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Abstract

Student engagement is a recognized determinant of learning success in English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) classroom; however, many university learners remain reluctant to participate actively in classroom
activities. This study examines factors contributing to low engagement among EFL undergraduates and
evaluates pedagogical strategies that promote active participation and improved learning outcomes. Using
a mixed-methods, quasi-experimental design, the study was conducted during the 20242025 academic
year. Questionnaire data from 86 male EFL students addressed engagement perceptions and motivational
factors, while 44 students completed the quasi-experimental phase across two consecutive semesters, in-
cluding curriculum-based pre- and post-tests. Results indicated a statistically significant improvement in
the experimental group’s post-test scores (M = 26.14) compared to their pre-test performance (M = 15.09),
t(43) = 5.51, p <.001, with a moderate to large effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.65). By contrast, the control
group showed only modest gains. Questionnaire findings indicated that 70.9% of students identified teacher
encouragement as a primary motivational factor, and 76.7% preferred discussion-based classroom activi-
ties. Instructor responses (n = 34) similarly highlighted student-centered instruction (88.2%) and feedback
practices (82.4%) as leading engagement strategies. The findings provide empirical evidence that sustained
engagement-oriented pedagogical practices can reduce student reluctance, increase participation, and im-
prove learning outcomes in EFL higher education contexts.

Keywords: Active participation, EFL classrooms, Learning outcomes, Pedagogical strategies,
Quasi-experimental design, Student engagement
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Introduction

Student engagement is a central construct in
educational research, referring to learners’ active
involvement, interest, curiosity, and emotional in-
vestment in learning. In classroom settings, engage-
ment is typically reflected in students’ participation
in discussions, collaboration with peers, sustained
attention, and willingness to accept responsibility
for learning. Research consistently shows that when
students are cognitively, emotionally, and behavior-
ally engaged, learning becomes more meaningful,
whereas disengagement, often manifested as pas-
sivity or reluctance to participate, can significantly
limit academic development and learning outcomes
(Fredricks et al., 2004; Mercer & Ddrnyei, 2020;
Singh, 2024).

Beyond classroom interaction, student engage-
ment encompasses learners’ sense of agency and in-
clusion within educational environments, including
opportunities to voice perspectives and contribute
to learning-related decisions (Robinson & Taylor,
2007). These practices reflect the view that learning
is not merely knowledge transmission but a socially
mediated, participatory activity. Accordingly, educa-
tional institutions increasingly use feedback mech-
anisms to incorporate students’ views into instruc-
tional and policy decisions (Bovill & Bulley, 2011).

Growing scholarly attention to engagement
reflects recognition of its multidimensional charac-
ter and close relationship with academic and social
development. Research identifies the importance of
intellectual, emotional, behavioral, and social di-
mensions in shaping educational experiences (Tam-
blyn et al., 2023; Graf et al., 2024). Studies further
indicate strong links between non-cognitive factors,
such as motivation, persistence, and self-regulation,
and cognitive learning outcomes, including academ-
ic achievement and skill acquisition (Reschly et al.,
2020; Mercer, 2019). Motivation is widely regarded
as a key driver of learner engagement, as motivat-
ed students are more likely to participate actively,
sustain effort, and invest cognitively and emotion-
ally in learning tasks. Contemporary language mo-
tivation research also emphasizes the dynamic, con-
text-dependent nature of motivational processes in
classroom environments (Hegediis, 2020). In EFL
contexts, engagement is especially important, as lan-
guage learning depends on interaction, meaningful
communication, and sustained learner participation.

Despite this importance, low student participa-
tion remains widely reported in EFL higher educa-
tion classrooms. Empirical studies indicate that many
learners show limited engagement in classroom

discussions, collaborative tasks, and course-related
activities, which can impede language development
and academic achievement (Hiver et al., 2021; Mer-
cer & Domyei, 2020). This disengagement is fre-
quently attributed to teacher-centered instructional
practices that offer limited opportunities for interac-
tion and active learner involvement (Zhou & Brown,
2015). Moreover, students often enter university
with limited exposure to participatory learning envi-
ronments, particularly within exam-oriented educa-
tional systems, which may reduce their confidence
and communicative readiness for active engagement
(Oga-Baldwin & Hirosawa, 2022; Oga-Baldwin &
Nakata, 2020; Mercer & Dornyei, 2020; Nuralieva
et al., 2024).

Recent empirical research further highlights
the role of motivational and emotional factors in
shaping EFL learners’ engagement. Jin (2024), for
instance, demonstrates that foreign language en-
joyment and L2 grit significantly predict students’
willingness to participate actively in classroom ac-
tivities, underscoring the value of instructional envi-
ronments that support learners’ psychological needs
and intrinsic motivation.

Given these considerations, focused empirical
investigation is needed into the factors contribut-
ing to EFL undergraduates’ reluctance to engage in
classroom activities and the pedagogical strategies
that can effectively foster active participation. This
study addresses the following research questions:

1. What key factors contribute to the reluctance
of EFL undergraduate students to engage in
classroom activities?

2. What strategies and interventions can motivate
EFL students toward more active classroom
participation?

By identifying factors underlying student re-
luctance and evaluating engagement-oriented in-
structional strategies, this study contributes to the
growing body of research on student engagement
and supports improved learning outcomes in EFL
higher education contexts.

Literature Review
Student Engagement

Student engagement is recognized as a criti-
cal factor in academic success and personal devel-
opment. It is conceptualized as a multidimensional
construct encompassing cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral dimensions, that shape how students
connect with content, participate in classroom ac-
tivities, and perceive academic success (Fredricks et
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al., 2004). Cognitive engagement denotes learn-
ers’ investment in understanding and mastering
content; emotional engagement involves interest
and positive feelings toward learning tasks, and
behavioral engagement is evident in active par-
ticipation and persistence. Engaged students tend
to be more motivated and invested in learning,
which strengthens their ability to absorb and ap-
ply new knowledge (Nuralieva et al., 2024; Mer-
cer, 2019).

In EFL contexts, student engagement is par-
ticularly important because language learning re-
lies on interaction, communication, and sustained
learner involvement. When students are actively
engaged emotionally, cognitively, and behavior-
ally, they are more likely to participate in com-
municative tasks, collaborate with peers, and use
the target language meaningfully meaningfully,
all of which support language development (Hiv-
er et al., 2021; Mystkowska-Wiertelak, 2021;
Sato & Loewen, 2019).

Factors Influencing Student Engagement

A growing body of research identifies teach-
ing practices, classroom environment, and curric-
ulum alignment with students’ needs as key de-
terminants of engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004;
Reeve & Cheon, 2021). Instructional approaches
that support learner autonomy, commonly under-
stood as learners’ capacity to take responsibil-
ity for their own learning through goal setting,
strategy use, and self-evaluation, and interaction
are particularly effective in promoting engage-
ment (Holec, 1981; Palfreyman, 2020). Beyond
language education, student-centered teaching
strategies have been shown to enhance academic
attainment across higher education disciplines,
confirming their broad pedagogical value (Shah
et al., 2024). In EFL contexts, student-centered
strategies such as cooperative learning, collab-
orative projects, and interaction-based instruc-
tion encourage learners to take an active role in
learning, thereby strengthening motivation and
participation (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1998;
Dérnyei & Ryan, 2015; Mercer, 2019).

Motivational and psychological factors also
play a significant role in shaping engagement, es-
pecially in language learning contexts (Mercer,
2019). Technology integration has also emerged
as an influential factor when pedagogically
aligned with instructional goals. Digital tools and
interactive platforms can create flexible learning
environments that support learner autonomy and
sustained involvement (Dornyei, 2020; Algham-
di, 2024; Bond et al., 2020).
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Benefits of Student Engagement

Engagement has been associated with numer-
ous positive educational outcomes. Research indi-
cates that engaged students tend to achieve higher
academic performance, build stronger relationships
with teachers and peers, and experience a greater
sense of belonging within the educational environ-
ment (Borman et al., 2018). Engagement also con-
tributes to students’ emotional, social, and psycho-
logical well-being, positively influencing learning
persistence and overall achievement (Graf et al.,
2024).

Sustained engagement also supports devel-
opment of transferable skills such as self-regula-
tion, collaboration, and problem-solving, essential
for long-term academic and professional success
(Reschly et al., 2020).

Increasing Student Engagement

Maintaining student attention and active par-
ticipation remains a key instructional challenge,
particularly in higher education. Research high-
lights positive teacher-student relationships, auton-
omy-supportive teaching strategies, and meaningful
learning activities as central to fostering engagement
(Sutton & Krueger, 2021; Hagger & Chatzisarantis,
2016). When students feel supported and valued,
they participate more actively and persist in learning
tasks.

Interactive instructional approaches, includ-
ing discussion-based activities, collaborative prob-
lem-solving, and structured group work, increase
student involvement and motivation (Sato & Loew-
en, 2019). Interactive technologies, such as gamified
learning applications and simulations, can further
enhance engagement by increasing enjoyment and
sustaining attention when appropriately implement-
ed (Singh, 2024; Mohammed, 2021). Research also
suggests that addressing affective factors such as
boredom and emotional disengagement is essential
for sustaining learner involvement in university EFL
contexts (Pawlak et al., 2021).

Technology and Student Engagement

Technology by enabling more interactive and
personalized learning experiences. Digital tools
and online platforms accommodate diverse learn-
ing styles and provide opportunities for flexible
participation, enhancing student engagement and
retention (Gikandi et al., 2023; Bond et al., 2020).
Technology also supports personalized learning by
allowing students to progress at their own pace, fos-
tering autonomy and intrinsic motivation (Johnson
et al., 2023).
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In EFL classrooms, technology-mediated tasks
promote communication, collaboration, and authen-
tic language use. However, research emphasizes that
technology alone does not guarantee engagement
unless purposefully integrated into pedagogical
practices and aligned with instructional objectives,
because learners’ emotional responses and task de-
sign play a decisive role in sustaining engagement
(Pawlak et al., 2021).

Saudi Context

In the Saudi higher education context, re-
search highlights the influential role of teaching
practices and technological learning environments
in shaping student engagement (Alotaibi & Dyer,
2020), while studies on instructional beliefs in-
dicate the continued impact of teacher-centered
orientations on classroom practices (Alghamdi &
Al-Salouli, 2013). Studies in Saudi EFL classrooms
indicate that traditional teacher-centered practices
and exam-oriented instruction may limit opportuni-
ties for interaction and active participation, whereas
learner-centered approaches more effectively foster
engagement and motivation (Al Hoorie, 2017; Alz-
ahrani, 2022).

Motivational factors have been shown to play
a significant role in Saudi learners’ engagement, par-
ticularly regarding students’ willingness to partici-
pate, communicate, and take responsibility for their
learning (Alrabai, 2019). Research also suggests that
effective integration of technology, when aligned
with pedagogical goals, can support engagement
and interaction in Saudi EFL classrooms, although
challenges related to implementation persist (Alzah-
rani, 2022).

The literature highlights student engagement
as a multidimensional construct shaped by pedagog-
ical, psychological, technological, and contextual
factors. While existing studies have established the
importance of engagement, focused empirical in-
vestigation is still needed into factors contributing
to low engagement in EFL higher education class-
rooms and strategies that can effectively promote ac-
tive participation, particularly in specific educational
contexts such as Saudi Arabia.

Method

This section describes the research design, par-
ticipants, instruments, procedures, and data analysis.
A mixed-methods quasi-experimental design was
adopted, integrating quantitative and qualitative data
to examine factors influencing engagement and to
evaluate instructional strategies for enhancing active
participation in EFL classrooms.

Research Design

The study employed a quasi-experimental
design with an experimental group and a control
group, supplemented by instructor questionnaire
data to provide qualitative insights into classroom
practices and engagement. The experimental group
received a structured instructional intervention to
enhance engagement, whereas the control group
continued with regular instructional practices.

The intervention was implemented over two
consecutive semesters during the 20242025 aca-
demic year, allowing sustained exposure and lon-
gitudinal examination of its effects on learning out-
comes and engagement-related behaviors.

Participants

The study was conducted at Al-Baha Univer-
sity, Saudi Arabia, within the English Language
Program (ELP), Department of Foreign Languages,
Faculty of Arts and Humanities. Student participants
were male undergraduate EFL students enrolled in
the ELP during the 20242025 academic year.

Eighty-six male EFL students participated in
the questionnaire phase. These students were en-
rolled across different course levels and provided
data on engagement perceptions, motivational fac-
tors, and classroom experiences.

Additionally, 44 first-year EFL students par-
ticipated in the quasi-experimental phase and were
followed across two consecutive semesters. These
students were enrolled in first-level courses during
the first semester and progressed to second-lev-
el courses in the subsequent semester. Participants
were assigned to two intact groups: a control group
of 21 students and an experimental group of 23 stu-
dents. Both groups followed the same curriculum
sequence, but only the experimental group received
the engagement-focused instructional intervention.
Group membership remained unchanged through-
out both semesters to ensure consistency and permit
longitudinal comparison.

Additionally, 34 male EFL instructors teaching
within the ELP completed questionnaires on class-
room practices, student participation, and engage-
ment strategies. The instructors varied in age, aca-
demic qualification, professional rank, and teaching
experience, providing diverse instructional perspec-
tives relevant to the study.

The focus on male students and instructors
reflects the defined scope of the study and was in-
tended to ensure sample homogeneity and reduce
variability in classroom interaction patterns and en-
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gagement behaviors, thereby allowing a more con-

trolled examination of the instructional intervention
within a single instructional context.

Instruments

Multiple instruments were used for data col-
lection, including a pre-test and post-test to measure
learning outcomes, and two questionnaires adminis-
tered to students and instructors to examine engage-
ment-related factors and instructional practices.

Pre-Test and Post-Test

A curriculum-based pre-test and post-test were
developed to measure English language perfor-
mance before and after the instructional interven-
tion. Both tests aligned with the ELP learning ob-
jectives and assessed key language skills, including
listening, speaking, reading, writing, grammar, and
vocabulary. Although the pre-test and post-test con-
tained different items, they followed a parallel struc-
ture and were comparable in content coverage and
difficulty level, ensuring consistency in assessment
across testing occasions.

The use of parallel test forms is consistent with
standard practice in EFL research and allows valid
comparison of learning outcomes over time. Experi-
enced EFL instructors reviewed the tests for content
relevance and clarity, supporting face and content
validity. Performance scores were used to examine
changes in learning outcomes before and after the
intervention and between the experimental and con-
trol groups, consistent with the quasi-experimental
design.

Although the pre-test and post-test measured
language learning outcomes, these outcomes served
as indicators of the impact of engagement-focused
instructional practices rather than as direct measures
of engagement. The pre-test and post-test instru-
ments appear in Appendix C and Appendix D, re-
spectively.

Questionnaires

The student questionnaire addressed factors in-
fluencing engagement and reluctance to participate,
as well as strategies that motivate active classroom
participation. It included Likert-scale items and
multiple-choice questions on classroom activities,
interaction, motivation, and learning environment
variables.

The instructor questionnaire examined per-
ceived factors contributing to student reluctance and
strategies used to promote engagement. It included
multiple-choice and scaled items capturing instruc-
tors’ professional observations and classroom prac-
tices. Detailed descriptions of both questionnaires
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appear in Appendices A and B.

To enhance methodological transparency, in-
ternal consistency of the questionnaire scales was
examined using Cronbach’s alpha to verify instru-
ment reliability.

Procedures

Data collection proceeded in two phases. In the
first phase, pre-test data and student questionnaire
responses were collected before the instructional
intervention. These initial data provided baseline
information on students’ learning outcomes and en-
gagement-related factors.

Based on baseline results, engagement-orient-
ed instructional strategies were implemented with
the experimental group. The intervention included
group discussions, peer collaboration, interactive
tasks, and integration of multimedia and techno-
logical tools to promote behavioral, cognitive, and
emotional engagement. The intervention spanned
two consecutive semesters, each lasting 14 weeks,
totaling 28 weeks. Control group students continued
with regular instructional practices without system-
atic exposure to the engagement-focused strategies.

At the end of the second semester, post-test
data were collected to assess changes in learning
outcomes. The instructor questionnaire was admin-
istered once to gather reflective insights into student
participation and the perceived effectiveness of the
engagement-enhancing strategies.

Data Analysis

Quantitative data were analyzed using descrip-
tive statistics, including means, standard deviations,
frequencies, and percentages, to summarize engage-
ment patterns and instructor perceptions from ques-
tionnaire responses. Pre-test and post-test scores
were analyzed using inferential statistics to examine
changes in learning outcomes.

Paired-samples t-tests assessed overall dif-
ferences between pre-test and post-test scores, and
independent-samples t-tests compared performance
between the experimental and control groups. Effect
size was calculated using Cohen’s d to determine the
magnitude of the intervention’s impact on learning
outcomes.

Questionnaire data from students and instruc-
tors were analyzed descriptively to identify key
engagement factors, motivational influences, and
instructional practices. Open-ended instructor re-
sponses were analyzed thematically to support and
contextualize the quantitative findings.
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The combined use of descriptive and infer-
ential analyses, alongside multiple data sources,
enabled a thorough examination of engagement-fo-
cused instructional practices and strengthened the
methodological rigor and credibility of the study
through triangulation.

Findings and Discussion
Overall Pre-Test and Post-Test Results (n =44)

Learning outcomes were examined through
pre-test and post-test scores from the quasi-experi-

Table 1

mental phase, involving 44 students assigned to con-
trol and experimental groups. The tests assessed key
language skills: listening, speaking, reading, writing,
grammar, and vocabulary (Appendices C and D).

Descriptive statistics indicated clear improve-
ment in student performance following the engage-
ment-focused intervention. As shown in Table 1,
mean scores increased from the pre-test (M = 17.10,
SD = 9.30) to the post-test (M = 22.40, SD = 5.60),
suggesting overall improvement in learning out-
comes after the intervention.

Descriptive Statistics of Pre-Test and Post-Test Scores (n = 44)

Test Mean Median Range
Pre-test 17.10 9.30 18 0-30
Post-test 22.40 5.60 24 5-30

To determine whether this improvement was
statistically significant, a paired-samples t-test
was performed . As shown in Table 2, the results

revealed a statistically significant difference be-
tween pre-test and post-test scores, t(43) = 5.51,
p <.001.

Table 2
Paired-Samples t-Test Results
Comparison t df P
Pre-test vs. Post-test 531 43 <.001

The practical significance of this improve-
ment was further examined through effect size
analysis. As presented in Table 3, Cohen’s d was

calculated as 0.65, indicating a moderate-to-large
effect of the engagement-focused instructional in-
tervention.

Table 3
Effect Size of the Intervention (Cohen’s d)
Formula Values Used Cohen’s d
(M2 — Mi) / SD<sub>pooled</sub> (22.40—17.10)/ 8.30 0.65

These findings align with research demon-
strating that student-centered, interaction-based
instruction produces meaningful learning gains in
EFL contexts (Hiver et al., 2021; Reeve & Cheon,
2021).

Pre-Test and Post-Test Results by Group

To examine the differential impact of the interven-
tion, pre-test and post-test scores were analyzed sepa-
rately for each group . Descriptive statistics appear in
Table 4.Both groups had comparable pre-test scores,

Table 4
Pre-Test and Post-Test Scores by Group
Group n Pre-test Mean (SD) Post-test Mean (SD)
Control Group 21 15.00 (1.07) 16.62 (1.16)
Experimental Group 23 15.09 (0.96) 26.14 (0.71)

indicating similar baseline proficiency before the
intervention. The control group showed a modest
improvement, likely attributable to normal in-
structional progression, whereas the experimental
group showed a substantial increase in post-test
performance.

This pronounced gain suggests that the en-
gagement-focused instructional strategies, such as

group discussions, peer collaboration, interactive
tasks, and technology integration, played a deci-
sive role in enhancing learning outcomes. These
findings are consistent with studies on the effec-
tiveness of interaction-based and learner-centered
instruction in EFL classrooms (Sato & Loewen,
2019; Hiver etal., 2021; Mercer & Ddrnyei, 2020).
The implementation of the intervention across two
consecutive semesters supports arguments for sus-
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tained engagement-oriented pedagogy over short-
term instructional change (Reschly et al., 2020).

Student Questionnaire Responses (n = 86)
Factors Influencing Student Engagement

Students’ perceptions of engagement-related

Enhancing Student Engagement in EFL Classrooms: Pedagogical I
Strategies and Learning Outcomes

factors were analyzed from questionnaire respons-
es of 86 participants (Appendix A, Part One). Items
addressed motivation, activity design, classroom
environment, emotional comfort, and peer interac-
tion. As shown in Table 5, the overall engagement
mean score was M = 3.42 (SD = 0.83), indicating
a moderately positive engagement level.

This result reflects the multidimensional char-

Table §
Overall Student Engagement Scores (n = 86)
Measure Mean SD
Student Engagement (Overall) 342 0.83

acter of engagement, encompassing behavioral,
cognitive, and emotional components (Fredricks et
al., 2004). The moderate mean suggests that while
students generally perceived classroom practices
positively, affective factors, such as confidence and
comfort in participation, remain influential, a pat-
tern reported in prior EFL studies (Nuralieva et al.,
2024; Mercer, 2019). Collectively, these findings
indicate gains across behavioral (participation),
emotional (confidence and motivation), and cog-
nitive (task relevance) dimensions of engagement,

consistent with the framework proposed by Fred-
ricks et al. (2004).

Motivational Factors for Engagement

Students’ motivational preferences were ex-
amined through frequency analysis (Appendix A,
Part Two, Section A). As shown in Table 6, teacher
encouragement was the most influential motiva-
tional factor, followed by personal interest and peer
involvement.

These findings highlight the importance of

Table 6
Student-Reported Motivational Factors (n = 86)
Factor Frequency Percentage
Teacher encouragement 61 70.9%
Personal interest 55 64.0%
Peer involvement 48 55.8%
Grades 37 43.0%

supportive instructional practices and social interac-
tion in fostering engagement, aligning with research
on the relational and motivational dimensions of
EFL learning (Mercer & Dornyei, 2020; Tamblyn et
al., 2023).

Preferred Classroom Activities

Students’ preferred classroom activities were
analyzed through frequency counts (Appendix A,
Part Two, Section B). As presented in Table 7, group
discussions were the most frequently selected activ-
ity, followed by project-based tasks and role plays.

Table 7
Preferred Classroom Activities (n = 86)
Activity Frequency Percentage
Group discussions 66 76.7%
Projects 52 60.5%
Role-plays 44 51.2%
Quizzes 35 40.7%

This preference pattern aligns with research
on the effectiveness of collaborative and commu-
nicative tasks in fostering engagement and lan-
guage development in EFL classrooms (Sato &
Loewen, 2019; Kruk et al., 2021).

Importance of Engagement Strategies

Students’ ratings of engagement strate-
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gies were examined through mean scores from
questionnaire responses (Appendix A, Part
Three). As shown in Table 8, student-centered
activities, positive teacher-student relation-
ships, and teacher feedback were rated as the
most important engagement strategies, while
technology use, though valued, was rated
slightly lower.
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Table 8
Importance of Engagement Strategies (n = 86)
Strategy Mean SD
Student-centered activities 2.81 0.39
Teacher—student relationships 2.79 0.41
Teacher feedback 2.74 0.42
Technology use 2.63 0.48

These findings confirm the importance of
interaction, feedback, and emotional support in
sustaining student engagement, consistent with
prior research on the social and affective dimen-
sions of learning (Reschly et al., 2020; Graf et
al., 2024).

Instructor Questionnaire Responses (n =

Factors Contributing to Engagement and
Reluctance

Instructor perceptions of factors contributing to
engagement and reluctance were analyzed from ques-
tionnaire responses (Appendix B, Part One). As shown
in Table 9, lack of confidence, fear of making mistakes,
and language barriers were identified as the most sig-
nificant contributors to participation reluctance, while

34) activity difficulty was also an influential factor.
Table 9
Instructor Perceptions of Engagement Barriers (n = 34)
Factor Mean SD
Lack of confidence 421 0.71
Fear of making mistakes 4.12 0.69
Language barriers 4.05 0.76
Activity difficulty 3.88 0.82

These findings closely mirror student-reported
perceptions and align with research highlighting the
role of affective and linguistic barriers in limiting
EFL classroom participation (Alrabai, 2019; Mer-
cer & Dornyei, 2020).

Instructional Strategies for Enhancing En-
gagement

Instructor-reported strategies for enhancing
engagement were examined through frequency
analysis of questionnaire responses (Appendix B,
Part Two). As shown in Table 10, student-centered
activities, feedback, formative assessment, and
technology integration were the most frequently
reported strategies, followed by peer collaboration
and gamification.

Table 10
Instructor-Reported Engagement Strategies (n = 34)
Strategy Frequency Percentage
Student-centered activities 30 88.2%
Feedback & formative assessment 28 82.4%
Technology integration 27 79.4%
Peer collaboration 26 76.5%
Gamification 18 52.9%

These findings align with Saudi-based re-
search on the influence of teacher instructional
orientations on classroom practices (Algham-
di & Al-Salouli, 2013) and with EFL engage-
ment studies confirming the pedagogical value
of learner-centered, interactive, and technolo-
gy-supported instruction (Al-Hoorie, 2017; Alz-
ahrani, 2022; Bond et al., 2020).

The convergence of performance data, stu-
dent perceptions, and instructor insights provides
strong empirical support for engagement-focused
instruction in EFL higher education. Improve-
ments in learning outcomes accompanied posi-

tive motivational, behavioral, and interactional
patterns, confirming that engagement is a key
mechanism linking instructional practices to aca-
demic achievement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Mer-
cer & Dornyei, 2020). Sustained implementation
of the intervention across two semesters appears
to have strengthened these effects, reinforcing
the value of long-term, learner-centered, and in-
teraction-oriented instructional approaches. In
the Saudi higher education context, the findings
offer context-specific empirical evidence sup-
porting instructional reform aimed at enhancing
participation, reducing reluctance, and improv-
ing learning outcomes in EFL classrooms.
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Conclusion and Pedagogical Implications

This study investigated factors contributing
to EFL undergraduates’ reluctance to participate
in classroom activities and examined instructional
strategies that enhance engagement and active par-
ticipation. Using a mixed-methods, quasi-experi-
mental design implemented over two consecutive
semesters, the findings provide strong evidence
that engagement-focused instructional practices
positively influence both student participation and
learning outcomes. The convergence of quantitative
achievement data, student questionnaire responses,
and instructor perceptions reinforces the view of
student engagement as a multidimensional con-
struct central to effective EFL learning.

Consistent with engagement theory and prior
EFL research, the findings demonstrate that instruc-
tional environments characterized by interaction,
collaboration, and learner involvement are associat-
ed with higher cognitive, behavioral, and emotional
engagement. The statistically significant improve-
ment in learning outcomes among students in the
engagement-oriented intervention, alongside pos-
itive student and instructor perceptions, suggests
that sustained instructional approaches are more
effective than short-term or isolated pedagogical
adjustments. The results particularly highlight the
importance of addressing motivational and affec-
tive dimensions of learning, such as confidence,
task relevance, and opportunities for meaningful
participation, in reducing student reluctance and
fostering sustained engagement.

The study offers several pedagogical implica-
tions for EFL instruction in higher education, partic-
ularly in the Saudi context. First, instructors should
move beyond predominantly teacher-centered prac-
tices and adopt student-centered approaches that
involve learners through group discussions, collab-
orative tasks, and interaction-based activities. Such
practices provide students with structured opportu-
nities to use the target language meaningfully and
engage socially and cognitively with course con-
tent. Second, purposeful integration of technology
and multimedia tools, when aligned with instruc-
tional objectives, can enhance learner motivation,
enjoyment, and participation, rather than serving
as a peripheral or purely technical addition to in-
struction. Third, a supportive classroom environ-
ment that values student contributions, encourages
risk-taking, and provides constructive feedback can
help reduce affective barriers such as anxiety and
low confidence, commonly associated with partici-
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pation reluctance in EFL classrooms.

Finally, the findings highlight the importance
of professional development initiatives that sup-
port instructors in designing engagement-oriented
learning experiences and in responding to learners’
diverse motivational and interactional needs. By
fostering interactive, learner-centered, and tech-
nology-supported instructional environments, EFL
educators can enhance engagement, promote active
participation, and improve learning outcomes, con-
tributing to more effective and inclusive language
education.

Future research could extend this study by in-
cluding larger, more diverse samples from multiple
institutions and by incorporating female partici-
pants to provide broader perspectives on EFL stu-
dent engagement. Further studies may build on this
quasi-experimental approach by employing larg-
er-scale or fully randomized experimental designs
across different educational contexts.
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