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Abstract
The aim of the present study was to understand motivational orientations of the Iranian EFL
engineering students towards the language and their attitudes towards learning English,
English-speaking people and their culture. To do this end, all 596 engineering students taking
general English course in engineering faculty of Tabriz Azad University (different
engineering majors) were selected based on random sampling. Gardner’s 104-item AMTB
(Attitude, Motivation Test Battery) questionnaire was administered to the selected
respondents. All 12 domains were considered. Furthermore there was an attempt to
understand whether any statistically significant differences existed due to the participants'
gender and further education in foreign language institutes or not. The results of the study
showed that engineering students in the present study learn the English language both
instrumentally and integratively and they have positive attitudes towards the target language
community and its members. Furthermore, gender and further education in language
institutes affected some motivational orientations and attitude domains significantly. Those
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with further education in language institutes were more motivated and the level of their
anxiety was lower. The study concluded with some pedagogical implications.
Keywords: AMTB, Motivation, Attitude, Iranian EFL engineering students
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1. Introduction
Language learning, being a process which is affected by many factors, has always been an
important field of study. One of the important factors of language learning is motivation,
which is considered as one of the key factors that determines L2 achievement and attainment
(Gardner, 1985; Scarcella & Oxford, 1992, Skehan 1991; Oxford & Shearing, 1994; Dörnyei,
1994). Motivational studies began with Gardner and Lambert’s sociolinguistic study of
English-speaking students studying French in 1959. They claimed that two factors that shared
common variance with the measure of L2 proficiency were Language Aptitude and
Motivation. Gardner (1985) defines L2 motivation as “the extent to which an individual
works or strives to learn the language because of a desire to do so (p.10). Gardner claims that
Motivation “refers to the combination of effort plus desire to achieve the goal of learning plus
favorable attitudes towards learning the language” (p. 10). For Cohen & Dörnyei (2002, p.
172), “Motivation is often seen as the key learner variable because without it, nothing much
happens.” For Cheng & Dörnyei, (2007) motivation is initially an incentive for generating
learning and later is a sustaining force to the tedious process of acquiring a target language.
For Gomleksiz, (2001) achieving motivation lets the learner a desire in learning a language.
Studies on motivation show that motivated learners are more successful in second language
acquisition. Papi (2010) believes that motivation is one of the most complicated concepts in
(SLA) research, and due to its complex nature conflicting results have been reported.
Since Gardner and Lambert’s (1959) theory of motivation, there have been plenty of studies
trying to explore the nature and role of motivation in the L2 learning process (Lin & Warden,
1996; Teweles, 1996; Warden & Lin, 2000; Yamshiro & McLaughlin, 2001). Many of these
studies gave rise to proposals related to what motivation as a concept and a theoretical
construct includes, as well as in relation to practical dimensions of the issue, e.g. classroom
setting (Moskovsky & Alrabai, 2009). Brown (2007) reviews the definitions of motivation
based on three schools of thought namely as Behaviorism, Cognitivism, and Constructivism.
The first perspective considers motivation as the anticipation of reward driven to obtain
positive reinforcement and based on our prior experience we repeat the action to get rewards.
Second perspective considers motivation as choices people make; the forces behind our
decisions are the needs or drives. The third perspective claims that each person is motivated
differently and the emphasis is on social context and individual personal choices. Needless to
say that the original incentive in second/foreign (L2) motivation research comes from the
social psychology since to learn the language of another community one cannot simply
separate it from the learners’ social dispositions towards the speech community in question
(Moiinvaziri, 2008, p.126). Cohen & Dornyei (2002) believe that motivation in learning a
second or foreign language is totally different from learning any other subjects. The reason is
that L2 language is not merely a communication code, but also it is a representative of the l2
culture where it is spoken. Therefore, l2 motivation can have a socio cultural component.
Due to the contradictory research results dealing with foreign language motivation in the
Iranian context, the need for more research in this area seems to be emphasized. Thus, the
present study might provide more information offering insights about the role of motivation
for EFL learners in Iran. Furthermore, the findings of the present study may contribute to
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educators’ understanding of the issue of motivation among Iranian EFL learners.
2. Background of the Study
2.1 Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation
In theory of SLA research there are plenty of conceptualizations of motivation. Motivation
can be intrinsic which occurs in the classroom and educational setting. It is the result of socio
cultural influences and social reinforces (Birjandi, et.al. 2006). For some researchers (Purkey
& Schmidt, 1991; Purkey & Stanley 1987) intrinsic motivation includes enhancing people's
self-concept through engaging them in an activity which motivates them. Intrinsic motivation
is defined as a motivation to engage in activity because it is enjoyable and satisfying to do
(Ryan & Deci, 1985). However, some other researchers (Malone & Lepper, 1987) define
intrinsic motivation in terms of what people will do without external inducement. Extrinsic
motivation on the other hand, is defined as motivation for engaging in activities for their own
sake (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). Therefore it can be said that extrinsic motivation is the
performance of an activity to attain some separable result, so it contrasts with intrinsic
motivation, which refers to doing an activity for the inherent satisfaction of the activity itself
(Lucas, et.al, 2010).
2.2 Instrumental and Integrative Motivation
Hudson (2000) classifies motivation into two groups: a concrete one (instrumental) and a
universal one (integrative). Lightbowen & Spada (2003) state that motivation, a complex
phenomenon; can be defined in terms of two factors of learners’ communicative needs and
their attitudes towards the second language community. Gardner & Lambert (1972) coin the
term integrative motivation to refer to language learning for personal and cultural enrichment,
and instrumental motivation for language learning to obtain more immediate or practical
goals.
For Lucas, et.al (2010), integrative motivation refers to a desire in learning the L2 in order to
have contact with, and probably to identify with members from the L2 community. This
definition can be contrasted with the instrumental definition, which refers to a desire in
learning the L2 to achieve some practical goal, such as job advancement or course credit. To
put it in other words learners who are instrumentally motivated have got narrow goals for
learning a foreign language, for example to read books, to listen to the radio, to watch TV
programs and etc. On the other hand, those learners who are integrativly motivated follow
several global goals, such as mastering a foreign language as a precondition, a key to know
the country of the language they study. For Masgoret and Gardner (2003) the integratively
motivated student “is one who is motivated to learn the second language, has openness to
identification with the other language community and has favorable attitude toward the
language situation” (p.127). For Finegan (1999) status of this foreign language for them is as
high as their mother. In other words, “integrative motivation typically underlies successful
acquisition of a wide range of registers and a native like pronunciation” (Finegan, 1999, p.
568). Noels (2001) states that motivation to language learning is a complex set of variables
such as effort; desire to reach goals, as well as attitudes toward the learning of the language.
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Falk, (1978) claims that most of the successful students learning a target language are those
who like the people who speak that language, appreciate the culture and have a desire to
become familiar with, or even integrate into, the society in which the language is used.
According to Ellis (1999), Crookes & Schmidt (1991) while both instrumental and integrative
motivations are important elements of success, it is integrative motivation that sustains
long-term success in learning a second language. However, Birjandi, et.al (2006), believes
that L2 motivation shouldn’t be considered as a forced choice between these two. Both types
are important as separately or combined together, because one does not rule out the other, or
with other motivations.
2.3 Attitude
Ajzen (1988) defines attitude as a disposition to respond favorably or unfavorably to an
object, person, institution, or event. For Oxford & Shearin (1994) attitude is one of the six
factors that influence motivation in language learning. They define attitude as “sentiments
toward the learning community and the target language” (Oxford & Shearin 1994, p.12-28).
Mostly individuals’ attitudes are dormant and can only appear as reactions to special stimuli
in the form of stated beliefs, expressed feelings, or exhibited behaviors. Therefore, it cannot
be directly observed or measured (Shirbagi, 2010). It is claimed that Attitude does not affect
learning directly but it is instrumental in the development of motivation. Krashen (1985)
claims that attitude can act both as a barrier or a bridge in learning a new language and is the
essential environmental ingredient for language learning. He continues to claim that learning
can only happen if certain affective conditions, like positive attitude, self-confidence, and low
anxiety exist. Lightbowen & Spada (2003) claim that depending on the learners’ attitudes
learning a second language can be a source of resentment or enrichment.
Davies (1996) states that:
“In learning how to use a language effectively, students must be actively engaged in using
language. The teacher of English must create opportunities within the classroom situation,
which enable students to think through language and to express their learning through the
language modes of speaking, listening, reading and writing. A variety of strategies have been
developed which encourage students as active meaning-makers, using language to go beyond
the literal in investigating how language works and is used as a form of thinking and
communication.”
2.4 Motivation and Gender
Regarding the important role of motivation, nowadays there is a growing concern among L2
educators in Canada that male students lack the motivation in learning French (Kissau, 2006).
Some Canadian studies have brought evidence to suggest that males are less motivated in
learning French than females (Massey, 1994; Pagliaroli, 1999). In one study conducted by
Netten et al. (1999), concern was raised about male involvement and achievement in French
programs. The results of their study showed that boys were less likely to study French after
Grade 9. Although 59% of the 380 participants showed a desire to continue studying French
in Grade 10, majority of the participants were female nearly a 3 to 1 ratio. In another study,
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Burden & Lanvers (2002) claimed that in their study involving 228 students, males were less
motivated in learning French than females. In other study by Csizér & Dörnyei (2005)
including more than 8000 it was found that male students are less motivated learners. In
response to these concerns, lack of enough studies on motivation and gender differences in
Iranian context and due to the researchers own experiences in teaching English for more than
12 years and observing low participation of male students in English classes and lower marks
at the end of term, the researcher set out to investigate if Iranian males are less motivated in
learning English as a foreign language than their female counterparts and why.
2.5 Current Status of English in Iran
Due to today’s growing science and technology all over the world, learning English language
has been given much more importance compared to past years, and it is not an exception in
Iranian context. Nevertheless, teaching English in Iran has been a difficult task both for EFL
students and teachers because of lack of resources and little contact with the target language
outside the classroom Compared to other EFL learners in other contexts. (Sadeghi, 2005).
There are very few English programs broadcasted on TV or radio. Of course, due to
advancements in technology and the more frequent use of the Internet, satellite, and rapid
growth of private language institutes in Iran, the opportunities for English language learning
have greatly improved (Talebinezhad & Aliakbari, 2002). In addition, increasing the number
of language institutes and can confirm the increase in value and importance that is given to
English language in Iran. In the Iranian curriculum, English language is one of the
compulsory subjects. English language is a foreign language in Iran and students are
officially taught English from the first year of the guidance school. Therefore, Iranian
students have to study English for nearly seven years. Three years in Guidance school, three
years in Secondary school and one year in Pre-University level. In addition, those students
who study non-English Majors in universities study English in maximum of 6 credits. They
study 3 credits of general English instruction and 3 credits of ESP in which the focus is on
their field, related English texts and related terminology. However, after learning English for
almost 7 years in school and one more year at university, Iranian EFL learners’ are not
proficient enough in learning English language. The education they receive neither enables
the students to attain full competence in using the English language nor helps them to interact
with confidence (Nahavandi & Mukundan, 2013).
2.6 Related Studies about Motivation
In Iran some researchers have tried to examine motivational orientation and attitudes of the
learners towards learning English and have reported different results. In an early study
Sadighi & Maghsudi (2000) studied the effect of the two types of motivation namely as
integrative and instrumental one) on the English proficiency of the EFL senior students. Their
study results showed a significant difference between the means of English proficiency scores
of the instrumentally motivated students and the integratively motivated ones.
In another study Moiinvaziri (2008) claimed that Iranian students were both instrumentally
and integrativaly motivated to learn English. In another study, Vaezi (2008) claimed that
Iranian students were highly motivated and had positive attitudes towards learning English
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and that they were more instrumentally motivated. In other study Chalak & Kassaian, (2010)
claimed that Iranian students learn the language for both ‘instrumental’ and 'integrative'
reasons and they have positive attitudes towards the target language community and its
members. Shirbagi (2010) claimed that students in his study showed favorable attitude
towards learning English, and that Iranian students learn a foreign language mainly for its
utilitarian value rather than integrative motivation. In a more recent study Zafarghandi &
Jodai (2012) claimed that Iranian students in their study were less motivated and their
attitudes toward English and English learning seemed to be more neutral. Finally, in the most
recent study Mahdinejad, Hasanzadeh, Mirzaian & Ebrahimi (2012) studied motivational
orientations of 306 female students. The results of their study indicated that there was a
statistically significant and positive relationship between intrinsic motivation and students’
English language learning. However, there was no significant relationship between extrinsic
motivation and students’ English language learning.
3. The Study
In general the present descriptive study tried to understand the language attitudes and
motivation of Iranian EFL university students taking General English Course in Engineering
Department of Azad University of Tabriz, Iran. In particular, the study tried to find
motivational orientations of the Iranian EFL university students towards the language and
their attitudes towards learning English, English-speaking people and their culture.
3.1 Research Questions
Based on the objectives of the study the following research questions were raised:
1) Are Iranian EFL students motivated to learn English as a foreign language?
2) Are the students motivated instrumentally or integratively to learn English?
3) What are the attitudes of the students towards learning English and English-speaking
people?
4) Do Iranian EFL learners experience language anxiety?
5) Does gender influence motivation of Iranian EFL learners in learning English as a
foreign language?
6) Does gender influence attitudes of Iranian EFL students in learning English as a foreign
language?
7) Does studying in foreign language institutes influence attitudes of Iranian EFL students
in learning English as a foreign language?
8) Does studying in foreign language institutes influence motivation of Iranian EFL learners
in learning English as a foreign language?
3.2 Research Design
This descriptive study was conducted on 596 EFL university students taking General English
Course in Engineering Department of Azad University of Tabriz, Iran. Gardner’s 104-item
AMTB (Attitude, Motivation Test Battery) questionnaire was administered to the selected
respondents.
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3.3 Participants
The participants were all 596 EFL university students taking General English Course in
Engineering Department of Azad University of Tabriz, Iran during the academic year of 2012.
Gardner’s 104-item AMTB (Attitude, Motivation Test Battery) questionnaire together with a
demographical questionnaire was administered to the selected respondents in all 12 general
English classes in engineering department. The age range of participants ranged from 18-43
with the average mean of 19.81. From 596 questionnaires only 570 complete questionnaires
were fed into SPSS for analysis and other 26 distorted and incomplete questionnaires were
discarded. The following table summarizes the participants’ characteristics.
3.3.1 Demographic background of the participants
As can be seen in table 1-3, from whole 570 respondents 301 were male and 296 were female
students. Considering their first language only 37 students first language was Persian and the
rest 533 were Turkish. Furthermore, 344 students had further education in English in
language institutes and the rest 226 students didn’t have.
Table 1. Gender

Valid

Male

Frequency
301

Percent
52.8

Valid Percent
52.8

Cumulative Percent
52.8

Female
Total

269
570

47.2
100.0

47.2
100.0

100.0

Table 2. First Language

Valid

Turkish

Frequency
533

Percent
93.5

Valid Percent
93.5

Cumulative Percent
93.5

Persian
Total

37
570

6.5
100.0

6.5
100.0

100.0

Table 3. Further Education in Institution

Valid

yes

Frequency
344

Percent
60.4

Valid Percent
60.4

Cumulative Percent
60.4

no
Total

226
570

39.6
100.0

39.6
100.0

100.0

79

www.macrothink.org/ijl

International Journal of Linguistics
ISSN 1948-5425
2013, Vol. 5, No. 1

3.4 Instrumentation
In order to collect the data, Gardner’s (1985) 104-item AMTB (Attitude, Motivation Test
Battery) questionnaire together with a demographical questionnaire was administered to the
selected respondents in all 11 general English classes in engineering department. The
questionnaire is a 6-point Likert Scale ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’.
The AMTB is reported to have good reliability and validity (Gardner, 1985). AMTB items
are made of 12 scales measuring 1. Interest in Foreign languages 2. Parental Encouragement
3. Motivational intensity 4. English class anxiety 5. English teacher evaluation 6. Attitudes
towards learning English 7. Attitudes towards English-speaking people, 8. Integrative
orientation 9. Desire to learn English 10. English course evaluation 11. English use anxiety
and 12. Instrumental Orientation
Since the participants were all EFL students registering in general English Course, the given
questionnaire was translated to Persian language. The items of the questionnaire were
translated into Persian in order to prevent any misunderstanding. To do so, first the translated
questionnaire was checked by a Persian language lecturer in Tabriz Azad University to make
sure that the items retained their meaning and that the translated version was easily
understood. Then, it was back translated into English by a second Persian lecturer to test for
inaccuracies and ambiguities. In case of any inconsistencies in translated English version,
both lecturers were consulted. It is worth noting that minor changes were made to the
wording of some of the items to be more easily understood by Iranian EFL students. Second,
in order to ascertain the reliability of the items, a pilot study was carried out with 42
pre-intermediate students at Jahad-e -Daneshgahi institute. After checking the reliability, the
translated questionnaire was administered to all 11 classes. Finally, respondents were given
20 minutes to answer the questions. The researcher repeated the same procedure for all 11
classes. The researcher herself was present in data collection procedure, therefore in case of
any ambiguity or problem in understanding the questionnaire items assistance and guidance
was provided by her. It is worth mentioning that permission to distribute the questionnaire
was obtained from the dean of engineering faculty and all five lecturers in that department.
Respondents were informed that the information they gave would be used only for research
purposes, and there was no need for them to write their names on the questionnaire.
3.5 Procedure
First permission to distribute the questionnaire was obtained from the dean of engineering
faculty and all five lecturers in that department (some lecturers were same, meaning they had
2 or 3 general English classes during that term. Then, the researcher conducted the survey
once the department head or the college dean approved the request. In engineering
department five lecturers were supposed to teach to all 11 classes of general English. The
number of students in each class ranged from 43 to 58. All 11 classes were requested to fill
up the questionnaire. The researcher herself was present in all 11 classes and collected data
were tallied and subjected to parametric statistical analyses.
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3.6 Method of Analysis
The students' responses to the questionnaire were analyzed in terms of descriptive and
inferential statistics. First, the raw data was fed into the computer and after testing for
normality parametric test was run by the Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS) 20
software. The data were analyzed using ANOVA, LSD and t-test. To ensure the quality of the
analysis and interpretations, consultations with statisticians were made.
4. Results of the Study
For all variables Minimum, Maximum, Mean, Std. Deviation, Variance, Skewness, and
Kurtosis were calculated. As Skewness and Kurtosis were near 0/5 and sample population
was large, data distribution was considered normal. Therefore parametric statistics was used.
As can be seen in table 4, the age range of respondents is from 18-43 with the average mean
of 19.81.
4.1 Descriptive Statistics for all 12 Domains of Anxiety
1) Considering the first domain ‘interest in foreign languages’, the average mean is 4.70
meaning that most participants’ interest in foreign languages is high.
2) Considering the second domain ‘Parental Encouragement’, the average mean is 4.21,
meaning that most participants’ Parental Encouragement’ is high.
3) Considering the third domain, Motivational intensity the average mean is 3.86, meaning
that most participants’ Motivational intensity is high.
4) Considering the fourth domain, English class anxiety the average mean is 3.60, meaning
that most participants’ English class anxiety is nearly high.
5) Considering the fifth domain, English teacher evaluation the average mean is 4.30,
meaning that most participants’ English teacher evaluation is nearly high.
6) Considering the sixth domain, Attitudes towards learning English the average mean is
4.78, meaning that most participants’ Attitudes towards learning English is nearly high.
7) Considering the seventh domain, Attitudes towards English-speaking people the average
mean is 3.99, meaning that most participants’ Attitudes towards English-speaking
people is nearly high.
8) Considering the eighth domain, Integrative orientation the average mean is 5.15,
meaning that most participants’ Integrative orientation is high.
9) Considering the ninth domain, Desire to learn English the average mean is 4.39,
meaning that most participants’ Desire to learn English is high.
10) Considering the tenth domain, English course evaluation the average mean is 4.35,
meaning that most participants’ English course evaluation is high.

81

www.macrothink.org/ijl

International Journal of Linguistics
ISSN 1948-5425
2013, Vol. 5, No. 1

11) Considering the eleventh domain, English use anxiety the average mean is 3.16,
meaning that most participants’ English use anxiety is high.
12) Considering the twelfth domain, Instrumental Orientation the average mean is 4.94,
meaning that most participants’ Instrumental Orientation is high.
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.

Variance

Skewness

Kurtosis

Deviation
Age

570

18

43

19.81

2.869

8.229

1.613

9.316

Interest in Foreign languages

570

2.30

6.00

4.7047

.80431

.647

-.621

-.215

Parental Encouragement

570

1.13

6.00

4.2180

1.17451

1.379

-.702

-.173

Motivational intensity

570

2.20

5.50

3.8653

.63784

.407

-.245

-.203

English class anxiety

570

1.20

6.00

3.6021

1.00417

1.008

-.013

-.318

English teacher evaluation

570

1.90

6.00

4.3004

.95434

.911

-.306

-.442

Attitudes towards learning

570

2.30

6.00

4.7830

.93642

.877

-.847

-.154

570

1.88

6.00

3.9943

.86413

.747

-.124

-.358

Integrative orientation

570

3.25

6.00

5.1531

.76797

.590

-.798

-.311

Desire to learn English

570

2.30

5.80

4.3998

.72426

.525

-.588

-.263

English course evaluation

570

1.90

6.00

4.3570

.94644

.896

-.465

-.496

English use anxiety

570

1.00

5.80

3.1639

.96837

.938

.217

-.197

Instrumental Orientation

570

2.75

6.00

4.9421

.86802

.753

-.778

-.170

English
Attitudes towards
English-speaking people

4.2 Comparing Male and Female Learners through Independent T-Test
To compare male and female students in their motivational orientation, independent t-test is
used. The results of the study in all 12 scales are as follows:
1) Mean of Interest in Foreign languages among male students is 4.65 and in female
students is 4.76. As the level of significance is 0/105 which is bigger than 0.05, therefore
it can be concluded that there isn’t a significant difference between male and female
students in Interest in Foreign language.
2) Mean of Parental Encouragement among males is 4.12 and among females is 4.33. As
the level of significance is 0.037 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be
concluded Parental Encouragement among females is significantly higher than males.
3) Mean of Motivational intensity among male is 3.76 and among women is 3.98. As the
level of sig is 0.000 is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that Motivational
intensity among females is significantly higher than males.
4) Mean of English class anxiety among males is 3.55 and in females is 3.65. As the level
of sig is 0.238 which is bigger than 0.05, it can be concluded that there isn’t a significant
difference between male and female students in English class anxiety.
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5) Mean of English teacher evaluation among males is 4.09 and among females is 4.53. As
the level of sig is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that
English teacher evaluation among females is significantly higher than males.
6) Mean of Attitudes towards learning English among males is 4.66 and among females is
4.92. As the level of sig is 0/001 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded
that Attitudes towards learning English among females is significantly higher than males.
7)

Mean of Attitudes towards English-speaking people among males is 3.99 and is 4.07
among females. As level of sig is 0.061 which is bigger than 0.05, therefore it can be
concluded that there isn’t a significant difference between male and female students in
Attitudes towards English-speaking people.

8) Mean of Integrative orientation among males is 5.05 and among females is 5.27. As the
level of sig is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, it can be concluded that Integrative
orientation among females is significantly higher than males.
9) Mean of Desire to learn English among males is 4.37 and among females is 4.44. As the
level of sig is 0.259 which is bigger than 0.05, it can be concluded that there isn’t a
significant difference between male and female students in Desire to learn English.
10) Mean of English course evaluation among males is 4.26 and among females is 4.47. As
the level of sig is 0.008 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that
English course evaluation among females is significantly higher than males.
11) Mean of English use anxiety among males is 3.14 and among females is 3.19. As the
level of sig is 0.59 which is bigger than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that there
isn’t a significant difference between male and female students in English use anxiety.
12) Mean of instrumental Orientation among males is 4.88 and among females is 5.02. As
the level of sig is 0.053 which is bigger than 0.05 therefore it can be concluded that there
isn’t a significant difference between male and female students in instrumental
Orientation.
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Table 5. Male & Female Comparison
Levene's Test
for Equality of
Variances

Gender

t-test for Equality of Means

Std.

Sig.

N

Mean

Deviation

F

Sig.

t

df

(2-tailed)

.898

.344

-1.622

568

.105

.844

.359

-2.095

568

.037

.095

.758

-4.127

568

.000

.018

.892

-1.181

568

.238

.600

.439

-5.661

568

.000

.808

.369

-3.287

568

.001

.813

.368

-1.877

568

.061

7.764

.006

-3.538

567.739

.000

1.401

.237

-1.129

568

.259

2.561

.110

-2.670

568

.008

.068

.795

-.539

568

.590

12.299

.000

-1.935

567.780

.053

Interest in

Male

301

4.6532

.82630

Foreign

Female

269

4.7625

.77645

Parental

Male

301

4.1208

1.18325

Encouragement

Female

269

4.3267

1.15718

Motivational

Male

301

3.7625

.62061

intensity

Female

269

3.9803

.63834

English class

Male

301

3.5551

.99981

anxiety

Female

269

3.6546

1.00830

English teacher

Male

301

4.0920

.95093

evaluation

Female

269

4.5335

.90451

Attitudes towards

Male

301

4.6621

.93121

learning English

Female

269

4.9182

.92535

Attitudes towards

Male

301

3.9302

.88448

English-speaking

Female

269

4.0660

.83661

Integrative

Male

301

5.0473

.80651

orientation

Female

269

5.2714

.70530

Desire to learn

Male

301

4.3674

.74633

English

Female

269

4.4361

.69835

English course

Male

301

4.2575

.96543

evaluation

Female

269

4.4684

.91370

English use

Male

301

3.1432

.96069

anxiety

Female

269

3.1870

.97817

Instrumental

Male

301

4.8762

.91779

Orientation

Female

269

5.0158

.80401

languages

people

4.3 Comparing Further Education in Language Institutions
To compare students who had further education in language institutions and those who didn’t,
independent t-test is used. To make the reporting of the results easier, those students who had
further education in language institutions are named group 1, and those who didn’t have are
named group 2. The results of the study in all 12 scales are as follows:
1) Mean of Interest in group 1 is 4.85 and in group 2 is 4.49. As the level of significance is
0/000 which is bigger than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that Interest in Foreign
languages in group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
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2) Mean of Parental Encouragement in group 1 is 4.42 and in group 2 is 3.91. As the level
of significance is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded Parental
Encouragement in group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
3) Mean of Motivational intensity in group 1 is 4.02 and in group 2 is 3.64. As the level of
sig is 0.000, which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that Motivational
intensity in group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
4) Mean of English class anxiety in group 1 is 3.26 and in group 2 is 4.12. As the level of
sig is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, it can be concluded that English class anxiety in
group 2 is significantly higher than group 1.
5) Mean of English teacher evaluation in group 1 is 4.49 and in group 2 is 4.01. As the level
of sig is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that English
teacher evaluation in group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
6) Mean of Attitudes towards learning English in group 1 is 5/05 and in group 2 is 4.37. As
the level of sig is 0/001 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that
Attitudes towards learning English in group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
7) Mean of Attitudes towards English-speaking people in group 1 is 4.19 and in group 2 is
3.69 among females. As level of sig is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can
be concluded that Attitudes towards English-speaking people in group 1 is significantly
higher than group 2.
8) Mean of Integrative orientation in group 1 is 5.22 and in group 2 is 5.06. As the level of
sig is 0.017 which is smaller than 0.05, it can be concluded that Integrative orientation in
group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
9) Mean of Desire to learn English in group 1 is 4.54 and in group 2 is 4.19. As the level of
sig is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, it can be concluded that Desire to learn English in
group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
10) Mean of English course evaluation in group 1 is 4.64 and among in group 2 is 3.92. As
the level of sig is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that
English course evaluation in group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
11) Mean of English use anxiety in group 1 is 2.85 and in group 2 is 3.65. As the level of sig
is 0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that English use
anxiety in group 2 is significantly higher than group 1.
12) Mean of instrumental Orientation in group 1 is 5.02 and in group 2 it is 4.82. As the level
of sig is 0.01 which is smaller than 0.05 therefore it can be concluded that instrumental
Orientation in group 1 is significantly higher than group 2.
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Table 6. Comparison of Group 1 & 2
Levene's Test for
Equality of
Variances

Institution

t-test for Equality of Means

Std.

Sig.

N

Mean

Deviation

F

Sig.

t

df

(2-tailed)

2.566

.110

5.372

568

.000

19.795

.000
4.917

413.991

.000

Interest in Foreign

yes

344

4.8480

.75843

languages

no

226

4.4867

.82462

Parental

yes

344

4.4179

1.05120

Encouragement

no

226

3.9137

1.28448

Motivational intensity

yes

344

4.0157

.58093

no

226

3.6363

.65355

yes

344

3.2645

.93666

no

226

4.1159

.87930

English teacher

yes

344

4.4878

.90822

evaluation

no

226

4.0150

.95408

Attitudes towards

yes

344

5.0517

.78250

learning English

no

226

4.3739

1.00279

Attitudes towards

yes

344

4.1930

.77542

English-speaking

no

226

3.6919

.90532

yes

344

5.2166

.73884

no

226

5.0564

.80234

Desire to learn

yes

344

4.5384

.66067

English

no

226

4.1889

.76624

English course

yes

344

4.6416

.80562

evaluation

no

226

3.9239

.98163

English use anxiety

yes

344

2.8451

.85150

no

226

3.6491

.93501

Instrumental

yes

344

5.0196

.82848

Orientation

no

226

4.8241

.91426

English class anxiety

3.510

.061

7.255

568

.000

.269

.604

-10.874

568

.000

.372

.542

5.958

568

.000

30.376

.000
8.588

399.124

.000

6.834

428.813

.000

2.405

453.252

.017

5.619

431.014

.000

9.151

414.891

.000

-10.604

568

.000

2.591

447.766

.010

6.487

.011

people
Integrative orientation

7.020

8.280

16.365

.008

.004

.000

1.548

.214

3.900

.049

4.4 Comparing Instrumental and Integrative orientation
To understand whether engineering students learn English language for either instrumental or
integrative reasons, paired t-test was used. As it can be seen in table 7, mean of Integrative
orientation is 5.15 and Instrumental Orientation is 4.94 respectively. As the level of sig is
0.000 which is smaller than 0.05, therefore it can be concluded that Integrative orientation is
significantly higher than Instrumental Orientation.
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Table 7. Comparison of Instrumental and Integrative orientation

Integrative
orientation
Instrumental
Orientation

N
570

Mean
5.1531

Std.
Deviation
.76797

570

4.9421

.86802

t
6.624

Sig.
(2-tailed)
.000

df
569

4.5 Comparing the Relationship among All Variables
To compare relationship among all variables Pearson correlation was used. Zero hypothesis
in this test is no relationship among all variables. If the level of sig is less than 0/05, zero
hypothesis will be rejected, meaning there will be significant relationship among variables.
Results of correlation show that there is a direct significant relationship among all variables.
Level of significance is less than 0.05.
Table 8. Pearson Correlation Test
Parental

Motivational

English English

Encourage

intensity

class

teacher

Attitudes Attitudes
towards

anxiety evaluation learning

ment

towards Integrative

English-speaking

orientation

Desire

English

to learn course

English Instru
mental

use

English evaluation anxiety Orient

people

ation

English
Interest in Foreign R

.366**

.470**

-.316** .388**

.775**

.437**

.592**

.729**

.657**

-.517** .531**

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

languages

P
Parental

R

.353

Encouragement

P

.000

**

-.211
.000

Motivational

R

-.396

intensity

P

.000

English

class R

anxiety

P

English

.000
**

.464

**

.000
**

.000
-.300
.000

.437

.605

**

.000

.000

.364

-.361

.400

.530

P

.000

-.140

.323

.583

.457

P

.000

English-speaking

.795

.435

.831

.479

-.337

-.595

-.481

.000

.000

.000

-.036
.386

**

.263**
.000

**

.000
**

.253**
.000

**

.000
**

.000
**

-.453

.737

.396**
.000

**

.000
**

.000
**

.000
**

-.455

.575

-.359

.000
**

.000
**

.000
**

.000

towards R

-.333

.439

.593

.000
**

.000
**

.000
**

.000
**

.000
**

.529

.403

**

.000
**

.000
**

.001
**

.000

towards R

.361

.347

**

.000
**

.000
**

.000
**

.383

**

.000
**

.000

-.450

P

.355

**

.000
**

.000
**

.530

learning English
Attitudes

.281

**

teacher R

evaluation
Attitudes

.000
**

.522**
.000

**

.400**
.000

people
Integrative

R

.578**

.482**

-.324** .574**

orientation

P

.000

.000

.000

Desire

to

English
English
evaluation

learn R

.729

P

.000

course R

**

-.480
.000
-.562

P

.000
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-.268*

English use anxiety R

*

P

.000

N=570
5. Discussion
As it was mentioned earlier in the results of the study, engineering students in the present
research learn the English language both instrumentally and integratively but worthy of
noting that Integrative orientation is significantly higher than Instrumental Orientation. For
some researchers (Taylor, Meynard and Rheault 1977; Ellis 1997; Crookes et. al 1991),
although both motivation is necessary for success when learning a second or foreign language,
integrative motivation is believed to help long term success compared to instrumental one.
Therefore the result of the study is similar to results of study conducted by Chalak and
Kassaian (2010) Moiinvazirii (2008), and Vaezi (2008). However it contradicts with the idea
of some researchers (König, 2006; Hamp-Lyons, 1983, Al-Tamimi & Munir, 2009) who
claim that ESL/ EFL learners are more instrumentally oriented. Second, the results showed
that female students were more motivated than males in learning English language and this
difference was found to be significant in some domains (see the result section). Therefore the
result of the study is similar to some researchers (Csizér & Dörnyei , 2005; Massey, 1994;
Netten, et.al. 1999; Pagliaroli, 1999; Williams, Burden & Lanvers, 2002) who have claimed
that males are less motivated than females in learning foreign languages.
Third, the results showed that these respondents had positive attitudes towards the target
language community and its members, similar to the results of Chalak & Kassaian (2010)
Moiinvazirii (2008), and Vaezi (2008). For Gardner (1985) an individual learning a L2 must
adopt certain behavior patterns of another cultural group, so that attitudes toward that group
partly determine success in learning the L2. He continues to claim that positive attitudes
toward the L2 and the L2 community are antecedents of an integrative orientation. Finally,
the results showed that further education in language institutes affected all 12 domains of
motivational orientations and attitudes significantly. Those students who had extra education
in language institutes found to be more motivated than those who didn’t have this opportunity
and level of anxiety in this group found to be lower than their counterparts. To the
researchers’ knowledge, no study was found comparing further education in language
institutes. Therefore comparing the results of the present study with similar studies seemed
impossible. However, due to the difference in teaching methodology, number of students,
books, environment and classroom activities, in these contexts (universities & language
institutes), the obtained results were predictable. In other words, in language institutes of Iran,
maximum number of students allowed per class doesn’t exceed 20 compared to university
classes where number of students range from 50 to 60. Furthermore, teaching methodology is
more student -centered compared to university classes which is more teacher- centered. There
isn’t much interaction among students in university classes compared to language institutes;
besides, books, arrangements of chairs, activities performed in the class in language institutes
is totally different from university classes. All, of these factors might have affected the
motivational orientation of students in the present study.
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6. Conclusion & Implications of the Study
Based on the results and suggestions of the present study, it is hoped that improvement in our
English teaching system in Iranian context could be obtained, and the motivation of our
students could accordingly be increased especially at universities. Furthermore, it is hoped
that some steps be taken at universities to decrease the anxiety level of our students. Based on
the results of the present study some pedagogical implications can be obtained. Teachers
should value their students’ preconceptions in their language classes. What a student think of
a teacher and the course can affect their success in learning foreign languages. Based on the
literature review which confirms that high motivation is one factor that leads to successful
learning, it can be suggested that successful learning may cause high motivation as well
(Birjandi,et.al,2006). Therefore it can be claimed that in presenting teaching materials and
information content of the lessons, students’ motivation should accordingly be considered.
Teachers can assist learners in setting goals for themselves in learning languages and they can
help their students in achieving their goals by giving them feedback, using familiar content or
examples of previously learned materials, using praise, having interesting contexts, using
simulation and learning games, and being responsive to students’ attitudes. Furthermore,
classroom atmosphere should be meaningful, purposeful, creative and encouraging.
According to Lightbowen & Spada (2003), if teachers make their classes places “where
students enjoy coming because the content is interesting and relevant to their age and level of
ability, where the learning goals are challenging yet manageable and clear, and where the
atmosphere is supportive and non-threatening” (p.57), teachers can make a positive
contribution to students’ motivation to learn. Teachers should accept that their instruction
should be flexible, planned, creative and organized. To do so, they can motivate the students
into the lesson, vary the activities and tasks and materials and use cooperative rather than
competitive goals (Crooks, & Schmidt, 1991). In addition, students should be told to control
and feel the responsibility for their own learning. Nahavandi (2013) states that nowadays,
teaching shouldn’t be seen as a product but as a process. So activities in which students are
involved in real communication and which promote learning should be considered very
important. To use Widdowson’s words teachers should be “facilitator of students' learning”
or to put it in other words to function as an authoritative rather than an authoritarian
(Nahavandi, 2011; Nahavandi & Mukundan 2012; Nahavandi & Mukundan in press). Last
but not least, students’ growth should be the general aim of education.
Finally the fact that language learning motivation is a new area of research in Iran and the
fact that it is a psychologically complex phenomenon cannot be ignored. So it is hoped that
some steps might be taken in universities and language institutes of Iran to decrease anxiety
of Iranian EFL learners. Last but not least, it is hoped that the present research may
encourage further research in the area of motivation and the related problems that lack of
motivation and high anxiety can cause for EFL learners by other interested researchers.
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