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Abstract 

This experimental study sought to examine the impact of four indicators of active learning (i.e., elaborated feedback, 

group work, situated learning, and videos and pictures in classroom instruction) on the enhancement of Saudi 

students’ various motivational constructs (i.e., self-efficacy, task value, and effort expenditure) and English 

achievement. Participants were 289 university students, and the data were collected at three time points: Time 1 

(before the intervention), Time 2 (in the middle of the intervention), and Time 3 (after the intervention). The findings 

of repeated measures ANOVA and follow-up t-tests revealed that the intervention had small impacts on all the 

variables at Time 2 (in the middle of the intervention). However, at Time 3 (after the intervention), the intervention 

had small impacts on effort expenditure and task value, a moderate impact on academic achievement, and a large 

impact on self-efficacy. In general, the evidence obtained provides important implications for educational practices 

and further research development. 
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1. Introduction 

English is widely considered as a global language because of its critical communication role in the fields of science, 

business, policy, the Internet, technology, popular entertainments, and even sports (British Council, 2013). An 

estimated one in four people around the world can speak English, and two billion people are expected to be learning 

and using English by the year 2020 (Tanielian, 2017). In a Harvard Business Review article, McCormick (2013) 

indicated that countries with better proficiency in English have better economies. Therefore, learning effective 

English is not simply for personal self-improvement, but may serve as an economic necessity in an increasingly 

interconnected world. 

In recognition of the increasingly significant status of English, many countries around the world have chosen it as the 

first-rate foreign language to be taught in their educational institutions, and Saudi Arabia is no exception. English is a 

compulsory subject and is the only foreign language that is taught in public education. The Saudi Government 

perceives and views English as a major commodity which, upon capitalization, could facilitate economic growth and 

social development for the country as a whole. Despite the enormous effort that the Saudi Government has invested 

to improve the learning of English, students’ English proficiency level remains inadequate and is below expectations 

when compared with other countries (Alhawsawi, 2013; Alrabai, 2016; Ur Rahman & Alhaisoni, 2013). 

A number of researchers (e.g., Al-Seghayer, 2014; Alkubaidi, 2014; Alrabai, 2014; Rajab, 2013) have attributed the 

low competence in English among Saudi students to different causes; like, the use of teacher-centred instruction, lack 

of real-world practice, students’ reliance on memorization as a main strategy of learning, students’ lack of 

encouragement and motivation, and teachers’ dependence on the use of Arabic to teach English in classrooms. Indeed, 

it seems obvious that learning English in Saudi Arabia is an uninteresting feat. It is, therefore, important that 

researchers, from my point of view, focus on research inquiries that may enable understanding of the facilitation and 

promotion of quality teaching and effective learning of English in the context of Saudi Arabia for both students and 

educators, alike. 

The current research study attempts to address the aforementioned issues and weaknesses in students’ English 

learning by situating them within a motivational framework. The literature details the importance of various 
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motivational factors, notably: (i) self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1986, 1997; Pajares & Kranzler, 1995), (ii) task value 

(e.g., Wang & Eccles, 2013; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000;), and (iii) effort expenditure (e.g., Dupeyrat & Marine, 2005; 

Elliot, McGregor, & Gable, 1999; Fenollar, Roman, & Cuestas, 2007) on students’ successful performance. 

Researchers have explored different strands of inquiries, amalgamating two or more concepts within one study to help 

explain and account for students’ successful achievement.  

2. The Importance of Self-efficacy, Task Value, and Effort Expenditure on Academic Achievement 

2.1 Self-efficacy 

In his social cognitive theory, Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) defined self-efficacy as beliefs in individuals’ capabilities 

to perform specific courses of action, or accomplish certain outcomes (e.g., I believe I can understand the difference 

between countable and uncountable nouns in an English grammar lesson). Bandura (1986, 1997) stated that these 

self-efficacy beliefs influence students’ behaviour in academic settings in several ways. First, they affect students’ 

choice of behaviour. Students engage in and pursue activities in which they feel confident and competent, and they 

avoid those activities where they feel uncertain. Second, these efficacy beliefs help determine how much effort 

students will exert in their academic activities, how long they will persist when facing obstacles, and how resilient 

they will be when confronting adverse situations. Third, self-efficacy beliefs affect students’ emotional reactions and 

thought patterns. Students with a low level of self-efficacy might perceive that academic activities are tougher than 

they really are, resulting in stress, depression, and a narrow view of how to solve an academic problem. Students 

with a high level of self-efficacy beliefs, in contrast, experience feelings of serenity and conviction when tackling 

difficult tasks and activities (Bandura, 1986, 1997).  

In the last four decades since Bandura’s (1977) seminal publication, substantial research studies have documented 

the influential effect of self-efficacy beliefs on students’ achievement. For example, experimental studies in the 

1980s (e.g., Schunk, 1982; Schunk & Hanson, 1985), cross-sectional studies in the 1990s (e.g., Pajares & Kranzler, 

1995; Pajares & Miller, 1994), and longitudinal studies in the 2010s (e.g., Breso et al., 2011; Phan, 2014) have 

provided evidence for and validated the positive association between self-efficacy beliefs and students’ performance. 

This literature has detailed clear and consistent evidence that supports the unique contribution of self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1986, 1997) on students’ achievement outcomes; that is, students with high levels of self-efficacy beliefs 

are more likely to achieve at higher levels compared to those with low levels of self-efficacy beliefs. 

2.2 Task Value 

Task value is a significant and unique construct of the expectancy value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992, 2000). 

According to the theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), task value has been defined as students’ perceptions of 

usefulness, importance, and interest in engaging in school activities. A student is more likely to accomplish a given 

task that he values, and avoid tasks that he does not value (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). The positive association 

between task value and academic achievement has been supported by many research studies using cross-sectional 

(e.g., Gonzalez & Paoloni, 2015) and longitudinal data (e.g., Shim & Ryan, 2005; Bong, 2001). The findings of these 

studies coincide with the theoretical tenet of expectancy value theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992, 2000). The results 

have demonstrated that students who place higher value on their academic tasks are likely to succeed in learning and 

achieve better results. Students with a low level of task value, in contrast, might show less inclination toward 

achieving their academic tasks and, consequently, suffer in learning. These indications, significantly, highlight the 

importance of task value as an intervening variable to help strengthen students’ academic performance.  

2.3 Effort Expenditure 

Effort expenditure, as a motivational factor, refers to the overall amount of effort expended in the learning process 

(Elliot et al., 1999; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). Effort expenditure is an important factor in explaining students’ 

performance outcomes (Elliot et al., 1999; Fenollar et al., 2007). For example, students aiming to improve and 

complete their academic tasks successfully, are likely to expend more effort (Dupeyrat & Marine, 2005; Elliot et al., 

1999). Although it has not garnered the same level of extensive research as self-efficacy and task value, a large body 

of literature (e.g., Elliot et al., 1999; Fenollar et al., 2007; Phan, 2012) has demonstrated the positive relations 

between the effort students exert in the learning process and their academic achievement. The results of these studies 

have indicated that students exerting a certain amount of effort in their studies are more likely to achieve better 

results ultimately. 

3. The Influence of Active Learning Indicators on Students’ Motivation and English Learning 

The overview of the literature presented above detailed the importance of the three motivational factors (i.e., 

self-efficacy, task value, and effort expenditure) on students’ academic achievement. Because these motivational 
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constructs play a potential role on students’ successful achievement, the question then arises of which factors might 

contribute to their enhancement. A large body of empirical research has indicated that four indicators of active 

learning, namely (i) group work, (ii) elaborated feedback, (iii) situated learning, and (d) videos and pictures in 

classroom instruction, impact students’ motivation and learning. The present study explores the use of these four 

indicators and their potential influences on the enhancement of the identified motivational constructs which, in turn, 

might account for increases in students’ English achievement. 

3.1 Group Work 

Group work, as research has shown (Brown, 2001; Gass, 1997; Long & Porter, 1985; Martin, 2005), is an ideal 

teaching strategy to foster students’ motivation and English learning. Pertaining to students’ motivation, the use of 

group work in classrooms can significantly influence Saudi students’ various motivational factors (e.g., self-efficacy) 

in several ways. First, the use of group work is an effective way to maximise authentic peer interactions and create a 

mutually supportive environment (Long & Porter, 1985). It is expected that mutual support and peer interaction may 

facilitate modelling, which is an important means to promote self-efficacy beliefs (Schunk & Hanson, 1985; Johnson 

et al., 2014). Self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1997, 1986), is socially enhanced when students observe and 

compare performance with their peer models. Besides, interactions in group work might impact students’ effort 

expenditure. It can be argued that when students work together in a group, they develop a group identity, exchange 

feedback, and encourage each other, which might stimulate them to expend more effort in their group work learning 

activities (Slavin, 1994). 

Second, group work is an effective classroom teaching strategy for alleviating learners’ excessive anxiety and 

developing their positive attitudes toward target language learning (Long & Porter, 1985). Learners might feel less 

anxious, more confident, and freer to communicate and make mistakes during small group activities than during 

whole-class discussion (Long & Porter, 1985). One of the key sources of self-efficacy beliefs is physiological states 

and emotional reactions (i.e., students’ assessment of their levels of stress, mode states, anxiety, arousal, and fatigue) 

(Bandura, 1997). Therefore, the less sense of anxiety and stress is, the higher sense of self-efficacy beliefs will be 

(Bandura, 1997). 

Third, students might find it comfortable, fun, and interesting to work in a safe and supportive learning environment 

such as group work (Brown, 2001), which therefore might have the potential to enhance intrinsic value. Overall, it is 

generally recommended by many research studies (e.g., Fredricks et al., 2004; Phan, 2011, 2013) that teaching 

practices and/or intervention program targeting to enhance students’ motivation should involve group work activities. 

With regard to students’ English learning, a body of research (e.g., Ellis, 1999; Gass, 1997; Long, 1996; Long & 

Porter, 1985) has revealed that group work, compared to whole-class instruction or a teacher-dominated classroom, 

can contribute to improving students’ proficiency in English. For example, Long and Porter (1985) indicated that 

group work can provide students with increased times to practice English in classroom, which in turn improves their 

talk and communicative skills. Long and Porter asserted that, if classroom instruction is teacher-dominated, students 

seldom have genuine conversations in English. In a similar vein, various research studies have indicated that students 

working in small groups outperformed students working individually in various English skills such as writing (e.g., 

Storch, 2005), vocabulary (e.g., Kim, 2008), and grammar (e.g., Storch, 2007). For instance, Storch (2005) compared 

short texts written by students working in small groups with those of students working individually. The findings 

showed that students in small groups produced more grammatically accurate and linguistically complex texts than 

those who produced them individually.  

3.2 Elaborated Feedback 

The use of elaborated feedback is consistent with research findings (e.g., Black & William, 1998; Hattie & Timperly, 

2007; Wang & Wu, 2008) that highlight the importance of elaborated feedback on students’ motivation and effective 

learning. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2003) stated that providing students with focused, frequent, and task-specific 

feedback that outlines ways to improve can help enhance and maintain accurate self-efficacy judgements. Moreover, 

Wang and Wu (2008) found that students who were provided with elaborated feedback had greater self-efficacy 

beliefs than those who did not. Their study also reported that elaborated feedback significantly enhanced students’ 

self-efficacy. Furthermore, elaborated feedback that highlights self-improvement, mastery, and achievement (e.g., 

you did well in the first task) can positively impact self-efficacy beliefs (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). In a similar vein, 

Haittie and Timperly (2007) argued that feedback involving guidance and strategies regarding how to improve can 

motivate students to invest more effort to achieve their learning goals. Apart from motivation, there is a large body of 

empirical research (e.g., Hattie, 1999; Hattie & Gan, 2011; Hattie & Timperly, 2007; Riviere, 1997) that discussed 

and detailed the effectiveness of elaborated feedback on students’ achievement and effective learning.  
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3.3. Situated Learning 

Based on the situated learning perspective (Lave, 1988; Lave & Wenger, 1991), effective learning takes place as long 

as learners are situated in a community of practice. In the present study, a Facebook group is used to facilitate a 

context of situated learning based on the community of practice. During the intervention program, students are 

involved in an online community of practice using Facebook group as the medium of communication with the aim of 

fostering, understanding, and improving their English learning in an authentic context. 

The implementation of situated learning based on the Facebook community of practice can positively impact 

students’ motivation and English learning. For example, Akbari, Naderi, Simons, and Pilot (2016) conducted an 

experimental study to examine the impacts of Facebook on English as a foreign language learners’ motivation and 

learning. The findings indicated that, compared to the control group using the face-to-face method, the experimental 

group using Facebook as the medium of learning showed higher levels of engagement, motivation (i.e., interest, 

effort, and competence), and English learning outcomes. In addition, Kabilan, Ahmed, and Abidin (2010) 

investigated the role of Facebook as a meaningful and useful learning platform that could enhance students’ English 

learning in Malaysia. Their study found that, in terms of affective factors, Facebook significantly improved students’ 

motivation, confidence, and attitudes toward English learning. Furthermore, a number of research studies have 

reported the importance of Facebook as a medium of learning on students’ various English skills such as writing 

(Razak, Saeed, & Ahmad, 2013), reading (Haverback, 2009), vocabulary (Nikbakht & Boshrabadi, 2015), grammar 

(Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012), and communicative skills (Omar, Embi, & Yunus, 2012). 

In a similar vein, the nature and characteristics of learning in the community of practice facilitated by a Facebook 

group have the potential to cultivate students’ motivation. For example, Facebook has distinctive features (e.g., 

discussion board, instant message, chat, email, and the ability to upload pictures, videos, and links, and post 

comments) that provide students with opportunities to communicate, collaborate, and interact in an authentic context 

to improve their English learning (Omar et al., 2012). These learning opportunities can increase students’ motivation 

and engagement as well as lead to more practical English learning experiences (Akbari et al., 2016; Dogoriti et al., 

2014; Omar et al., 2012). In addition, Facebook enables students to share English learning materials (e.g., videos, 

audios, pictures, and links), discuss ideas and views, post topics and questions, and provide feedback on their group 

members’ posts (Omar et al., 2012). Therefore, as students become members of the Facebook group, they have the 

opportunity to choose among a variety of learning materials and resources that are appropriate to their level and 

interest, which might stimulate their motivation to learn English. 

In addition, Facebook creates a learning environment where there is freedom and autonomy for students to control 

the content and the direction of their learning without the constraints of time and place and the influence of teacher 

(Akbari, Pilot, & Simons, 2015; Yunus & Salehi, 2012). This autonomy can have a positive effect on students’ 

motivation to learn English (Akbari et al., 2015). Also, Facebook offers an optimal environment for building a strong 

sense of community and belonging (Hurt et al., 2012). This strong sense of community is developed through the 

solidarity and unity of belonging to the same Facebook group because all members share one common learning 

purpose (i.e., improving their English; Yunus & Salehi, 2012). A strong sense of community, according to researchers 

(e.g., Hurt et al., 2012; Martin, 2005), can promote students’ motivation. 

3.4 Videos and Pictures in Classroom Instruction 

The integration of videos and pictures in classroom instruction is consistent with previous studies (e.g., Alkash & 

Al-Dersi, 2013; Cakir, 2006; Susskind, 2008) that reported the importance of using visualisations (e.g., pictures and 

videos) by means of PowerPoint in the instructional setting to improve students’ motivation and effective learning. 

For example, Susskind (2008) conducted a quasi-experimental study with university students to explore the impacts 

of accompanying lectures with PowerPoint presentations on students’ self-efficacy, attitudes, and class-related 

behaviour (e.g., participation in class discussions, class attendance). The author reported that students had greater 

self-efficacy beliefs and displayed more positive attitudes toward the learning content when lectures were 

accompanied by PowerPoint presentations. The author further indicated that students believed lectures with 

PowerPoint presentations to be more organised, interesting, and enjoyable; in addition, they reported that such 

lectures motivated them to attend the class. In another study, Alkash and Al-Dersi (2013) investigated the usefulness 

of PowerPoint presentations (incorporated with visualisations) for English as foreign language students. The results 

of their study revealed that students were motivated and more engaged in the lessons when presented with 

PowerPoint. The results also indicated that PowerPoint made the class more interactive and enjoyable for students. 

In a similar vein, Berk (2009) and Shah and Freedman (2003) discussed a number of benefits of using visualisations 

(e.g., pictures and videos) in teachers’ instructions. Among these benefits, the authors noted that such visualisations 
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generate interest in the class, improve attitudes toward content and learning, decrease anxiety and tension on 

complex topics, make learning fun, and attract and motivate students toward their learning. In a study that explored 

the usefulness of audio-visual tools in an English classroom in Saudi Arabia, Mathew and Alidmat (2013) showed 

that teaching and learning become uninteresting and monotonous when teachers rely only on textbooks as the main 

source of input. They further revealed that the use of audio-visual tools resulted in students perceiving the class as 

more interesting and effective. Similarly, Kabooha (2016) examined the perceptions of students and teachers toward 

the integration of video clips in English classes in Saudi Arabia. The results of the study indicated that students were 

more interested and motivated in learning English when teachers used videos in their instructions. The findings also 

indicated that teachers believed the use of videos increased students’ participation and engagement in the classroom. 

In a similar vein, a number of recent research investigations have detailed the importance of the use of visualisations 

on students’ various English skills such as reading (e.g., Lee, Lee, Liao, & Wang, 2015), listening (e.g., Hamdan, 

2015), speaking (Kurniawan, 2016), grammar (e.g., Moghadam & Talafian, 2015), and vocabulary (e.g., Yuksel & 

Tanriverdi, 2009). 

4. Research Focus  

The present study, experimental in nature, involves two-comparison groups (Experimental Group versus Control 

Group). The Experimental Group receives an eight-week intervention program including the four indicators of active 

learning (i.e., elaborated feedback, group work, situated learning, and videos and pictures in classroom instruction). 

The study spans three time points of data collection: Time 1 (before the intervention), Time 2 (in the middle of the 

intervention), and Time 3 (after the intervention). Students in both the Experimental Group and the Control Group 

complete the same measures of the motivational factors (i.e., self-efficacy, task value, and effort expenditure) and 

English achievement test repeatedly at each of the three time points (i.e., Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3). 

Methodologically, with the three waves of data collection, the study attempts to address the following overarching 

research aim: 

To determine the extent to which the motivational factors and academic achievement change across Time 1, Time 2, 

and Time 3, as a result of the implementation of the educational intervention involving four indicators of active 

learning (i.e., elaborated feedback, group work, situated learning, and videos and pictures in classroom instruction). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Hypothesized model depicting the influence of the intervention on changes in mean scores of self-efficacy, 

task value, effort expenditure, and English achievement test. Note:    = stability paths 

In particular, there are four hypotheses for statistical testing concerning the impact of the intervention program on the 

motivational variables (i.e., self-efficacy, task value, and effort expenditure) and academic achievement: 

H1: Compared to students in the Control Group (those who did not participate in the intervention program), students 

in the Experimental Group would increase the mean scores of self-efficacy across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. 

H2: Compared to students in the Control Group, students in the Experimental Group would increase the mean scores 

of task value across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. 

H3: Compared to students in the Control Group, students in the Experimental Group would increase the mean scores 

of effort expenditure across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. 



http://elr.sciedupress.com English Linguistics Research Vol. 9, No. 1; 2020 

Published by Sciedu Press                         45                         ISSN 1927-6028   E-ISSN 1927-6036 

H4: Compared to students in the Control Group, students in the Experimental Group would increase the mean scores 

of academic achievement across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. 

5. Methodology 

Participants were 289 first-year university male1 Saudi Arabian students enrolled in an elementary-level English unit 

at a university in the northern part of Saudi Arabia. The original sample size comprised 299 students (150 in the 

Experimental Group, and 149 in the Control Group). However, only the students (145 in the Experimental Group, 

and 144 in the Control Group) who completed the three waves of data collection were included in the final analysis. 

5.1 The Intervention Program 

5.1.1 Experimental Group 

The Experimental Group consisted of six classes (each class comprised 25 students, 150 students in total). The 

researcher and two assistant faculty members shared the teaching of the six classes in the Experimental Group. For 

example, in week one, the first faculty member taught classes A and B, the second faculty member taught classes C 

and D, and the researcher taught classes E and F. In week two, we swapped classes (e.g., the researcher taught classes 

A and B, the first faculty member taught classes C and D, and the second faculty member taught classes E and F), 

and we continued this pattern throughout the 8-week intervention program. Before the commencement of this study, 

the researcher explained the purpose of the research and clearly described the intervention program to the two faculty 

members. The following paragraphs describe how the researcher and the two faculty members implemented the four 

indicators of active learning in the intervention program for the Experimental Group. 

To implement group work and videos and pictures in classroom instruction, the researcher designed lesson plans, one 

for each lesson covered in the intervention program. These lesson plans served as a guide for the researcher and the 

two faculty members to implement group work and videos and pictures in classroom instruction. Each lesson plan 

included the materials of the lesson (e.g., videos, pictures). It also outlined the procedure of implementing group 

work and videos and pictures in classroom instruction. 

For the use of videos and pictures in classroom instruction, each lesson plan required the instructors to use slides of 

PowerPoint (embedded where appropriate with pictures, videos, texts, tables, etc.) during the one-third of class time 

allocated for the teaching process (since the remaining two-thirds were devoted to group work activities). As outlined 

in the lesson plans, the instructors used PowerPoint slides with visualisations (e.g., videos and pictures), for instance, 

to introduce a new lesson (e.g., to introduce a speaking lesson about car accidents, the instructor showed students 

pictures and statistics about car accidents in Saudi Arabia), explain the main elements of the lesson (e.g., to explain a 

lesson in reading about the skimming technique, the instructor showed students a six-minute video on how to skim a 

text), and to provide a summary of the previous lesson. 

With group work, students in each class were grouped into four-member, heterogeneous groups (i.e., with mixed 

levels of proficiency in English, as determined by their Time 1 score in English achievement test). In the first lesson, 

students of each group were instructed to sit and work together throughout the 8-week intervention program to 

ensure group stability (i.e., students were not allowed to swap groups). This long-term stable group provided students 

who were unfamiliar with group work to have sufficient time to develop group cohesion and overcome difficulties in 

working together. Based on the lesson plans, the implementation of group work in every lesson took the form of 

activities such as discussion of a particular topic (e.g., in a speaking activity, the instructor asked each group to 

discuss the main reasons for car accidents in Saudi Arabia), collaboration in doing activities (e.g., after introducing a 

lesson in grammar about the past tense, the instructor asked each group to work on an exercise related to the past 

tense), comparison of answers (e.g., after completing a group activity, the instructor asked each group to compare the 

answers with another group), and problem solving (e.g., after introducing a problem such as traffic jams, pollution, 

or car accidents, the instructor asked each group to write possible ways to solve the problem in a paragraph using 

simple present tense). Because of the flexibility to break each group of four into two pairs, students were instructed 

to work in pairs to complete some activities that required pair work such as role play (e.g., in a speaking activity 

about ordering food, the instructor asked one student to play the role of the waiter and the other to play the role of the 

customer in a restaurant). Finally, the instructor instructed students to use English only in group work activities, and 

Arabic was not permitted in the classroom. 

Apart from videos and pictures and group work in classroom instruction, elaborated feedback was implemented in 

the intervention program in three main ways. First, students received elaborated feedback on three short tests (i.e., 

 
1 The participants were male because of gender segregation between men and women in Saudi educational institutions. 
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prescribed as part of the assessment tasks and included in the final grade of the unit) that they had completed during 

the intervention program. Second, one of the university’s unit requirements is for students to do at least one 

homework assignment every week to earn the 10% of the grade allocated for homework completion. Therefore, 

students were provided with consistent elaborated feedback on their homework, which addressed various language 

skills such as grammar, vocabulary, or writing. When providing elaborated feedback on these tests and homework, 

the instructors highlighted, for example, students’ achievement (e.g., ‘You did well in the first task’), 

self-improvement (e.g., ‘This paragraph is better than your previous one. You started with a clear topic sentence 

followed by four supporting sentences.’), comments on strengths (e.g., ‘I like the examples you provided in the 

paragraph. They helped support your argument.’) and weaknesses (e.g., ‘Your paragraph lacks coherence. Every 

paragraph should have one main idea stated in the topic sentence, and the following supporting sentences should 

clearly relate to that idea.’), and guidance on how to improve (e.g., ‘use auxiliary verbs [e.g., is, are, am] in your 

sentences. Please see handout number three, which includes explanations and examples on how to use these auxiliary 

verbs.’). Third, the instructors used checklist notes to identify popular mistakes among students in the activities of 

the classroom (e.g., wrong use of helping verbs in speaking and writing, wrong utterance in particular words), tests, 

and homework. The instructors then provided elaborated feedback on these common issues and posted the feedback 

on each class’s Facebook group.  

Finally, to implement situated learning, a Facebook group was used in the intervention program to facilitate a context 

of situated learning based on the notion of community of practice (Lave, 1988; Lave & Wenger, 1991). The 

instructors created a Facebook group for each of the six classes of the Experimental Group. Students in each class 

were instructed to interact and participate in their Facebook group community at least three times a week. They were 

instructed to work together, help each other, and share materials of English learning such as videos, pictures, links, 

and audios. They were also required to post questions, comments, and ideas on different topics, and participate in any 

other suitable activities that could help them to improve their learning of English (e.g., see a screenshot of students’ 

post in the Facebook group in Figure 2). The instructors posted announcements, discussion topics, feedback on 

students’ work, and relevant information on English learning. Moreover, they supervised the groups to ensure that 

students communicated with each other in online discussions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. A screenshot of students’ posts in the Facebook group 
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5.1.2 Control Group 

Similar to the Experimental Group, the Control Group consisted of six classes (i.e., each class comprised 25 students 

except one class, which had 24 students, 149 students in total). Students in the Control Group were not exposed to 

the four active learning indicators. They used the same textbook, completed the same assessment tasks (e.g., 

homework and quizzes), attended the same number of classes, and were taught the same topics as the Experimental 

Group. They had their normal lessons taught by their instructors (three instructors, none of whom was involved in the 

Experimental Group) using the traditional lecture approach. The students, in this instance, were taught mainly 

through listening to the instructor’s explanations and taking notes, answering the instructor’s questions, whole class 

discussion, and reading aloud.  

5.2 Measures  

All measures used in this study were delivered in Arabic, since most of the participants had minimal understanding 

of English and Arabic was their first language. The items of the measures (except for the measure assessing English 

achievement) were translated into Arabic using independent back-translation. During this process, an 

English-qualified native Arabic speaker translated the items into Arabic before a bilingual native English speaker 

who was not part of the research team translated them back to English. To ensure that the translation was accurate 

and equivalent, another native English speaker, unfamiliar with the study, reviewed the two English versions to 

ensure their equivalence in meaning. 

With the exception of the measure of English achievement, existing measures with proven validity and reliability 

were used in this study. Students were given, at each time point, a folder that contained measures to assess their 

motivational factors (i.e., self-efficacy, task value, and effort expenditure) and English achievement. Students 

responded to each measure item using a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (definitely disagree) to 7 

(definitely agree), except for the questions measuring students’ English achievement. English was the target area for 

rating.  

Self-efficacy: Three items from the self-efficacy subscale of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire 

[MSLQ] (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & Mckeachie, 1993) were used to assess students’ self-efficacy. A sample item 

includes “I believe I will receive an excellent grade in this unit, English”. 

Task value: Four items from the task value subscale of the MSLQ (Pintrich et al., 1993) were used to measure 

students’ task value. A sample item includes “I am very interested in the content area of this unit, English”. 

Effort expenditure: Effort expenditure was measured by three items adapted from Elliot et al. (1999) and Pintrich et 

al. (1993). A sample item for this scale is “I put a lot of effort into preparing for the exam of this unit, English”. 

Academic achievement: Students’ English achievement was measured using a fifty-minute test designed by the 

researcher and reviewed by the two faculty members. The test was based on the prescribed unit textbook, and it was 

divided into five parts, as follows: Grammar (20%), Vocabulary (20%), Reading comprehension (20%), Listening 

(20%), and Writing (20%).  

6. Data Analysis 

A 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, Time 3) ANOVA was conducted to test 

differences between the Experimental Group versus the Control Group to determine if the intervention made impacts 

on students’ motivational constructs (i.e., self-efficacy, task value, and effort expenditure) and academic achievement 

across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. The independent variables are the Experimental Group and the Control Group. 

The dependent variables are the mean scores for self-efficacy, task value, effort expenditure, and academic 

achievement across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. The first independent variable (i.e., Group) was a between-subjects 

factor, and the second independent variable (i.e., Time) was a within-subjects repeated measures factor. As discussed 

previously, the data at Time 1 were collected before the intervention, the data at Time 2 were collected in the middle 

of the intervention, and the data at Time 3 were collected after the intervention. Given that the data at Time 1 were 

collected at baseline, it is expected that no difference will be found between the two groups prior to the 

implementation of the intervention. Means and standard deviations for the dependent variables are presented in Table 

1. The results for 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, Time 3) ANOVA on the 

dependent variables are displayed in Table 2. In order to affirm differences between the Experimental Group and the 

Control Group at each time point, follow up t-tests were computed (Table 3). 

 



http://elr.sciedupress.com English Linguistics Research Vol. 9, No. 1; 2020 

Published by Sciedu Press                         48                         ISSN 1927-6028   E-ISSN 1927-6036 

Table 1. Means and standard deviations on self-efficacy, task value, effort expenditure, and academic achievement 

for the Experimental Group and the Control Group across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 

 Control Group (n= 144) Experimental Group (n= 145) 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 

 Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

Self-Efficacy 4.52 (1.73) 4.33 (1.65) 4.11 (1.70) 4.54 (1.60) 4.91 (1.41) 5.52 (1.18) 

Task Value 4.76 (1.60) 4.53 (1.54) 4.47 (1.55) 4.94 (1.62) 4.98 (1.63) 5.20 (1.46) 

Effort Expenditure 4.38 (1.80) 4.67 (1.59) 5.04 (1.50) 4.57 (1.77) 5.14 (1.53) 5.61 (1.47) 

Academic 

Achievement 

56.88 

(22.16) 

59.13 

(22.00) 

61.01 

(22.01) 

59.28 

(19.73) 

67.08 

(17.80) 

74.61 

(16.14) 

Table 2. The results of a 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, Time 3) 

ANOVA on self-efficacy, task value, effort expenditure, and academic achievement 

 F p 2 

Self-Efficacy    

Time 23.01 *** 0.07 

Group x Time 139.06 *** 0.33 

Group 14.96 *** 0.05 

Task Value    

Time 0.17 ns 0.00 

Group x Time 34.03 *** 0.11 

Group 6.49 ** 0.02 

Effort Expenditure    

Time 128.71 *** 0.31 

Group x Time 6.04 * 0.02 

Group 5.39 * 0.02 

Academic Achievement    

Time 915.13 *** 0.76 

Group x Time 302.40 *** 0.51 

Group 11.60 *** 0.04 

Note: *p< .05, **p< .01, *** p< .001 
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Table 3. A comparison between the Experimental Group and the Control Group on self-efficacy, task value, effort 

expenditure, and academic achievement across Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 

 
Experimental 

Group 

Control 

Group 
   

 M (SD) M (SD) t-value p Cohen’s d 

Self-Efficacy      

Time 1 4.54 (1.60) 4.52 (1.73) 0.11 ns - 

Time 2 4.91 (1.41) 4.33 (1.65) 3.21 *** 0.38 

Time 3 5.52 (1.18) 4.11 (1.70) 8.21 *** 0.97 

Task Value      

Time 1 4.94 (1.62) 4.76 (1.60) 0.96 ns - 

Time 2 4.98 (1.63) 4.53 (1.54) 2.42 * 0.29 

Time 3 5.20 (1.46) 4.47 (1.55) 4.14 *** 0.49 

Effort Expenditure      

Time 1 4.57 (1.77) 4.38 (1.80) 0.93 ns - 

Time 2 5.14 (1.53) 4.67 (1.59) 2.56 ** 0.30 

Time 3 5.61 (1.47) 5.04 (1.50) 3.24 *** 0.38 

Academic Achievement      

Time 1 59.28 (19.73) 56.88 (22.16) 0.98 ns - 

Time 2 67.08 (17.80) 59.13 (22.00) 3.38 *** 0.40 

Time 3 74.61 (16.14) 61.01 (22.01) 5.99 *** 0.71 

Note: Cohen (1988) classified effect sizes as no effect (d = 0.0 – 0.2), small effect (d = 0.2 – 0.49), medium effect (d 

= 0.5 – 0.79), and large effect (d = ≥ 0.8). *p< .05, **p< .01, *** p< .001 by independent t-test. 

6.1 Self-efficacy 

A 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, Time 3) ANOVA performed on the 

mean scores of self-efficacy indicated a significant effect on Time, F(1, 287) = 23.01, MSE = 0.50, p <.001, 2 = 0.07, 

suggesting that there were differential mean scores between the two groups across the three time points. There was a 

significant effect on Group x Time, F(1, 287) = 139.06, MSE = 0.50, p <.001, 2 = 0.33, suggesting that the difference 

between the two groups was more pronounced on Time 2 and Time 3 rather than Time 1 (Figure 3).  In addition, a 

significant effect was found on Group, F(1, 287) = 14.96, MSE = 6.52, p <.001, 2 = 0.05, suggesting that the 

Experiment Group outperformed the Control Group on Time 2 and Time 3. As illustrated in Figure 3, there was a 

difference between the Experimental Group and the Control Group on the mean scores on Time 2 and Time 3, but not 

Time 1. Follow-up t-tests confirmed that the two groups did not differ on Time 1, t(287) = 0.11, SE = 0.20, p = 0.91. 

However, the two groups differed on Time 2, t(287) = 3.21, SE = 0.18, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.38 (a small effect), and 

Time 3, t(287) = 8.21, SE = 0.17, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.97 (a large effect), as illustrated in Table 3. Clearly, effect 

size (Cohen’s d) revealed that the difference between the two groups was greater on Time 3 as compared to Time 2 

(see Figure 3). Of particular interest is that the Control Group gradually decreased in the mean scores of self-efficacy 

from Time 1 to Time 3.  
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Figure 3. The mean scores of self-efficacy between the Experimental Group and the Control Group across Time 1, 

Time 2 and Time 3 

6.2 Task Value 

A 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, Time 3) ANOVA performed on the 

mean scores of task value indicated a non-significant effect on Time, F(1, 287) = 0.17, MSE = 0.32, p = 0.69, 2 = 

0.00. However, there was a significant effect on Group x Time, F(1, 287) = 34.03, MSE = 0.32, p <.001, 2 = 0.11, and 

a significant effect on Group, F(1, 287) = 6.49, MSE = 6.92, p = 0.01, 2 = 0.02. As indicated in Figure 4, there was a 

difference between the Experimental Group and the Control Group on the mean scores on Time 2 and Time 3, but only 

a marginal difference on Time 1. Follow-up t-tests indicated that the two groups did not differ on Time 1, t(287) = 0.96, 

SE = 0.19, p = 0.34. However, the two groups differed on Time 2, t(287) = 2.42, SE = 0.19, p = 0.02, Cohen’s d = 0.29 

(a small effect), and Time 3, t(287) = 4.14, SE = 0.18, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.49 (a small effect). Once again, the 

Control Group showed a slight decrease in the mean scores of task value from Time 1 to Time 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. The mean scores of task value between the Experimental Group and the Control Group across Time 1, 

Time 2 and Time 3 

6.3 Effort Expenditure 

A 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, Time 3) ANOVA was performed on the 

mean scores of effort expenditure. There was a significant effect on Time, F(1, 287) = 128.71, MSE = 0.82, p <.001, 

2 = 0.31, a significant effect on Group x Time, F(1, 287) = 6.04, MSE = 0.82, p = 0.02, 2 = 0.02, and a significant 

effect on Group, F(1, 287) = 5.39, MSE = 6.78, p = 0.02, 2 = 0.02. As can be seen in Figure 5, contrary to the mean 

scores of self-efficacy and task value, both the Experimental Group and the Control Group showed an increase in the 

mean scores of effort expenditure across the three time points. To better understand the difference between the two 

groups over time, follow up t-tests were run and indicated that the two groups did not differ at Time 1, t(287) = 0.93, 

SE = 0.21, p = 0.35. However, there was a significant difference between the two groups at Time 2, t(287) = 2.56, SE = 

0.18, p = 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.30 (a small effect), and at Time 3, t(287) = 3.24, SE = 0.17, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.38 
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(a small effect). Similar to task value, the effect size (Cohen’s d) was small at both Time 2 and Time 3 (see Table 3). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. The mean scores of effort expenditure between the Experimental Group and the Control Group across Time 

1, Time 2 and Time 3 

6.4 Academic Achievement  

A 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, Time 3) ANOVA was conducted on the 

mean scores of academic achievement. The analysis revealed a significant effect of Time, F(1, 287) = 915.13, MSE = 

14.96, p <.001, 2 = 0.76, of Group x Time, F(1, 287) = 302.40, MSE = 14.96, p <.001, 2 = 0.51, and of Group, F(1, 

287) = 11.60, MSE = 1191.37, p <.001, 2 = 0.04. Figure 6 shows the mean scores of academic achievement between 

the Experimental Group and the Control Group, where both groups increased gradually across the three time points. To 

better understand the difference between the two groups over time, follow up t-tests were run and indicated that there 

was a non-significant difference between the two groups at Time 1, t(287) = 0.98, SE = 2.47, p = 0.33. However, there 

was a significant difference between the two groups at Time 2, t(287) = 3.38, SE = 2.35, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.40 (a 

small effect), and at Time 3, t(287) = 5.99, SE = 2.27, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.71 (a medium effect).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. The mean scores of academic achievement between the Experimental Group and the Control Group across 

Time 1, Time 2 and Time 3 

7. Discussion 

The present experimental study investigated the impact of an eight-week intervention program involving four indicators 

of active learning (i.e., elaborated feedback, group work, situated learning, and videos and pictures in classroom 

instruction) on Saudi students’ motivational constructs (i.e., self-efficacy, task value, and effort expenditure), and 

academic achievement in English. The major finding of the present study is that the Experimental Group, exposed to the 

intervention program, scored significantly higher than the Control Group on the motivational constructs and English 

achievement. Specifically, the results of 2 (Group: Experimental Group, Control Group) x 3 (Time: Time 1, Time 2, 

Time 3) ANOVA and follow-up t-tests showed that the intervention had small effects on all the variables at Time 2 (i.e., 

effect size was d = 0.38 for self-efficacy, d = 0.29 for task value, d = 0.30 for effort expenditure, and d = 0.40 for 

academic achievement). However, at Time 3, the intervention had small effects on task value (d = 0.49) and effort 

expenditure (d = 0.38), a moderate effect on academic achievement (d = 0.71), and a large effect on self-efficacy (d = 

0.97). Interestingly, the findings also showed that the Control Group, as compared to increases in the Experimental 

Group, showed overall declines in the variables (except in effort expenditure and academic achievement) from Time 1 

to Time 3. These findings and the possible explanations for them are discussed below. 
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The results of the current study are in line with previous experimental/quasi-experimental studies that have 

documented the utility of various intervention programs in accounting for changes in students’ motivation and 

academic achievement (e.g., Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Breso et al., 2011; Hulleman et al., 2010; Martin, 2005, 2008; 

Schunk, 1982). These studies have reported the effectiveness of intervention programs lasting from a few days (e.g., 

Hulleman et al., 2010; Martin, 2005), a few weeks (e.g., Martin, 2008), to a few months (e.g., Breso et al., 2011) on 

students’ motivation and performance. In addition, the findings of this study support the results of previous 

experimental/quasi-experimental studies and theoretical views that detailed the positive impacts of group work (e.g., 

Bejarano, 1987; Long, 1996; Long & Porter, 1985), Facebook group (e.g., Akbari et al., 2016; Omar et al., 2012; 

Kabilan et al., 2010), elaborated feedback (e.g., Black & William, 1998; Hattie & Timperly, 2007; Wang & Wu, 

2008), and the use of videos and pictures in classroom instruction (e.g., Cakir, 2006; Lee & Lee, 2015; Susskind, 

2008) on students’ motivation and academic achievement. 

The results of the current study, as noted earlier, showed that the effects of the intervention were greater at Time 3 

(after the intervention) than at Time 2 (in the middle of the intervention) on the dependent variables, except on task 

value and effort expenditure. These findings might suggest that, the longer the Experimental Group were exposed to 

the four active learning indicators, the greater their motivation and achievement were. At the same time, given that 

the intervention had significant effects on the variables at Time 2 (i.e., on the fourth week of the intervention), a 

practical implication is that interventions may not need to be long-lasting to be effective (Martin, 2005). 

In a similar vein, the findings that the Experimental Group made smaller gains on task value and effort expenditure 

than on the other variables can be explained by the following. An examination of the mean scores for task value at 

Time 1 (before the intervention) shows that both groups reported higher levels of task value than the other variables 

(i.e., 4.94 and 4.76 for the Experimental Group and the Control Group, respectively). It is unsurprising that Saudi 

students place great value on English learning as English, for example, is a prerequisite for getting a job in the private 

sector, communicating with foreign expatriates in the country, gaining admission for further studies (e.g., master 

degree), or making online purchases. Hence, it is understandable that the two groups would place higher values on 

English learning, with little room for the Experimental Group to improve. Similarly, for effort expenditure, it is worth 

noting that both the Experimental Group and the Control Group showed increases for the mean scores of effort 

expenditure across the three time points. This increase in the mean scores of effort expenditure for both groups is 

expected, given that the sample of this study were university students who realized the importance of exerting effort to 

pass the unit. Therefore, as both groups increased their effort across the three time points, it is also understandable that 

the Experimental Group made smaller gains in this variable than in other variables. 

Interestingly, this study’s findings showed that, while the Experimental Group demonstrated increases, the Control 

Group exhibited general declines in the variables (except in effort expenditure and academic achievement) across the 

three time points. A possible explanation might be that students in the Control Group held higher perceptions of 

motivation before they started learning the English unit. However, as they progressed in their study of this English 

unit, they could have been affected by factors such as the teaching methods (e.g., teacher-centered approach and rote 

learning), and the materials (e.g., the lack of diverse teaching resources), which might have contributed to the 

declines in their motivation. This general decline in the levels of motivation have been well documented in the 

literature (e.g., Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998; Martin et al., 2015; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). In the context of 

foreign language learning, researchers (e.g., Gardner, Masgoret, Tennant, & Mihic, 2004; Koizumi & Matsuo, 1993; 

Tachibana, Matsuoka, & Zhong, 1996) have documented declines in students’ motivation after a certain period of the 

actual study of foreign languages. For example, Gardner et al. (2004) recruited 197 university students studying a 

foreign language and indicated that the students showed decreases in their motivation across six occasions over an 

academic year of studying the language. In a similar vein, in the Saudi Arabian setting, Almaiman (2005) found that 

the motivation of 301 English learners declined after one academic year of experiencing English learning. The 

decline in motivation of the Control Group might support the importance of the four active learning indicators 

implemented in the intervention program in maintaining and increasing the levels of motivation of the Experimental 

Group. 

8. Contributions of the Study 

The results of the present study have made several major theoretical and practical contributions. Theoretically, one 

important implication arising from this research investigation is the identification of salient active learning strategies 

that could function to influence students’ motivational beliefs and English achievement. Significantly, 

acknowledging previous research development, I have integrated four different but comparable indicators of active 

learning in one conceptual model, which I postulated to exert positive influences on the various motivational 
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constructs and English achievement (i.e., elaborated feedback, group work, situated learning, and videos and pictures 

use in classroom instruction). Evidence obtained from quantitative analyses, as reported and discussed, indicates the 

importance of the four indicators of active learning implemented.  

Educationally, of course, the current study has provided some pedagogical practices for implementation. 

Policymakers, teachers, and trainers of teachers can benefit from these results, which demonstrated the importance of 

the four active learning indicators on students’ motivation and achievement outcomes. It is important to encourage 

and train English teachers in Saudi Arabia on how to use the four indicators of active learning. For example, training 

workshops/sessions should be offered to help English teachers to maximise the potential of the four active learning 

indicators to improve their students’ motivation and English learning. Teachers should be trained to provide 

consistent, timely, and constructive elaborated feedback on their students’ homework, quizzes, and exams. They 

should learn that this elaborated feedback must detail guidance and hints on how to improve rather than only 

providing summative grades or only notifying students whether their answers were right or wrong. In addition, they 

need to be aware that the feedback should point out students’ strength and weaknesses, and it should be simple, clear, 

and compatible with students’ previous performance. 

When implementing group work in their classes, English teachers need to be trained, for example, that they should 

choose appropriate groups sizes with mixed levels of abilities (i.e., heterogeneous groups). In addition, as mentioned 

previously, these groups should be long-term (i.e., the members of each group should be stable throughout the 

semester) to allow students to develop group cohesion and overcome difficulties in working together. Teachers also 

need to encourage and instruct students to use English only during group work activities to increase their language 

practice. 

Similarly, it is important to encourage English teachers to engage their students in online communities of practice 

using a Facebook group as the medium of communication to facilitate their learning in an authentic context. Teachers 

should create a Facebook group for each of their classes and encourage students to communicate, discuss, collaborate, 

and exchange learning materials and resources to improve their learning outside the classroom setting. Teachers also 

need, for example, to encourage a high level of participation, reply to students’ enquiries and questions, and post 

announcements, discussion topics, and feedback on their students’ common mistakes. 

In addition, to promote their students’ motivation and learning, teachers of English in Saudi Arabia need to 

accompany their instructions with learning visualisations (i.e., videos and pictures). The use of videos and pictures in 

classroom instruction generate interest and enjoyment in the classroom, attract students’ attention, and offer students 

with authentic experiences of learning to understand difficult tasks, thus facilitating their learning and motivation. It 

is recommended, therefore, that educational authorities in Saudi Arabia offer continuous support to help English 

teachers use these ICT tools. This support includes, for example, providing schools and universities with classroom 

ICT resources (e.g., computers, data show projectors, multimedia devices, and software), training teachers – 

especially those who lack confidence in using ICT – on how to use these technical resources, providing timely 

maintenance to these technical resources, and training teachers on how to search and choose various videos and 

pictures from the web according to their students’ learning needs and levels. 

9. Caveats and Future Directions 

Aside from theoretical and practical contribution, it is important to note that the current study also experienced and 

has produced a number of caveats that are worthy for inclusion. In this section, I want to focus in detail on two major 

issues for development. Firstly, the experimental design utilized was limited. In an ideal situation, as Phan and Ngu 

(2017) explained, researchers would consider the use of the Solomon Four-Group experimental design. This complex 

experimental design would permit the factoring of different extraneous influences – for example, referring to this 

study, it is possible that exposure to a particular instructor made a difference in the way to which the participants 

responded. In other words, a group’s mean score for a motivational variable (e.g., self-efficacy) could have improved, 

consequently as a result of the attitude and/or personality of the instructor himself, and not necessarily because of the 

intervention. 

My two-group design (i.e., Experimental Group versus Control Group), in this case because of a limited sample size, 

was restricted and simplistic, in nature. Such a limited design (i.e., combining the four indicators as one experimental 

intervention) did not enable me to determine the comparative influences of the four indicators (e.g., the effectiveness 

of elaborated feedback versus the effectiveness of group work). Ideally, and I recommend researchers to consider, it 

would be more appropriate to implement a multi-group experimental design, as shown: 
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i.EG1: O1 → X1 → O3, where EG1 = Experimental Group 1, O1 = collection of data at Time 1, O3 = collection of 

data at Time 3, and X1 = intervention at Time 2, which involves the use of group work. 

ii.EG2: O1 → X2 → O3, where EG2 = Experimental Group 2, O1 = collection of data at Time 1, O3 = collection of 

data at Time 3, and X2 = intervention at Time 2, which involves the use of elaborated feedback. 

iii.EG3: O1 → X3 → O3, where EG3 = Experimental Group 3, O1 = collection of data at Time 1, O3 = collection of 

data at Time 3, and X3 = intervention at Time 2, which involves the use of situated learning. 

iv.EG4: O1 → X4 → O3, where EG4 = Experimental Group 4, O1 = collection of data at Time 1, O3 = collection of 

data at Time 3, and X4 = intervention at Time 2, which involves the use of videos and pictures in classroom 

instruction. 

v.CG: O1 → O3, where CG = Control Group, O1 = collection of data at Time 1, and O3 = collection of data at Time 

3.  

The above description shows a five-group comparison between a control group (CG) and four experimental groups 

(i.e., EG1 – EG4). This experimental design, of course, would require a larger sample size, even so especially if we 

wish to consider using complex inferential statistics. However, a number of contextual situations limited me from 

undertaking this proposed experimental design – namely: (i) the limited sample size, (ii) the limited time available to 

conduct this study, and (iii) the lack of an adequate number of academic staff to help me teach the four groups. 

Future research should determine, which of the four active learning indicators has the largest impacts on students’ 

motivation and English learning. 

Secondly, the sociocultural context of Saudi Arabia recognizes a number of cultural attributes, customary practices, 

and specific values. One clear indication of this is the segregation of society based on gender. Because I am a Saudi 

man and the institution and participants involved are all men, it is not possible in this case for us to consider the 

notion of generalization of results to the wider population. The results of the current study, of course, have advanced 

our understanding of motivational theories and students’ academic learning for the subject English. My contributions, 

in totality, have added more fruitful information to the empirical literature. However, having said this, I am also 

mindful that the study did not provide nor reflect a balanced conceptualization in terms of genders. To achieve this 

feat (i.e., data which consist of both men and women), one would need to consider the following: (i) have another 

researcher, in this case a woman, who could assist by implementing an intervention, and collecting data that consist 

of female students’ responses, and (ii) replicating and expanding my conceptualization to another sociocultural 

context.  

10. Conclusion 

The present experimental study sought to explore the impact of an eight-week intervention program (incorporating 

four indicators of active learning: elaborated feedback, group work, situated learning, and videos and pictures in 

classroom instruction,) on Saudi students’ motivational constructs (i.e., self-efficacy, task value, and effort 

expenditure), and academic achievement in English. The findings of repeated measures ANOVA and follow-up 

t-tests revealed that the Experimental Group scored significantly higher than the Control Group on the motivational 

constructs and English achievement. Taken together, the results of the present study hold not only substantive, 

applied, and methodological implications for researchers studying motivation and active learning, but they are also 

relevant to educators seeking more comprehensive approaches to enhancing their students’ English motivation and 

achievement.  
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