Ethical Considerations

This study was conducted in accordance with ethical research standards to
ensure the rights, privacy, and well-being of all participants. Prior to data collection,
the research proposal was submitted to the University of Phayao Human Research
Ethics Committee (HREC) for ethical review and approval. The committee assessed the
study’s methodology, data collection procedures, and ethical safeguards to ensure
compliance with internationally recognized ethical guidelines for human research.
Approval was granted under Ethics Approval Code: [HREC-UP-HSS 2.2/007/67] (See
Appendix D, confirming adherence to ethical standards regarding informed consent,
confidentiality, and participant protection.

To uphold these ethical principles, informed consent was obtained from all
participants before their involvement in the study. Each participant was provided with
a detailed information sheet outlining the study’s objectives, procedures, potential risks,
and benefits. They were informed that participation was entirely voluntary and that
they had the right to withdraw at any stage without any consequences. Confidentiality
and anonymity were strictly maintained, with participants’ personal information replaced
by pseudonyms, and all data securely stored and accessible only to the researcher.

Additional data protection measures were implemented to ensure that all
questionnaire responses and interview recordings were securely stored and used
exclusively for research purposes. Interview recordings were transcribed and anonymized
to prevent the identification of individuals, and the data were analyzed collectively
rather than on an individual basis. Furthermore, the study’s research instruments,
including the questionnaire and interview guide, were reviewed and approved by the
University of Phayao Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) to ensure they were
appropriate, culturally sensitive, and respectful to participants.

By obtaining ethical clearance from the University of Phayao HREC and adhering
to these ethical standards, this study ensured that participants’ rights, dignity, and

privacy were protected throughout the research process. These measures reinforced
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the integrity, transparency, and credibility of the study while safeguarding the well-

being of all individuals involved.

Chapter Conclusion

This chapter outlined the research methodology employed in this study to
investigate the factors influencing English language achievement among non-English
major students in Thailand. The study utilized a mixed-methods approach, integrating
quantitative data collected through structured questionnaires with qualitative insights
gained from semi-structured interviews. The research design ensured that statistical
analysis provided measurable trends, while qualitative data offered a deeper
understanding of students’ experiences and challenges.

The population and sample consisted of dth-year undergraduate students
from three faculties at Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna, Lampang. A
proportional stratified sampling method was used to determine the questionnaire
sample, while purposive sampling was applied to select interview participants, ensuring
a diverse representation of high- and low-achieving students.

The research instruments included a questionnaire, structured into four key
sections; learner factors, teacher factors, environmental factors, and personal
information, measured using a 5-point Likert scale. The semi-structured interviews
provided qualitative insights into students’ perspectives on English learning. The data
collection process involved the distribution of the questionnaire via Google Forms and
the classification of participants based on cumulative English course grades.
Interviews were conducted via online platforms to enhance accessibility.

The data analysis combined descriptive and inferential statistics for the
quantitative data, utilizing mean scores, standard deviations, and multiple regression
analysis to examine the relationships between influencing factors and English proficiency.
QCA following Schreier (2012) was used to categorize interview responses, ensuring a
systematic and reliable interpretation of qualitative findings. Triangulation techniques
were applied to enhance the validity of the results.

Finally, the study adhered to ethical research principles, with approval

obtained from the University of Phayao Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC).
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Ethical considerations included informed consent, data confidentiality, anonymity, and
participant protection, ensuring compliance with research ethics guidelines.

By integrating quantitative and qualitative approaches, this study provides a
comprehensive analysis of the learner, teacher, and environmental factors influencing
English language achievement. The next chapter will present and analyze the research
findings, highlighting key trends, patterns, and significant differences between high-

achieving and low-achieving students.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter presents the findings on factors influencing English language
learning achievement among non-English major students at Rajamangala University of
Technology Lanna, Lampang. It addresses two research questions: the first identifies
key factors; student-related, teacher-related, and environmental, analyzed through
descriptive statistics, regression analysis, and qualitative insights. The second examines
differences between high-achieving and low-achieving students, highlighting variations
in motivation, teaching perceptions, and study habits. Quantitative data provide
statistical trends, while qualitative findings offer deeper personal insights. The chapter
concludes with key findings, which will be further discussed in Chapter V in relation to

existing theories and studies.

Answer to RQ1l: What are the types of factors that influence English language
learning among non-English major students?

This section presents findings from both quantitative and qualitative analyses
to address the first research question regarding the key factors influencing English
language learning among non-English major students. The study classified these factors
into three main categories: student factors, teacher factors, and environmental factors.
The quantitative analysis provides statistical insights, while the qualitative data from
semi-structured interviews offer deeper perspectives on students’ experiences.

1. Quantitative Results from Questionnaires

To identify the factors influencing English language learning, descriptive
statistics were used to analyze students’ responses. Table 8 presents the mean scores

and standard deviations for each category.



59

Table 8 Descriptive Statistics of Factors Influencing English Language Learning

Factor Mean  Std. Deviation N
Student Factor 3.65 0.43 125
| enjoy learning English. 3.88 0.76 125
*| agree that English is quite difficult. 4.05 0.82 125
| feel satisfied and happy every time | study English. 3.98 0.80 125
| pay attention to English every time | study. 4.02 0.76 125
| feel anxious when | enter English class. 3.50 1.14 125
| have English knowledge from my previous educational 3.40 0.88 125
institution.
| have taken extra English classes before. 3.11 1.36 125
| have learned English from watching and listening to 3.46 0.96 125
various media.
When attending classes, | listen attentively and complete 4.06 0.72 125
assigned tasks diligently.
| allocate time for reading and reviewing lessons. 3.62 0.83 125
| am confident to ask questions when | do not 3.66 0.87 125

understand the lesson with the teacher and classmates.

| attend every English class and am punctual. 4.22 0.81 125
*| feel bored and lazy to study English. 3.10 1.19 125
| think English will create opportunities for my career. 4.49 0.71 125
| think being good at English gives me an advantage over 4.38 0.73 125
others.

| think English is very useful in today's era. 4.49 0.69 125
*| think English is not necessary for me in my career 3.10 1.42 125

opportunities.

*| think getting good English grades is not useful. 3.18 1.32 125
Teacher Factor 3.79 0.50 125
The teacher explains the lesson clearly and 4.03 0.68 125
understandably.

The teacher has good knowledge of the subject being 4.19 0.72 125
taught.

The teacher informs me of the teaching plan. 4.18 0.73 125
The teacher has the skills to teach me effectively. 4.14 0.76 125

The teacher has polite and pleasant manners. 4.33 0.72 125
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Factor Mean  Std. Deviation N
The teacher creates a friendly atmosphere with the 4.36 0.71 125
students.
*| think the teacher is fierce and unfriendly, which makes 3.17 1.40 125
me not want to attend the class.
The teacher has a modern personality and is not 4.02 1.04 125
outdated.
| think the English teacher is a good teacher. 4.21 0.74 125
Teachers organize activities to develop diverse and 4.12 0.78 125
useful knowledge.
The teacher uses appropriate and interesting media that 4.14 0.73 125
is easy to understand.
The teacher has prepared a teaching plan for each 4.30 0.70 125
lesson very well.
*The teacher's teaching methods are boring and 3.58 1.27 125
uninteresting.
The teacher opens opportunities for questions and 4.32 0.76 125
opinions.
*The teacher does not open opportunity for expressing 2.80 1.48 125
opinions.
*The teacher shows dissatisfaction when students 2.72 1.48 125
express their opinions.
Environmental Factor 3.96 0.52 125
*The classroom is not comfortable. 3.14 1.32 125
The classroom has equipment that facilitates English 3.98 0.89 125
learning.
The teacher creates a good and engaging classroom 4.13 0.83 125
atmosphere.
The teacher and students have good relationships. 4.32 0.75 125
My family/guardians provide consistent financial support, a.17 0.82 125
which motivates me to study.
My family encourages and advises me when | have 4.18 0.85 125

problems.
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Table 8 (Cont.)

Factor Mean  Std. Deviation N

My family supports and promotes my learning a.27 0.79 125
development.

My family monitors my academic performance. 4.07 0.90 125
*Online learning makes it difficult for me to understand. 3.87 0.92 125
*Online learning does not allow interaction with the 3.90 0.85 125
teacher and classmates.

Online learning gives me the opportunity to study and 3.83 0.81 125

research additional knowledge by myself.
Online learning makes it easier for me to complete 3.77 0.94 125

assigned tasks than in the classroom.

Note: * marks indicate negative questions.

The results indicate that environmental factors received the highest mean
score (M = 3.96), suggesting that students generally had a favorable perception of their
learning environment. This finding implies that students felt supported by external
conditions such as access to learning materials, classroom resources, and opportunities
for language exposure outside of formal instruction. A well-equipped learning
environment, including modern facilities, digital tools, and peer support, may have
contributed to this positive perception. However, while environmental factors were
rated highly, their actual influence on English proficiency required further statistical
validation.

Teacher factors followed with a mean score of 3.79, indicating that students
held a generally positive view of their instructors’ effectiveness, teaching methods, and
the support they provided. This suggests that students appreciated their teachers’ efforts
in delivering lessons and facilitating English learning. However, despite this favorable
perception, challenges related to instructional methods, feedback, and classroom
engagement might still exist, particularly in relation to how well teachers adapt their
approaches to different learning needs. The qualitative findings further explored these

aspects, shedding light on how students responded to various teaching strategies.
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Student factors received the lowest mean score (M = 3.65), although it was
still within the “high” range. This result suggests that while students acknowledged
their personal role in English learning, they might have faced challenges related to self-
motivation, study habits, and confidence in using English. Factors such as learning
strategies, goal setting, and attitudes toward language acquisition could have influenced
this score. Additionally, differences between high-achieving and low-achieving students
might explain the relatively lower rating, as some students demonstrated strong self-
directed learning skills, while others struggled with motivation and engagement.

To further explore the significance of these factors in predicting English language
achievement, a regression analysis was conducted. This statistical approach helped
determine the strength and direction of relationships between student, teacher,
and environmental factors and their impact on language proficiency. The results,
presented in Table 9, provided deeper insights into which factors had the most

substantial influence on English learning success.

Table 9 Regression Analysis of Factors Influencing English Language Learning

Factor Standardized Coefficient Significance (p-value)
(Beta)
Student Factors 0.47 < 0.001
Teacher Factors -0.54 < 0.001
Environment Factors 0.15 0.192

The regression results indicate that student factors had a significant positive
impact (Beta = 0.47, p < 0.001), highlighting the critical role of motivation, self-discipline,
and effective study habits in English language achievement. This suggests that students
who actively engaged in self-directed learning, practiced English outside the classroom,
and exhibited higher levels of confidence tended to perform better in their language
studies. The strong correlation between student factors and English proficiency aligns
with existing research emphasizing the importance of learner autonomy and motivation in

second language acquisition.
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Interestingly, teacher factors showed a significant negative effect (Beta = -0.54,
p < 0.001), which contradicts the generally positive perception observed in the descriptive
analysis. This suggests that, despite students rating their teachers favorably, certain
teaching methods or instructional approaches may not have aligned with their learning
preferences. One possible explanation is that traditional, lecture-based or grammar-
focused instruction, which remains prevalent in many Thai classrooms, might not
effectively support students in developing their communicative skills. This misalignment
between teaching strategies and student needs highlights the necessity for more
interactive and student-centered approaches to English instruction.

Although environmental factors received the highest mean score, they did
not significantly predict English achievement (Beta = 0.15, p = 0.192). This indicates
that while students generally appreciated their learning environment, including access
to resources and support systems, these factors alone were not strong enough to drive
improvements in language proficiency. A possible interpretation is that the mere
availability of language-learning opportunities does not automatically lead to success
unless students actively engage with and utilize these resources. This finding reinforces
the idea that intrinsic factors, such as student motivation and effective learning strategies,
play a more decisive role in language achievement than external conditions alone.

2. Qualitative Results from Semi-Structured Interviews

Following the quantitative analysis, qualitative findings from semi-structured
interviews provided deeper insights into how student, teacher, and environmental
factors influenced English language learning among non-English major students.
Participants from different faculties and academic performance levels shared their
perspectives, revealing both commonalities and key differences in their experiences.
To maintain clarity, each participant was assigned an abbreviation corresponding to
their faculty and achievement level. For example, high-achieving students from the
Faculty of Engineering were labeled HEngl, HEng2, HENng3, while their low-achieving
counterparts were labeled LEngl, LEng2, LEng3. A similar approach was used for
students from the Faculty of Business Administration and Liberal Arts (HBBA1-HBBA3,
LBBA1-LBBA3) and the Faculty of Science and Agricultural Technology (HScil-HSci3,
LScil-LSci3)
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Table 10 presents background information on the 18 interview participants,
including their major, faculty, GPA, and achievement level. High-achieving students had
GPAs above 3.50, while low-achieving students had GPAs below 2.50. The
diversity in academic backgrounds ensured a well-rounded representation of

different perspectives on English learning challenges and successes.

Table 10 Background Information of Interview Participants

Participant ID Major Faculty GPA Achievement

Level

HEng1 Electrical Engineering 3.75 High

HEng2 Electrical 3.93

HEng3 Electrical 3.76

HBBA1 Accounting Business Administration 3.88 High

HBBA2 Marketing and Liberal Arts 3.57

HBBA3 Management 3.85

HScil Plant science Faculty of Science and 3.50 High

HSci2 Food science Agricultural Technology 3.75

HSci3 Animal science 3.65

LEngl Industrial Engineering 2.34 Low

LEng2 Electrical 241

LEng3 Electrical 2.42

LBBA1 Marketing Business Administration 2.46 Low

LBBA2 Accounting and Liberal Arts 244

LBBA3 Accounting 2.46

LScil Plant science Faculty of Science and 2.50 Low

LSci2 Food science Agricultural Technology 2.45

LSci3 Food science 2.13

The interview findings revealed that student-related factors played a
significant role in language learning success, while teacher-related factors had mixed
effects, and environmental factors had minimal direct influence. These qualitative
insights provided context to the statistical results, illustrating how students perceived

and experienced these factors in real-life learning situations. In addition, also
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categorized into four broader themes, including, motivation and engagement, teacher
preparedness and instructional clarity, teaching methods and supportive learning
environment as follows:
2.1 Student factors

Student factors, including motivation, study habits, and perceived
relevance of English to future careers, emerged as critical determinants of language
learning success. High-achieving students demonstrated strong intrinsic and instrumental
motivation, linking English proficiency to their professional aspirations. For instance,
HEngl, an engineering student, emphasized the necessity of English for workplace
communication and accessing technical resources. Similarly, HBBA3, a business student,
highlighted the importance of English in global business interactions and career
advancement.

2.1.1 Motivation and Engagement theme

Excerpt 1 (HEng1):

“Uses it in the workplace to communicate with supervisors,
because in engineering, most of the information is in English, so it is important to have
knowledge and skills.

Excerpt 2 (HBBA3):

“English language proficiency enables better communication
with foreigners, including opportunities for employment in large organizations.

In contrast, low-achieving students displayed lower motivation
and engagement, often viewing English as an academic requirement rather than a
practical skill. LBBA2, a marketing student, acknowledged the importance of English
but admitted a lack of curiosity and effort in improving proficiency.

Excerpt 3 (LBBA2):

“Knowing English is important nowadays, but | have only a basic

level because | am not very curious about learning more.”
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2.2 Teacher factors

Teacher factors, which showed a significant negative impact in the
regression analysis, were further contextualized through the interviews. High-achieving
students generally appreciated teacher preparedness and instructional clarity, though
they also identified areas for improvement. HEng3 observed that while he could
understand and apply knowledge after instruction, the teaching methods used were
not always conducive to immediate comprehension.

2.2.1 Teacher Preparedness and Instructional Clarity theme

Excerpt 4 (HEng3):

“After receiving knowledge from the teacher, | can understand
the lessons, express ideas, and provide examples, but the teaching methods could
be clearer.”

For low-achieving students, challenges related to teaching
approaches were more pronounced. LEng2 reported difficulties in understanding
lessons taught entirely in English, suggesting that occasional explanations in Thai
would enhance comprehension.

2.2.2 Teaching Methods theme

Excerpt 5 (LEng2):

“I hardly understand anything when lessons are conducted
entirely in English. It would help if some explanations were given in Thai.”

2.3 Environmental factors
Finally, despite receiving the highest mean score in the quantitative
analysis, environmental factors did not significantly predict English language
achievement. The interview findings supported this result, as most students
acknowledged the importance of a supportive learning environment but did not view
it as a decisive factor in their English proficiency. LEngl expressed adaptability, stating
that the learning environment had little impact on his ability to acquire English.
2.3.1 Supportive Learning Environment theme
Excerpt 6 (LEng1):
“The learning environment doesn’t really affect me; | believe |

can learn in any setting.”
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Meanwhile, LBBA1 emphasized that a positive classroom
atmosphere could enhance motivation and engagement, highlighting the role of
interactive learning activities and strong teacher-student relationships.

Excerpt 7 (LBBA1):

“A positive classroom atmosphere is important for motivation.
Interesting activities, good relationships with teachers, and opportunities to express
opinions make students more engaged in learning.”.

In summary, the qualitative findings reinforced the statistical results, showing
that student factors had the most significant positive influence on English achievement,
while teacher factors presented challenges that impacted learning outcomes.
Environmental factors, though positively perceived, did not directly impact proficiency
levels. High-achieving students exhibited strong motivation and clear career-oriented
goals, whereas low-achieving students struggled with engagement and perceived
relevance. These findings highlight the importance of enhancing motivation, improving
teaching methodologies, and creating interactive classroom environments to enhance

English language learning among non-English major students.

Answer to RQ2: What are the common types of factors that influence English
language learning among high-achieving and low-achieving students?

In addition to addressing RQ1, which examined general factors affecting
English language learning among non-English major students, this section explores the
distinctions and commmonalities in influencing factors between high-achieving and low-
achieving students. A combination of quantitative data from questionnaires and
qualitative insights from interviews was used to investigate the differences in how these
two groups perceived student, teacher, and environmental factors.

1. Quantitative Results from Questionnaires

The quantitative analysis, as presented in Table 11, provides insights into

how student and teacher factors influence English language learning among high- and

low-achieving students.
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Table 11 Regression Analysis of Factors Influencing English Language Learning

Factor High-Achieving Low-Achieving Significance
Students Mean Students Mean (p-value)
Student Factor 3.33 3.75 .007 (Significant)
Teacher Factor 4.14 3.73 .004 (Significant)
Environmental Factor 4.24 4.11 .402 (Not Significant)

The analysis of the student factor revealed a significant difference between
high- and low-achieving students. High achievers reported a lower mean score (M =
3.33) compared to low achievers (M = 3.75), with a statistically significant difference (p
=.007). This finding suggests that high-achieving students tend to be more self-critical
and reflective about their learning process, recognizing areas for improvement and
actively seeking strategies to enhance their English proficiency. Their lower self-
assessment scores may indicate a more realistic understanding of their language
abilities, which aligns with research suggesting that metacognitive awareness
contributes to better language learning outcomes. On the other hand, low-achieving
students may perceive themselves as more engaged than they actually are,
potentially overestimating their motivation and study habits despite lower academic
performance. This discrepancy could stem from a lack of effective learning strategies
or a misunderstanding of the level of effort required to improve English proficiency. It
also suggests that low achievers may benefit from targeted interventions to
develop self-regulated learning strategies, helping them to set realistic goals and
actively monitor their progress.

Regarding the teacher factor, high-achieving students reported a higher mean
score (M = 4.12) compared to low-achieving students (M = 3.73), a statistically
significant difference (p = .004). This result indicates that high achievers generally had
a more positive perception of their instructors and teaching methodologies,
appreciating well-structured lessons, effective feedback, and engaging instructional
techniques. Their higher satisfaction with teaching methods suggests that they may be
better at adapting to various instructional styles, making the most of available learning

opportunities. Conversely, low-achieving students, who rated teacher factors lower, may
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have struggled with teacher-centered approaches that did not align with their preferred
learning styles. Many low achievers reported difficulty in engaging with the curriculum,
indicating that passive learning methods, such as rote memorization and lecture-based
instruction, might not effectively support their English language development. These
findings highlight the importance of adopting more student-centered teaching
strategies, such as interactive activities, CLT, and personalized feedback, which
could enhance engagement and learning outcomes for lower-performing students.

For the environmental factor, both high- and low-achieving students
reported relatively high mean scores, with high achievers scoring M = 4.24 and low
achievers scoring M = 4.11. However, the difference was not statistically significant (p
= .402), suggesting that environmental conditions, such as classroom resources,
access to technology, and extracurricular opportunities, were perceived positively by
both groups but did not directly contribute to variations in English achievement. This
finding implies that while a supportive and well-equipped learning environment is
beneficial for all students, it may not be the determining factor in distinguishing
between high and low achievers. High-achieving students likely maximize available
resources by actively seeking additional learning opportunities, such as engaging with
English media, practicing with peers, or using online platforms. In contrast, low-
achieving students may not take full advantage of these environmental resources,
reinforcing the idea that personal motivation and study habits play a more crucial role
in language success than external learning conditions alone.

These findings emphasize that while teacher and environmental factors
contribute to language learning, student-related factors, such as motivation, self-
regulated learning, and perceived importance of English, are the strongest
predictors of success. Therefore, educational interventions should focus on empowering
students with effective study habits, promoting engagement through interactive
teaching approaches, and promoting a learning environment that encourages both
intrinsic and instrumental motivation to bridge the gap between high- and low-

achieving students.



70

2. Qualitative Results from Semi-Structured Interviews
Building on the quantitative findings, the qualitative data from
the interviews provided deeper insights into the experiences and perspectives of high-
achieving and low-achieving students regarding factors influencing their English
language learning. The interviews explored students’ attitudes, engagement levels, and
the perceived importance of English learning, complementing the statistical results
from the questionnaires. Furthermore, also categorized into four broader themes,
including, motivation and engagement, teacher preparedness and instructional clarity,
teaching methods and supportive learning environment as follows:
2.1 High-Achieving Students

High-achieving students demonstrated a proactive approach to English
learning, emphasizing its relevance to their academic and professional futures. They
linked English proficiency to increased confidence, career prospects, and international
opportunities, reinforcing the importance of intrinsic and instrumental motivation in
language achievement. The findings were comprised into two themes, motivation and
engagement and supportive learning environment.

For student factor, many high-achieving students reported that English
skills contributed to their self-confidence and professional image. HSci2 emphasized
the importance of English as a tool for academic and career advancement, illustrating a
goal-oriented mindset that drives engagement in language learning.

1) Motivation and Engagement theme

Excerpt 8 (HSci2):

“English language skills boost confidence and contribute to a
positive image. ... English language proficiency provides me with opportunities for
educational advancement.”

Unlike low achievers, these students actively sought ways to apply
English in real-life contexts, which enhanced their engagement and retention. Their
motivation was primarily fueled by future career prospects, with students recognizing
English as a necessary skill for global competitiveness.

In terms of teacher factor, high-achieving students valued teacher

preparedness and structured lesson planning, which contributed to their comprehension
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and engagement. HScil highlighted the importance of well-prepared teaching materials,
suggesting that a well-structured lesson plan helps students follow and understand
complex content effectively.

Excerpt 9 (HSci1):

“The preparedness involves detailed preparation of the content ...
After receiving instruction from the teacher, | have a moderate understanding.”

Although high-achieving students generally viewed their teachers
positively, some noted that more interactive and communicative teaching methods
could further enhance learning. This indicates that while structured instruction is
beneficial, teachers should incorporate interactive learning techniques to maintain
engagement and deepen comprehension.

Finally, regarding environmental factor, while not a dominant factor
in their language achievement, high-achieving students recognized that a supportive
and resourceful learning environment contributed positively to their experience. HEng2
acknowledged that a well-equipped classroom and effective teaching materials helped
facilitate learning.

2) Supportive Learning Environment theme

Excerpt 10 (HEng2):

“The classroom environment is conducive to learning, and the
teaching materials are good.”

However, their success was not solely dependent on the
environment, as high achievers tended to actively seek out additional learning
opportunities beyond the classroom, such as using digital tools, engaging in English
media, and participating in extracurricular activities.

2.2 Low-Achieving Students
In contrast to high achievers, low-achieving students often struggled
with motivation, engagement, and teaching methods. They tended to view English as
an academic obligation rather than a valuable skill, which resulted in lower levels of
effort and enthusiasm for learning. The findings were comprised into three themes,

motivation and engagement, teaching methods and supportive learning environment.
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For student factor, low-achieving students frequently lacked the
intrinsic motivation to improve their English skills, with some expressing a lack of
curiosity or personal interest in the language. LBBA2, for example, acknowledged the
necessity of English but admitted that he had little motivation to improve beyond the
basics.

1) Motivation and Engagement theme

Excerpt 11 (LBBA2):

“Knowing English is very necessary nowadays, [but] ... | have a basic
level because | am not very curious.”

Excerpt 12 (LSci2):

“English is difficult to understand and must memorize many things.
Sometimes you don't even use that much.”

Unlike high achievers, who actively engaged in learning beyond the
classroom, low achievers tended to rely solely on formal instruction and lacked self-
directed learning strategies. This passive approach to language learning may
contribute to their lower achievement levels, reinforcing the need for interventions that
encourage independent learning and goal setting. Moreover, English challenging due
to its complexity and the extensive memorization required. They often struggle with
understanding the language and retaining numerous rules and vocabulary. Additionally,
students feel that much of what they learn is not frequently used in practical situations.

Regarding teacher factor, low-achieving students expressed concerns
about teaching methods, often citing a lack of interactive learning opportunities as a
barrier to comprehension and engagement. LSci3, for example, noted that while
teachers provided well-prepared materials, the lessons were too passive, lacking
interaction and practical application.

2) Teaching Methods theme

Excerpt 13 (LSci3):

“The teacher prepares teaching materials and lesson plans quite
well, making it easy to understand. ... [However] they do not provide opportunities for

interaction; they only assign exercises and reading and pronunciation practices.”
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This suggests that teacher-centered instruction, without sufficient
engagement, may not be effective for all learners. Incorporating more communicative
and experiential learning activities, such as discussions, role-plays, and group projects,
could help low achievers develop greater confidence and interest in using English
actively.

Lastly, for environmental Factor, while both high and low achievers
reported similar perceptions of their learning environment, low-achieving students
were more passive in utilizing available resources. Some described the classroom
setting as neutral or uninspiring, suggesting that it did not significantly impact their
learning motivation.

3) Supportive Learning Environment theme

Excerpt 14 (LEng2):

“The environment is ordinary, it’s the same everywhere you study.”

This finding aligns with the quantitative results, where environmental
factors did not show a statistically significant influence on language achievement.
While a supportive learning environment is valuable, it appears that individual
engagement and motivation play a more critical role in determining English proficiency.

To summarize, the qualitative findings reinforced the key differences
in learning attitudes and behaviors between high- and low-achieving students. High
achievers demonstrated higher levels of self-motivation, goal-setting, and proactive
engagement, linking English proficiency to future opportunities. They viewed teacher
preparedness positively but suggested that interactive methods could further enhance
learning. Their perceptions of the learning environment were positive but secondary
to personal effort.

In contrast, low-achieving students struggled with motivation and
engagement, often viewing English as an academic requirement rather than a valuable
skill. They expressed concerns about teaching methods, particularly a lack of interactive
learning, and were less likely to take advantage of available learning resources. These
findings suggest that low achievers could benefit from targeted support, including
strategies to increase motivation, encourage independent learning, and enhance

engagement through student-centered instruction.
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By addressing these differences, educators can tailor teaching
approaches to better support students across different achievement levels, ensuring
that both high- and low-achieving students receive the necessary tools and

opportunities to succeed in English language learning.

Chapter Conclusion

This chapter presented the findings on the factors influencing English
language learning among non-English major students at Rajamangala University of
Technology Lanna Lampang. The results from both quantitative and qualitative data
highlishted the varying roles of Student, Teacher, and Environmental Factors in shaping
learning outcomes. For RQ1, student motivation emerged as the most significant
predictor of English proficiency, with high-achieving students demonstrating strong self-
directed learning habits and clear career-driven goals. Teacher Factors, however, had
a negative impact on learning outcomes, suggesting a disconnect between
instructional methods and student needs. While students generally held favorable
perceptions of their learning environment, Environmental Factors did not significantly
predict English proficiency, reinforcing the idea that external conditions alone are not
enough to drive language learning success. For RQ2, comparisons between high-
achieving and low-achieving students revealed clear differences in attitudes and
learning behaviors. High-achieving students were more proactive, engaged, and
motivated by long-term career benefits, whereas low-achieving students struggled with
motivation, perceived English as an academic requirement rather than a practical skill,
and reported difficulty engaging with teacher-led instruction. Additionally, high
achievers were more likely to view their instructors’ teaching positively, while low
achievers expressed a need for more interactive and supportive learning strategies.

These findings underscore the need for pedagogical adjustments to
accommodate diverse learning preferences and ensure that instruction is relevant,
engaging, and aligned with student needs. Universities should consider integrating
student-centered learning approaches, interactive teaching methods, and additional
real-world English exposure opportunities to bridge the gap between theoretical

knowledge and practical language use. Despite its valuable insights, this study has
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certain limitations, including its focus on a single institution and reliance on self-
reported data, which may introduce bias. Future research should explore a broader
range of universities and employ longitudinal studies to track students’ progress over
time. The next chapter will discuss these results in relation to existing theories and
previous research, providing a deeper analysis of their implications and offering
practical recommendations for improving English language education among non-English

major students.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

This chapter discusses the key findings of the study on factors influencing
English language achievement among non-English major students at Rajamangala
University of Technology Lanna Lampang, including discussion of the results in each
factor and limitations of the study and recommendations for further studies. It
interprets the results in relation to existing research and theoretical frameworks,
highlighting differences between high-achieving and low-achieving students. The
chapter also presents conclusions drawn from the findings and provides practical
recommendations for students, educators, and institutions to enhance English language
learning. Lastly, suggestions for future research are outlined to further explore this

topic.

Discussion of the Results

The findings revealed three primary factors influencing English language
achievement among non-English major students: student factors, teacher factors, and
environmental factors. While student factors had the most significant positive effect,
teacher factors showed a surprising negative correlation, and environmental factors,
despite high perceived importance, did not significantly predict English proficiency.
These results align with and expand upon existing theoretical frameworks in language
learning research

1. Student Factors: Motivation, Self-Regulation, and Learning Attitudes

The study confirmed that student-related factors played a crucial role in

English language achievement, with a significant positive correlation (Beta = 0.467,
p < 0.001). This finding supports Gardner’s (1985) Socio-Educational Model, which
emphasizes motivation as a key determinant of success in second language acquisition.
High-achieving students exhibited strong intrinsic motivation, linking their English
proficiency to professional aspirations and personal growth. For instance, a high-

achieving student (HEngl) emphasized the necessity of English for workplace
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communication and accessing technical resources, particularly in fields where most
resources are in English. This aligns with Dornyei’s (2009) L2 Motivational Self System,
which highlights instrumental motivation, where students view English as essential for
achieving future career goals.

Conversely, low-achieving students exhibited lower motivation and
weaker engagement, often viewing English as merely an academic requirement rather
than a practical skill. One low-achieving student (LBBA2) acknowledged English as
important but admitted a lack of curiosity and effort in improving proficiency, which
hindered their progress. This supports Deci and Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination
Theory, which states that a lack of intrinsic motivation results in minimal effort and
lower academic performance. Additionally, Noels, et al. (2000) emphasize that self-
regulated learners, those who set goals, manage their time effectively, and seek
additional learning opportunities, are more likely to succeed in language acquisition.
The findings indicate that high-achieving students demonstrated superior self-regulation
strategies, proactively engaging with English through extracurricular exposure and self-
study, while low achievers depended more on external instruction without independent
practice.

Furthermore, attitudes toward English learning were a distinguishing factor
between high- and low-achieving students. Gardner and Lambert (1972) argue that
learners with positive attitudes integrate more effectively with the target language and
persist in their studies. In this study, high achievers generally expressed positive
attitudes toward English, emphasizing its global significance, while low achievers often
described the subject as difficult or unnecessary for their future careers. This suggests
that enhancing students’ perceptions of English as a valuable skill beyond academia
could improve engagement and achievement.

In summary, the study highlights the importance of student-related factors
in English language achievement, showing a significant positive correlation. High-achieving
students demonstrated strong intrinsic motivation, linking their English proficiency to
professional and personal growth. Self-regulation also played a crucial role, with high
achievers employing effective strategies like goal-setting and self-study. Conversely, low-

achieving students exhibited lower motivation and engagement, viewing English as
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merely an academic requirement and relied more on external instruction. Attitudes
towards English learning further distinguished high achievers, who expressed positive
views on its global significance, from low achievers, who saw it as difficult or unnecessary
for their future careers.

2. Teacher Factors: Teaching Strategies and Student Perceptions

Although teacher factors were perceived positively in the descriptive
analysis (M = 3.79), the regression analysis showed a negative correlation (Beta = -0.541,
p < 0.001). This finding suggests that, despite students appreciating their teachers’ efforts,
teaching methods may not be effectively addressing diverse student needs. The results
align with Lightbown and Spada (2013), who argue that effective teaching is not solely
about delivering content but also about engaging students through interactive methods.

Some high-achieving students acknowledged that their understanding
improved after receiving instruction but noted that certain teaching strategies lacked
clarity. One student (HEng3) mentioned that they could grasp the material after
instruction but found initial explanations unclear, suggesting that teaching methods
could be more structured to facilitate comprehension from the start. This is consistent
with Vygotsky’s (1978) Sociocultural Theory, which emphasizes scaffolded learning—
where instructional support is gradually reduced as students gain independence. If
students require additional explanation after instruction, this may indicate that
teachers are not adequately scaffolding content for different learning levels.

For low-achieving students, traditional teaching approaches were particularly
challenging. One student (LEng2) reported difficulty understanding lessons taught entirely
in English, suggesting that blended instruction incorporating L1 (Thai) explanations
could improve comprehension. This aligns with Krashen’s (1985) Input Hypothesis,
which argues that comprehensible input is critical for language learning, instruction
should be slightly above students’ current proficiency level but still accessible. If
content is too difficult, without sufficient scaffolding or native language support,
students may disengage.

Additionally, the findings suggest that the traditional, teacher-centered
model may not effectively support students with different learning preferences.

According to Richards and Rodgers (2014), CLT, which emphasizes interaction and
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meaningful communication, is more effective than rote memorization, particularly for
students struggling with traditional instruction. This aligns with feedback from low-
achieving students who found passive learning methods (e.g., lectures, textbook-
based teaching) less engaging and less effective. Given the negative correlation
between teacher factors and English achievement, the study suggests that rigid
instructional approaches may inadvertently hinder students rather than support them.

In summary, although teacher factors were positively perceived (M = 3.79),
regression analysis showed a negative correlation with English achievement. This
suggests teaching methods may not effectively address diverse student needs. High-
achieving students improved post-instruction but found initial explanations
unclear, indicating a need for more structured methods. Low-achieving students
struggled with traditional approaches, suggesting blended instruction with L1 (Thai)
explanations could enhance comprehension. Traditional, teacher-centered models
may not support varied learning preferences effectively, as passive learning methods
were less engaging for low-achieving students.

3. Environmental Factors: Learning Context and Classroom Atmosphere

Despite having the highest mean score in descriptive analysis (M = 3.96),
environmental factors did not significantly predict English achievement (Beta = 0.151,
p = 0.192). This contradicts studies that emphasize the importance of learning
environments in shaping language proficiency (Doryei, 2009; Farooq, et al., 2011).
However, qualitative findings help clarify this discrepancy. Some students (LEng1)
stated that the learning environment had little direct impact on their English learning,
as they could adapt to any setting. Others (LBBA1) highlighted that a supportive
classroom atmosphere with interactive activities and g¢ood teacher-student
relationships helped maintain motivation.

These mixed perceptions suggest that while environmental factors
contribute to engagement and comfort, they do not directly influence English
proficiency unless actively integrated into learning strategies. This aligns with
Bronfenbrenner’s (1994) Ecological Systems Theory, which posits that the environment

influences learning only in interaction with personal and social factors. Students with
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high self-regulation skills were less dependent on environmental conditions, while
those lacking self-motivation relied more on external structure.

Additionally, Milton (2009) argues that access to English media,
extracurricular exposure, and technology-enhanced learning contribute more to
proficiency than the physical classroom setting alone. In this study, students who
actively sought out English materials beyond the classroom (e.g., watching English
videos, reading English articles) tended to report higher achievement, while those
relying solely on formal instruction were more likely to struggle. This suggests that
providing structured opportunities for students to engage with English outside the
classroom, such as digital learning platforms or immersive activities, could enhance
overall achievement.

In summary, despite the highest mean score, environmental factors did not
significantly predict English achievement. Students had mixed views: some adapted
easily, while others benefited from a supportive classroom. Environmental factors aid
engagement but don't directly impact proficiency unless integrated into learning
strategies. Access to English media and extracurricular activities were more influential

on proficiency than the physical classroom setting.

Limitations of the Study and Recommendations for Further Studies

While this study provides valuable insights into the factors influencing
English language achievement among non-English major students, several limitations
must be acknowledged. These limitations highlight areas for refinement in future
research and suggest directions for further investigation to build upon the findings of
this study.

1. Limitations of the Study

One key limitation of this study was the sample size and sampling method.

The study focused on 125 fourth-year students from three faculties at Rajamangala
University of Technology Lanna, Lampang, using convenience sampling. While the
sample provided meaningful insights, it may not fully represent the broader population

of non-English major students across different universities in Thailand. Future research
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could employ random or stratified sampling across multiple institutions to enhance the
generalizability of the findings.

Another limitation was the self-reported nature of the questionnaire and
interviews. Participants’ responses were based on their perceptions and experiences,
which may have been influenced by personal biases or social desirability. While
qualitative insights provided deeper context to the quantitative findings, objective
measures of English proficiency, such as standardized English test scores, could
strengthen future studies by offering more empirical evidence of language achievement.

Additionally, the study primarily examined student, teacher, and
environmental factors but did not explore other potential influences on English
learning, such as peer interaction, parental support, and cultural attitudes toward
English. Future research could adopt a broader socio-educational perspective,
incorporating factors related to family background, socioeconomic status, and social
networks to gain a more comprehensive understanding of English language achievement.

A further limitation was the cross-sectional research design, which captured
student perspectives at a single point in time. Language learning is a long-term
developmental process, and factors influencing achievement may evolve over time.
Longitudinal studies tracking students’ English leamning progress over multiple academic
years could provide deeper insights into how motivation, instructional approaches, and
environmental conditions shape language acquisition over time.

Finally, the study primarily focused on quantitative analysis, with qualitative
data serving as a supplementary component. While the semi-structured interviews
provided valuable context, a more balanced mixed-methods approach, such as
classroom observations or teacher interviews, could provide a more holistic perspective
on the learning process.

In conclusion, the study's limitations include the sample size and sampling
method, focusing on 125 students from Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna
Lampang which may not represent the broader population. Self-reported data may be
influenced by biases, and future studies could benefit from objective measures like
standardized test scores. The study did not explore other influences such as peer

interaction and parental support. A cross-sectional design captured perspectives at one
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point in time, suggesting longitudinal studies for deeper insights. Finally, a more balanced
mixed-methods approach could provide a holistic view of the learning process.
2. Recommendations for Further Studies

Based on the study’s findings and limitations, several recommendations
are proposed for future research to further understand and enhance English language
achievement among non-English major students. First, future studies could integrate
multiple qualitative data sources, including student learning diaries, teacher perspectives,
and classroom interaction analyses, to triangulate findings and enhance research
validity. Second, expanding the study to other university contexts would improve
generalizability by examining English proficiency across multiple universities, including
rural and urban institutions, public and private universities, and students from diverse
socio-economic backgrounds. This broader approach would help identify common
trends and contextual differences in English learning experiences.

Second, future research should incorporate standardized English proficiency
tests, such as TOEFL, IELTS, or CEFR-based assessments, to provide more objective
measures of language achievement. Relying solely on self-reported academic grades
may not accurately reflect students’ actual language proficiency, as grades can be
influenced by institutional grading policies and subjective evaluation criteria. Using
standardized tests would allow for more precise comparisons across different student
groups and institutions.

Additionally, further studies could investigate additional influencing factors
beyond student, teacher, and environmental aspects. Exploring the impact of peer
influence, parental involvement, digital learning tools, and extracurricular activities on
English language learning would provide deeper insights into the broader social and
technological dimensions of language acquisition. Understanding how students engage
with English media, social networks, and online learning platforms could also reveal
modern trends in autonomous language learning and informal exposure to English
outside the classroom.

A longitudinal research design is also recommended for future studies to
track students’ English development over multiple semesters or academic years. Since

language learning is a continuous process influenced by evolving motivation,
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instructional strategies, and external factors, a long-term study would provide a
more dynamic understanding of how these variables interact over time. Observing
students’ progress longitudinally could offer more reliable insights into the effectiveness
of different teaching methods and learning strategies.

Moreover, enhancing the mixed-methods approach by integrating classroom
observations, teacher interviews, and student learning portfolios would provide a more
comprehensive perspective on English learning experiences. While this study combined
quantitative and qualitative methods, future research could strengthen data
triangulation by directly observing classroom interactions, collecting teacher
perspectives, and analyzing students’ self-reported learning experiences over time.
This approach would help identify gaps between instructional delivery and student
expectations.

Finally, developing and testing pedagogical interventions would be a
valuable direction for future research. Given the study’s findings on motivation and
teaching effectiveness, future studies could experiment with innovative instructional
strategies, such as gamification, task-based learning, flipped classrooms, or Al-assisted
learning tools, to assess their impact on students’ engagement and proficiency.
By implementing and evaluating new teaching methodologies, researchers could offer
practical recommendations for educators and policymakers to enhance English language
instruction in Thai universities and beyond.

By addressing these areas, future research can contribute to a more
comprehensive and evidence-based approach to improving English language learning,
ensuring that teaching practices align with students’ needs, learning preferences, and
evolving educational environments.

In conclusion, future research should integrate multiple qualitative data
sources to enhance validity and expand to various university contexts for better
generalizability. Incorporating standardized English proficiency tests like TOEFL or IELTS
would provide objective measures of language achievement. Studies should also
explore additional factors such as peer influence, parental involvement, and digital
learning tools. A longitudinal design is recommended to track students' progress over

time. Enhancing mixed - methods approaches with classroom observations and teacher
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interviews would provide a comprehensive perspective. Testing innovative pedagogical
interventions like gamification and Al-assisted learning tools could improve engagement
and proficiency. Addressing these areas will contribute to a more comprehensive

approach to improving English language learning.

Chapter Conclusion

This chapter discussed the key findings of the study, highlighting the
significant role of student factors in English language achievement, the surprising
negative correlation between teacher factors and learning outcomes, and the minimal
direct impact of environmental factors. The discussion integrated these findings with
relevant theories and previous studies, emphasizing the importance of motivation, self-
regulated learning, and adaptive teaching strategies in improving English proficiency.
Additionally, the chapter outlined the limitations of the study, including the scope of
the sample, reliance on self-reported grades, and the cross-sectional research design,
which may limit the generalizability of the results. Recommendations for future
research were provided, suggesting expanding the study to different university contexts,
incorporating standardized proficiency tests, investigating additional influencing
factors, adopting longitudinal research designs, and exploring innovative pedagogical
interventions. These insights contribute to a deeper understanding of English language
learning among non-English major students and offer practical implications for

language education in Thailand.

Conclusion of the Study

This study aimed to investigate the factors influencing English language
achievement among non-English major students at Rajamangala University of
Technology Lanna, Lampang and to compare the differences in influencing factors
between high-achieving and low-achieving students. Using a mixed-methods approach,
the research incorporated quantitative data from questionnaires and qualitative insights
from semi-structured interviews to examine how student, teacher, and environmental

factors shaped students’ English learning experiences and outcomes.
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The findings revealed that student factors, particularly motivation and self-
regulated learning, were the strongest predictors of English achievement. High-achieving
students demonstrated intrinsic and instrumental motivation, setting clear learning
goals and actively engaging in English language practice. In contrast, low-achieving
students exhibited lower motivation and struggled with engagement, often perceiving
English as an academic requirement rather than a practical skill.

Teacher factors showed a negative correlation with English achievement,
indicating that certain instructional approaches may not fully align with students’
learning needs. While some students appreciated teacher preparedness and structured
lessons, others, particularly low achievers, struggled with teaching methods that did
not accommodate varied learning preferences and language proficiency levels. This
suggests a need for more adaptive and interactive teaching strategies to support
students at different proficiency levels.

Environmental factors, though perceived positively by students, did not
significantly predict English achievement. While a supportive classroom atmosphere
and access to learning resources contributed to engagement, students’ individual
motivation and learning habits played a more decisive role in determining success.
This finding underscores the importance of learner autonomy and self-directed
learning in English language acquisition.

Overall, the study emphasizes the need for pedagogical adjustments that
align with students’ motivational drivers, cognitive needs, and learning contexts. Future
research should explore personalized teaching approaches, the integration of digital
learning tools, and strategies to enhance student autonomy in English learning. By
addressing these areas, educators and policymakers can develop more effective and
student-centered English language programs, ultimately improving language

proficiency and academic success among Thai university students.
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