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Abstract
This study explored the relative effect of student- and teacher-centered instruction on EFL freshmen’s affect
(anxiety, motivation, attitude, autonomy, self-efficacy and beliefs about English and its learning) and
achievement. Two classes of English department freshmen at Shaqra University, KSA participated in the study.
Students in the two classes completed a questionnaire probing the target affective variables. An independent
t-test proved that the two classes were homogenous in affective variables before the treatment. The treatment
class was taught according to student-centered instruction for an academic year. The control class was taught the
same courses according to the conventional teacher-centered instruction. The students completed the
questionnaire probing their affect. A composite mark of final exam marks of three courses was used as an index
of achievement. Analyses of independent sample t-test proved that the treatment class outperformed the control
class in all affective variables (except for instrumental motivation) and achievement.
Keywords: student-centered instruction, teacher-centered instruction, affective variables, anxiety, motivation,
attitude, autonomy, self-efficacy, beliefs about language learning, achievement, EFL students
1. Introduction
Saudi EFL learners have been reported to have poor achievement (e.g., Al-Khairy, 2013; Alrahaili, 2013;
Alrashidi & Phan, 2015) and poor affect, namely, high anxiety (e.g., Al-Saraj, 2014; Mohammed, 2015), poor
motivation (e.g., Al-Johani, 2009; Fareh, 2010; Alrabai, 2014), poor autonomy (e.g., Alrabai, 2016, 2017), low
self-efficacy (e.g., Alrabai, 2014; Al-maqtri, 2016), and debilitative beliefs about English and its learning
(Kassem, 2013). At the top of the sources to which researchers attributed poor achievement and poor affect
among Saudi learners comes teacher-centered instruction that researchers documented as the dominant teaching
approach in EFL classrooms in Saudi Arabia in all study levels. For instance, Alrabai (2016: 30) concluded from
his data that poor language learning outcomes in Saudi Arabia are mainly caused by the prevalence of
“teacher-centered approaches and spoon-feeding methods”.
Teacher-centered instruction is now admitted to lead to poor language performance. It is said to prevent students’
educational growth (DuckWorth, 2009) because in teacher-centered classrooms teachers do most of the work and
learners are always passive recipients of knowledge. This negative correlation between teacher-centered
instruction and achievement was empirically documented (e.g., Geisli, 2009; Alrabai, 2016). This type of
instruction was also found to lead to poor affect (e.g., Mermelstein, 2015; Amiri and Saberi, 2007). Accordingly,
researchers have called for a shift from teacher- to student-centered instruction.
There is a general consensus that student-centered instruction leads to better language learning and better affect
compared with teacher-centered instruction, because students have better performance when they are encouraged
to think instead of doing the thinking for them. McCombs and Whistler (1997) suggest that learner-centeredness
creates a learning environment that promotes the highest levels of motivation and achievement for all learners.
Research proved such theoretical contentions. For instance, Geisli (2009) explored the effect of student-centered
instruction on language performance. The student-centered group achieved better performance than the
teacher-centered group. Amiri and Saberi (2017) investigated the relative impact of learner- and teacher-centered
instruction on Iranian EFL learners’ motivation (50 Iranian high school students). A significant impact on
motivation was found for student-centered instruction.
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2. Statement of the Problem
The researcher of the present study has been teaching EFL courses to English majors at the College of Sciences
and Humanities at Shaqra University, KSA for several years. Throughout these years, the researcher noticed that
students initiate their study with limited proficiency and that their achievement remains unsatisfactory
throughout years of study. Besides, students have shown many signs of poor affect, namely high anxiety, low
motivation, poor autonomy, low self-efficacy and debilitative beliefs about English and its learning. The
researcher identified some of such debilitative beliefs among students admitted to the same college a few years
ago (Kassem, 2013). This seems to be the case of all Saudi students studying English as a FL (Al-Khairy, 2013;
Mohammed, 2015; Alrabai, 2016; Al-maqtri, 2016).
The researcher speculated that teacher-centered instruction is the main cause of poor language achievement and
poor affect among students (as has been reported by a large number of studies conducted on comparable students,
e.g., Al-Johani, 2009; Khan, 2011; Rajab, 2013; Mohammed, 2015) and that a shift to student-centered
instruction can lead to better achievement and enhanced affect among the students. Hence, the researcher, who
heads the English Department at the college, groped colleagues’ interest in active learning or student-centered
instruction. He then had some discussions with two lecturers who expressed enthusiasm about shifting to
student-centered instruction in their classrooms. Based on those discussions an agreement was reached to attempt
student-instruction instruction with a class for one year as an experiment. Those two lecturers have taught the
courses of reading, writing, listening, grammar and introduction to literature in the first two levels. So those were
the courses where active learning elements were integrated (see the experiment section for more details). As
planned, the performance and affect of students in that experimental class would be compared with a control
class where teacher-centered instruction was used. More specifically, the study addressed the following
questions:
1) What is the effect of student-centered instruction on EFL freshmen’s affective variables, namely anxiety,
motivation, attitude, autonomy, self-efficacy and beliefs about language learning?
2) What is the effect of student-centered instruction on EFL freshmen’s achievement?
3. Review of Literature
3.1 Anxiety
Researchers have speculated that the kind of anxiety experienced in the language classroom is state rather than
trait anxiety. Arguing the distinctive nature of language anxiety, Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope (1986: 128) view FL
anxiety as “a distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, or behaviors arising from the uniqueness of
the language learning process”. Language anxiety is not specific to a particular language skill, even though
speaking has been reported to be associated with the highest level of anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz and Cope, 1986;
Young, 1991). Listening (Elkhafaifi, 2005), reading (Sellers, 2000) and writing (Masny & Foxall, 1992) have all
been reported to be anxiety provoking to FL learners. It has been asserted that anxiety and poor language
learning are correlated. Reflecting on anxiety as a cause of poor language performance, MacIntyre (1995: 96)
suggests that “language learning is a cognitive activity that relies on encoding, storage, and retrieval processes,
and anxiety can interfere with each of these by creating a divided attention scenario for anxious students”.
Similarly, Oxford (1999: 60) contends that anxiety damages language learners’ achievement “indirectly through
worry and self-doubt and directly by reducing participation and creating overt avoidance of the language”.
Anxiety has affective, cognitive and behavioral components. The affective component includes the feelings of
apprehension, uneasiness and fear. The cognitive component is reflected in such effects as apprehension of
failure and decreased cognitive processing ability. Inhibited actions and attempts to escape the anxiety-provoking
situation are among the behavioral reactions to anxiety (MacIntyre, 1995: 91). As to causes of FL anxiety,
Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) identified three sources of language anxiety: communication apprehension,
test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation. Communication in the FL, according to Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope
(1986) and MacIntyre (1995) can challenge the learner’s self-concept as a competent communicator because of
the limited proficiency in the FL relative to L1. Anxious FL learners feel less competent than their peers and are
afraid of being negatively evaluated and of making mistakes (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989; Horwitz, 2001). They
therefore abstain from participating in classroom activities, especially oral communication activities not to reveal
themselves. Young (1991) identified six potential sources of language anxiety which include among them the
three sources identified by Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986). These are personal and interpersonal anxieties
(e.g., self-esteem and communication apprehension), learner beliefs about language learning, instructor beliefs
about language teaching, instructor-learner interactions (e.g., teacher’s harsh manner of correcting student
mistakes), classroom procedures (e.g., speaking in front of class), and testing.
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Several researchers reported high anxiety levels among Saudi EFL learners (e.g., Alrabai, 2015; Al-Saraj, 2014;
Mohammed, 2015). For instance, Mohammed (2015) explored EFL anxiety among 75 Saudi students randomly
selected from Community College and Faculty of Education, Shaqra University. Students were found to be
highly anxious. Such high levels of anxiety were reported to be the most significant reason for the low English
competence of Saudi learners. As to causes of anxiety among Saudi EFL students, researchers reported fear of
negative evaluation, communication apprehension, language tests, and teacher characteristics and practices (e.g.,
Alrabai, 2014a; 2015; Al-Saraj, 2014). Of teacher characteristics and practices that increase the debilitative
affective filter for Saudi learners, Alrabai (2014a) identified lack of teacher support, unsympathetic teachers,
negative student performance evaluations, teachers’ lack of time for personal attention, threatening questioning
styles, intolerance of learner errors, harsh correction or overcorrection of students’ mistakes, assessment
procedures that depend primarily on written tests, and the students’ sense of being judged by the teacher or
wanting to impress the teacher..
3.2 Motivation
Motivation is defined by Gardner (1985) as “the combination of effort plus desire to achieve the goal of learning
the language plus favorable attitudes toward learning the language”. According to Peacock (1997), it refers to
interest in and enthusiasm for learning materials, persistence with the learning task, and levels of concentration
and enjoyment. Thus defined, motivation is a prerequisite for successful FL learning because, in Dörnyei’s (2005:
65) words, it “provides the primary impetus to initiate FL learning and later the driving force to sustain language
and often tedious learning process”. Reece and Walker (1997) suggest that a less able student who is highly
motivated can achieve greater success than the more intelligent student who lacks motivation. The significance
of motivation stems from the fact that it can prevail over difficulties (which are numerous in FL learning) that
would undermine or halt progress (Oxford & Shearin, 1994; Dörnyei, 1998). Research revealed that of all
affective factors, motivation is the most determining factor of success in FL learning. In a study by Alrabai and
Moskovsky (2016), five affective factors (motivation, attitudes, anxiety, self-esteem and autonomy) together
accounted for between 85% and 91% of variance in achievement in a sample of Saudi university students,
whereas motivation alone accounted for between 60% and 67% of that variance. In other words, each of the five
variables was found to make a unique contribution to language performance but motivation emerged as the
strongest predictor of achievement.
Gardner and Lambert (1972) identified two types of motivation: integrative and instrumental. Integrative
motivation “describes learners who wish to integrate themselves into the culture of the second language group
and become involved in social interchange in that group”, whereas instrumental motivation refers to “acquiring
the language as a means for attaining instrumental goals; furthering a career, reading technical material,
translation and so forth” (Kroll & De Groot, 2005: 170). Deci and Ryan (1985) offered another dichotomy of
motivation. They classified motivation into intrinsic and extrinsic with intrinsic motivation referring to
“motivation to engage in an activity for its own sake” and extrinsic motivation referring to “motivation to engage
in an activity as a means to an end” (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002: 245). Students who perceive learning as a goal in
itself and find learning interesting and challenging are intrinsically motivated. Those who engage in learning for
external factors such as earning a reward or avoiding punishment are extrinsically motivated (Dörnyei, 2001;
Ehrman, Leaver, & Oxford, 2003; Slavin, 2003).
Until recently integrative motivation was claimed to be a better predictor of effective learning than instrumental
motivation (Gardner, 1980; Gass & Selinker, 2001), because if learners are inherently interested in the target
language and its culture they will read literature and exert more efforts to practice the language (Cook, 2001).
However, there is no sufficient research base for this claim. On the contrary, there is some research evidence
against this claim. For instance, Wong (2011) explored which type of motivation played a more important role
among third-year Chinese ESL undergraduates. Instrumental motivation was found to be more important for
those students.
The controversy about which type of motivation is more important led scholars to take into consideration the
context where language learning takes place. For instance, Dörnyei (1990: 48) states that “The nature and effect
of certain motivation components might vary as a function of the environment in which the learning takes place".
Even Gardner who initially stressed the superiority of integrative motivation over instrumental motivation
reviewed his theory and later (1988) stressed the variable and dynamic nature of motivation in language learning
in different settings. For this reason, Gardner and MacIntyre (1992) added context to their conceptualization of
motivation. This means that instrumental motivation may work better for given groups of learners than
integrative motivation (Dörnyei, 1994), especially for those who have had limited access to the L2 culture
(Oxford, 1996). That instrumental motivation is the prevailing orientation in FL settings has been supported by
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research, e.g., Saudi Arabia (Moskovsky, Christo, Alrabai, & Fakieh, 2009), Spain (Bobkina & Fernandez, 2012),
Jordan (Tahaineh & Daana, 2013) and Turkey (Goktepe, 2014). Al-Amr (1998) attributes why instrumental
motivation is much more relevant in the Saudi setting than integrative motivation to the fact that English is being
learned away from the target language speakers and their culture.
Several studies reported lack of motivation among Saudi EFL learners (Al-Johani, 2009; Fareh, 2010; Khan,
2011; Al-Khairy, 2013; Alrabai, 2014). Al-Johani (2009) and Khan (2011) asserted that EFL learners in Saudi
Arabia lack motivation, which interferes with their progress in developing English proficiency. Alrabai (2011 &
2014b) attributed lack of motivation among Saudi learners to a number of factors that included, among others,
inappropriate teacher behaviors, students’ low self-esteem and self-confidence, high language anxiety, low
autonomy, and inappropriate methods of teaching. Al-Khairy (2013) also reported low motivation among Saudi
students and mentioned many reasons for this among which is inappropriate teaching.
3.3 Attitude
Attitude is one of the affective factors that influence language learning (Visser, 2008). It is defined as “an
individual’s disposition to respond favorably or unfavorably to an object, person, institution, or event” (Ajzen,
1989: 241). Second or foreign language attitudes include attitudes towards the target language, its community, its
culture, the social values associated with target language competence, as well as evaluations of other attitudinal
objects, such as teachers, curriculum, and teachings methods (Gardner, 2001). According to Gardner (1985)
attitude is an evaluative reaction inferred on the basis of the individual’s beliefs or opinions about the referent.
Wenden (1991) identified three interrelated components of attitude, namely cognitive, affective and behavioral.
The cognitive component involves beliefs, thoughts or viewpoints about the referent. The affective component
refers to the individual’s feelings and emotions towards the referent. The behavioral component involves the
tendency to adopt particular learning behaviors
Positive attitudes facilitate language learning (DeBot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2005). The role that attitude plays in
SL/FL learning has been researched quite extensively (e.g., Dörnyei, 2005; Gardner, 2001, 2010; Yashima, 2002),
and there is a general consensus that attitudes influence language learning. Brown (2000: 181) surveyed several
studies about the effects of attitude on language learning and concluded that “positive attitudes towards the self,
the native language group, and the target language group enhanced proficiency”. Empirically, several studies
reported a strong correlation between positive attitudes to the target language and its speakers and to the learning
situation on one hand and language learning achievement on the other (e.g., Alrahaili, 2013; Gardner, 2001, 2010;
Al-Tamimi & Shuib, 2009). Conversely, negative attitudes were found to correlate with poor performance
(Kiptui & Mbugua, 2009).
Research reported inconsistent results concerning attitudes held by Saudi learners towards EFL. Al-Zahrani
(2008) reported negative attitudes among Saudi secondary school male students. The researcher attributed
negative attitudes to instructional and traditional techniques used by teachers. Alrahaili (2013) found that Saudi
students (510 male and female university students) held generally positive attitudes towards English and its
speakers, but not towards the target language group’s social and religious values. Experimenting with 112 Saudi
English major students from Umm Al-Qura University, Al-Samadani and Ibnian (2015) found overall positive
attitudes towards English.
3.4 Autonomy
The most quoted definition of learner autonomy is Holec’s (1981: 3), “…the ability to take charge of one’s own
learning”. According to Littlewood (1996: 97), autonomy refers to “learners’ ability and willingness to make
choices independently”, suggesting that “ability depends on possessing both knowledge about the alternatives
from which choice have to be made and necessary skills for carrying out whatever choices seem most
appropriate. Willingness depends on having both the motivation and confidence to take responsibility for the
choices required”. Knowledge and skills need to be learnt. Motivation and confidence require a supportive
learning environment. Sinclair (2000: 5) pointed out some characteristics of learner autonomy that FL teachers
need to know to get a better understanding of autonomy. First, autonomy is not innate, which means that it is
teachable. Second, there are degrees of autonomy, which means that with appropriate practices autonomy can
develop over time. In this respect, Nunan (1997: 201) contends that “fully autonomous learners are a rarity”.
Third, autonomy can be practiced both inside and outside the classroom. Fourth, autonomy has both social and
individual dimensions, i.e., autonomy does not mean learning without other people. In this respect, Oxford (1990:
144-146) asserts that knowing how to make use of other people as interlocutors and sources of input is an
indication of learner autonomy. Little (1991: 3-4) mentioned some misconceptions that are often associated to
autonomous language learning. One misconception is that autonomy would mean learning without a teacher and
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that the teacher would have to give up all initiative and control. This is not true because it is the teacher who
fosters autonomy among learners by teaching them the skills required for autonomous learning. Another
misconception is that autonomy is something that teachers can do for their students (i.e., a teaching method).
Autonomy is not a teaching method but rather a way of approaching learning (Benson, 2011: 2). It is a kind of
culture that needs to be spread over time.
Benson (2001: 1) asserts that helping FL students become more autonomous has become one of the most
prominent themes in the field of SL/FL teaching and learning. He accounts for this prominence by asserting that
the person who knows how to learn learns efficiently. Little (2003) argues that learner autonomy is critical for
several reasons. First, students who actively participate in their learning will most likely be more efficient and
more effective. Second, active engagement in learning enhances learners’ motivation, so they can persist in the
face of difficulties which are numerous in FL learning. Third, learning a language requires independent efforts on
the part of learners in order to use the language in natural communication and ultimately develop their
communicative competence. Research conducted in FL contexts reported a positive relationship between
autonomy and students’ language proficiency. Dafei (2007) found a correlation between autonomy and students’
language proficiency among a sample of 129 non-English majors in a teacher college in China. This same
finding was reported for 721 Japanese university students from 16 universities (Saka & Takagi, 2009). Afshar,
Rahimi and Rahimi (2014) studied relationships between instrumental motivation, critical thinking, autonomy
and academic achievement of Iranian EFL learners (100 Iranian learners majoring in English language).
Autonomy correlated significantly highly with academic achievement, followed by instrumental motivation and
critical thinking.
For the FL classroom to be learner autonomy supportive, there should be, as recommended by Little (2009: 224),
three principles: learner involvement, learner reflection and target language use. Strategy training is also
recommended, as it furnishes learners with the skills they need to be autonomous in their approach to learning
(Benson, 2001). What is required also is a shift in the teacher’s and the learner’s roles in the classroom. The role
of the teacher needs to change from an authoritative conveyor of knowledge into a facilitator and a guide of the
learning process. By the same token, learners’ role needs to change from passive recipients of knowledge into
active planners of their own learning. They should have a say in all aspects of their learning. The development of
learner autonomy is “a move from teacher-directed teaching environment to a learner-directed learning
environment” Dam (2011: 41). In order for learners to shift to the new role, there is a need to overcome an
obstacle that has an aversive impact on the development of learner autonomy. That is the resistance of
“teacher-centered students” (Lewis & Reinders, 2008: 97) who might see no value in non-language activities
related to autonomous learning such as reflection on and evaluation of progress.
In the Saudi context, there is no concern for learner autonomy to the extent that it was described as
anti-autonomy by Alrabai (2016: 30). This judgment was based on survey studies he conducted in several Saudi
schools. He wrote “Promoting readiness for spontaneous, self-directed, lifelong learning and enhancing such
metacognitive skills as self-assessment, recognition of one’s strengths and weaknesses, and planning and
implementing suitable strategies -all of which are important features of learner autonomy- are not incorporated
into EFL education in Saudi Arabia”. He attributed absence of autonomy in Saudi classrooms to teacher-centered
approaches and spoon-feeding methods of teaching. Empirically, Alrabai (2017) investigated the level of
autonomy in a sample of 630 Saudi students and its relationship to academic achievement. Students were found
to be non-autonomous, with a mean autonomy score of 2.35 out of 5; and also low language achievers (M = 66
out of 100).
3.5 Self-Efficacy
Bandura (1986: 391) defines self-efficacy as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to attain designated types of performances”. Bandura (1997) attributes self-efficacy to
four sources: mastery experience, vicarious experience, persuasions and psychological states. Mastery
experience means that one’s achievements raise their level of self-efficacy. Reflecting on this, Bandura (1997:
80) suggests that “successes rebuild a robust belief in one’s personal efficacy” while “failures undermine it,
especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is firmly established”. Vicarious experience relates to other
individuals’ achievements that motivate us to believe that we have the same ability in gaining achievements.
Persuasions means that what others say can influence our beliefs about our abilities. If Individuals are verbally
encouraged and explained that they can perform a task, they are more likely to perform it well. Psychological
states like anxiety, stress, and fear can influence our behavior. Bernhardt (1997) describes self-efficacious
learners as learners who feel really confident because of the experiences they have gained in solving problems
and the approaches they have developed based on those problem solving experiences. It is therefore argued that
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self-efficacy is a major predictor of student achievement in addition to knowledge, skill, value, and expectation
(Schunk, 2003), for it determines learners’ willingness to expend effort in the activity concerned (Wigfield &
Guthrie, 1997).
Self-efficacy contributes to successful learning. Language learners need to initiate learning tasks with the
prospect that they will perform them successfully. It is the duty of teachers to identify learners with low
self-efficacy and to encourage them to believe more in their capabilities. In this respect, Bandura (1986: 390)
states that “many students have difficulty in school not because they are incapable of performing successfully,
but because they are incapable of believing that they can perform successfully”. Learners who have high
self-efficacy go through demanding tasks regularly and have tendency to gain higher than students with low
self-efficacy (Pajares, 1996). Self-efficacy beliefs regulate human functioning by determining “whether
individuals think in self-enhancing or self-debilitating ways; how well they motivate themselves and persevere
when they face any difficulties; the quality of their emotional life and vulnerability to stress” (Tilfarlioğlu &
Cġnkara, (2009).
Research proved that self-efficacy is a significant predictor of learning and achievement (Chemers, Hu & Garcia,
2001; Mills, Pajares, & Herron, 2007; Rahemi, 2007; Rahimi & Abedini, 2009; Tilfarlioğlu & Cġnkara 2009; Li
& Wang 2010; Doordinejad & Afshar, 2014). For instance, Chemers, Hu and Garcia (2001) found a positive
relationship between academic self-efficacy and grade point averages among first-year college students at the
University of California. Mills, Pajares and Herron (2007) found a significant relationship between reading
self-efficacy and reading proficiency and between listening self-efficacy and listening proficiency. Tilfarlioğlu
and Cġnkara (2009) investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and English achievement among third
grade high school students in Northern Tehran. A moderately significant relationship was found between
self-efficacy and English achievement.
3.6 Beliefs
Beliefs about language learning are described as subjective assumptions, representations and notions that
learners hold to be true about language learning. They form a metacognitive framework with certain conceptions
that learners hold about themselves, the nature and difficulty of language learning, the role of variables such as
age, gender or aptitude on the learning process, and the usefulness of certain learning strategies (Öz, 2007;
Richards & Schmidt, 2002). According to Horwitz (1987: 121), beliefs refer to learners’ ideas or opinions about
various aspects of language learning, including “foreign language aptitude, the difficulty of language learning,
the nature of language learning, the use of learning and communication strategies and the effect of motivation”.
Researchers identified several sources that shape learners᾽ beliefs about language learning. These include family
and home background (Dias, 2000), cultural background (Alexander & Dochy, 1995), classroom/social peers
(Arnold, 1999), and interpretations of prior repetitive experiences (Gaoyin & Alvermann, 1995; Kern, 1995).
Learners᾽ beliefs, as asserted by Wenden (1999), can be both conscious and unconscious. They can be acquired
unconsciously through observation and imitation, and consciously through listening to teachers, parents or even
partners when giving advice about how to learn.
Young (1991) considers learner beliefs about language learning as a major contributor to language success, as
they may be the basis of students’ expectations for and commitment to successful language learning. Beliefs FL
learners hold about language and language learning can be positive or negative. Positive or supportive beliefs
help to overcome problems and thus sustain motivation, while negative or unrealistic beliefs can lead to
decreased motivation, frustration and anxiety (Kern, 1995; Oh, 1996). An example of negative beliefs that
learners may hold is beliefs about the difficulty of language learning. Learners who perceived the target language
as difficult were found to have higher anxiety than those who believed they were learning an easy language
(Horwitz, 1989; Truitt, 1995). Mori (1999) found that learners who perceived the target language as an easy
language tended to do better than those who believed that they were dealing with a difficult language. In a study
by Mantle-Bromley (1995: 382) learners with realistic or informed beliefs were more likely to behave
productively and persist longer with study. Low and high proficient FL learners were found to possess different
beliefs about language learning. For instance, Mori (1999), in her study of 187 American college students
studying Japanese, found significant correlations between some beliefs and achievement. Bagherzadeh (2012)
reported similar results. The more proficient participants (in a sample of 125 male and female Iranian
non-English majors) were found to hold strong beliefs in the category of motivation and expectations.
Knowledge of such beliefs provides language educators with a better understanding of their learners᾽
“expectation of, commitment to, success in and satisfaction with their language classes” (Horwitz, 1988: 283).
Based on this knowledge, teachers can make more informed choices about teaching (Bernat & Gvozdenko, 2005;
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Frugé, 2007) and adopt “a more sensitive approach to the organization of learning opportunities” (Cotterall, 1999:
494). Research revealed that Saudi EFL learners at various levels of language learning hold several debilitative
beliefs (e.g., Kassem, 2013). These included, among others, the beliefs that mastering a foreign language
requires a special ability, that learning a foreign language is a matter of memorizing vocabulary and grammatical
rules, and that a learner should master the language before using in communication. Such beliefs need to be
identified and modified in order to improve the learning of foreign languages.
3.7 Student-Centered Instruction
According to Richards and Schmidt (2010: 326), student-centered teaching is based on “a belief that attention to
the nature of learners should be central to all aspects of language teaching, including planning teaching, and
evaluation. Learning is dependent upon the nature and will of the learners”. Student-centered instruction rests
upon the assumptions of the constructivist view that places most emphasis on the construction of knowledge on
the part of learners. Learners according to this view are not passive recipients of knowledge. Rather, they
actively construct knowledge through gathering and synthesizing information and integrating this information
with skills such as inquiry, communication, and critical and creative thinking (Huba & Freed, 2000; Brown,
2008). Unlike teacher-centered approaches where most work is done by teachers, student-centered instruction is
an instructional approach in which students influence the content, activities, materials, and pace of learning. The
teacher is not a provider of knowledge, but a provider of opportunities from which learners can learn
independently and from one another. The teacher also coaches learners in the skills they need for independent
learning (Collins & O’Brien, 2003: 399).
Related literature provides student-centered models where students are responsible for such big decisions as
setting goals and selecting content. This is not viable in most FL settings for many considerations. Some
researchers therefore recommend a gradual shift to student-centered classrooms to evade student and teacher
resistance. To achieve this gradual shift, teachers are recommended to train students on learning strategies and
create meaningful activities that encourage students to process information in different ways (Cooper,
MacGregor, Smith, & Robinson, 2000). Researchers (e.g., Lynch, 2010) also recommend that teachers use social
activities like collaboration, meaningful communication and cooperation. Peyton, More and Young (2010)
recommend certain elements as basic for active learning. These include promoting interaction among learners
and teaching learning strategies explicitly.
There is a general consensus that student-centered instruction leads to better language learning and better affect
compared with teacher-centered instruction. Students have better performance when they are encouraged to think
instead of doing the thinking for them. Teacher-centered instruction is said to prevent students’ educational
growth (DuckWorth, 2009). McCombs and Whistler (1997) suggest that learner-centeredness creates a learning
environment that promotes the highest levels of motivation and achievement for all learners. Research proved
such theoretical contentions. Geisli (2009) explored the effect of student-centered instruction on language
performance. The student-centered group achieved better performance than the teacher-centered group. Amiri
and Saberi (2017) investigated the relative impact of learner- and teacher-centered instruction on Iranian EFL
learners’ motivation (50 Iranian high school students). A significant impact on motivation was found for
student-centered instruction. Mermelstein (2015) groped the preferences of 225 Taiwanese EFL university
students toward three main teaching approaches: instructor-centered, student-centered, and content-centered.
Students recognized the differences among the teaching approaches, had a clear preference toward the
student-centered approach, and held more positive attitudes toward student-centered learning.
According to several studies, only teacher-centered instruction is used in the Saudi context (e.g. Fareh, 2010;
Alrabai, 2014; Al-maqtri, 2016). For instance, Alrabai (2014) found that teachers in the Saudi classrooms adopt
the role of presenters of knowledge rather than facilitators of learning. As a result, Saudi students still rely on the
teacher as the main source of knowledge. Fareh (2010) indicated that English teachers in the Saudi classrooms
spend the majority of the lesson talking and rarely allow students a chance to speak or ask questions. Al-maqtri
(2016) investigated the extent to which classroom instruction in Saudi departments of English is
students-centered. Teachers surveyed were found to be unaware of the concept of student-centeredness and when
they were aware of it, they gave contradictory responses about it. The researcher identified several constraints of
applying student-centered instruction related to students, teachers, the system and the family. Examples of
student-related constraints are that the majority of students are not motivated to learn English, that students are
not willing to work in groups or teams, and that students are happy to be under the teacher control.
Teacher-related constraints included such observations as lack of awareness of student-centered instruction and
reluctance to change roles.
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4. Method
4.1 Participants
Two intact classes of English freshmen at Thadiq Sciences and Humanities College, Shaqra University, KSA
participated in the present study. Students in the first year of the English program at Shaqra University study skill
courses, namely Listening and Speaking 1 (Eng 112), Listening and Speaking 2 (Eng 122), Reading
Comprehension 1 (Eng 113), Reading Comprehension 2 (Eng 115), Vocabulary (Eng 120), Paragraph Writing
(Eng 114), and Introduction to Literature (Eng 118). All the participants were male students (for there is
segregation in Saudi universities). Their average age was 18 years. They had the same language experience in
terms of years of study and rate of exposure to the language. One class served as the experimental group (N = 47)
and the other was the control group (N = 39). The experimental group was taught according to the
student-centered approach, whereas the control group was taught according to the conventional teacher-centered
approach.
4.2 The Questionnaire
The researcher reviewed related literature to develop the questionnaire probing students’ anxiety (Horwitz,
Horwitz & Cope, 1986), motivation (Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, &
Vallieres, 1992; Schmidt, Boraie, & Kassabgy, 1996; Noels, Pelletier, Clément, & Vallerand, 2000), attitude
(Gardner, 1985; Boonrangsri, Chuaymankhong, Rermyindee, & Vongchittpinyo, 2004), autonomy (Cotterall,
1995, 1999), self-efficacy (Henk & Melnick, 1995; Seeger, 2009), and beliefs about English and its learning
(Horwitz, 1987). The questionnaire that initially included 120 items was content validated by three EFL
professors to decide on its validity for probing EFL students’ affect. Based on recommendations, several items
were either reworded or deleted. This left the questionnaire with 87 items assessing the six affective variables:
anxiety (12 items), motivation (10 items), attitude (14 items), autonomy (22 items), self-efficacy (20 items), and
beliefs (9 items). The questionnaire was then piloted on 30 students rather than those who participated in the
main experiment to check its internal consistency. The summated rating method was used in scoring the
questionnaire. Participants were asked to respond to items by indicating how far they agreed to the statements on
a five-point rating scale. Each response was associated with a point value, where “Strongly agree” was assigned
a point value of 5 and the response “Strongly disagree” a point value of 1. Items with negative statement were
reverse coded so that higher scores indicated higher anxiety, motivation, attitude, autonomy, self-efficacy and
beliefs. Alpha estimates of internal consistency for the individual variables and the whole questionnaire were
quite reliable (anxiety .95, motivation .75, attitude .77, autonomy .87, self-efficacy .85, beliefs .77, and total
questionnaire .89).
4.3 Pretesting
To avoid the risk that limited English competence would compromise participants’ capacity to respond to the
questionnaire items, the questionnaire was administered in Arabic. Furthermore, it was administered to
participants in two sessions so that fatigue and boredom would not affect results. Participants were told that their
scores on the questionnaire would be used only for research purposes. In order to make sure the two groups were
homogeneous prior to the experiment, an independent-samples t-test was performed to compare the
questionnaire mean scores of the two groups. The resulting t-values indicated that the two groups were
homogeneous before the experiment in the affective variables. That is, the two groups were homogenous before
the experiment. The following table shows the data of this statistics.
Table 1. Means, standard deviations and t-values for mean differences between the two groups on pretest scores
of affective variables

Anxiety
Instrumental Motivation
Integrative Motivation

Group

N

M

SD

T-C

39

3.16

.225

S-C

47

3.23

.238

T-C

39

3.28

.353

S-C

47

3.19

.442

T-C

39

3.41

.174

S-C

47

3.56

.254
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t-value

Sig.

-.720

.479

.298

.776

-1.18

.263
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T-C

39

3.58

.252

S-C

47

3.68

.245

T-C

39

3.47

.302

S-C

47

3.36

.342

T-C

39

3.27

.444

S-C

47

3.39

.302

T-C

39

3.54

.239

S-C

47

3.68

.233

-1.04

.304

-1.21

.235

-1.01

.318

-1.29

.216

4.4 The Treatment
The treatment lasted for an academic year (2017/2018), i.e., two semesters. The control class was taught
according to the conventional type of teaching which is teacher-centered. The experimental class was taught
according to SCI. The researcher and the two lecturers who would teach the experimental class agreed upon the
active learning elements that would be integrated in different courses several months before the initiation of the
treatment, so the lecturers would read about the target elements and observe models of them on the Internet. The
general elements of active learning that were agreed upon included allowing students to (1) select supplementary
material and resources, (2) participate in setting goals for learning in different courses, (3) use language learning
strategies, (4) use the internet and the library for further practice or in search for information, and (5) keep a
portfolio for every course where they reflected on their learning and the progress they have achieved (in English,
Arabic or both). The lecturer collected portfolios periodically, examined them and talked to students about issues
of concern. Sometimes he talked to the whole class and other times to students individually depending on
whether what he wanted to comment on related to individual students’ concerns or general issues that related to
all students). What follows are the active learning elements in relation to the study courses (8 courses).
Reading Comprehension (Eng 113 & 115): Students were allowed to identify topics for further reading and to
identify aims for reading. They used collaborative and individual strategic reading. For this purpose, the lecturer
taught them how to use strategic reading through the steps of direct explanation and modeling, guided practice
and independent use. Students were divided into groups and assigned the roles of leader, clunk expert, gist expert,
announcer and encourager. According to strategic collaborative reading and through the specified roles students
in their groups brainstormed and predicted ideas, applied fix-up strategies whenever coming at difficult items,
summarized paragraphs in their own words, generated questions on the passage, and answered questions on the
passage. They used strategic reading individually in class by producing concept maps, monitoring their
comprehension as they read passages, and answering post-reading comprehension questions. They used strategic
reading with passages of their choice at home and kept the passages they read with the concept maps they
produced and instances of comprehension breakdowns that they had overcome with fix-up strategies in the
Reading Portfolio. They were also asked to include Internet sites or library references they used to get passages
or to do more training on specific aspects of reading. Finally they were encouraged to reflect on their progress in
reading in their portfolios.
Paragraph Writing (Eng 114): Students were allowed to identify topics of their choice for further practice in
paragraph writing. They used writing strategies in groups and individually. The strategies they were initially
trained on and later used collaboratively and individually included producing concept maps, converting
propositions in the maps to sentences, using linking words and conjunctions to make writing coherent and
cohesive, and editing compositions. They were encouraged to use Internet sites for writing activities. They were
also encouraged to include compositions they wrote at home and to write about their progress in the Writing
Portfolio.
Listening and Speaking (Eng 112 & 122): Students used listening strategies after they were trained on how to use
them. These included metacognitive (e.g., using the setting and the relationship between speakers to guess the
meaning of unknown words, reflecting on the listening task with classmates after the listening task is over,
recovering concentration whenever it is lost), cognitive (e.g., picturing the setting of the conversation to
understand what the speakers are talking about, making predictions about the listening material based on the title,
making a mental summary of the listening material) and socioaffective (e.g., self-encouragement, talking to the
teacher and classmates about how to be a better listener of English). As to speaking they were trained on
communication and compensation strategies to be able to express themselves when they run short of lexical
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items. They did several speaking activities that allow for freedom of expression and negotiation of meaning (e.g.,
role-plays, debates, panel discussions). Such activities were led by the lecturer for a few times and later by the
students themselves. The students were told to use Internet sites for more practice with listening and to include
those sites and their reflections on the experiences in the Listening portfolio.
Vocabulary (Eng 120): Students used vocabulary learning strategies both in groups and individually after they
were trained on them. These included strategies like guessing words from the context, identifying the meaning of
words by analyzing them structurally, and using newly learned vocabulary in sentences. They kept vocabulary
notebooks where they wrote the new words they have learned in the different courses along with sentences,
pictures and other illustrations. They also included the Internet sites they used for more practice with vocabulary.
Grammar (Eng 111): students learned grammatical rules both deductively and inductively based on the nature of
the rules. They worked in groups to produce examples of the target rules. They used internet sites for more
practice and for testing their grasp of the target rules. They kept a grammar notebook where they wrote the rules
they learned with examples and their reflections on the Internet activities and their performance as indicated by
the scores they got in assessment sections on the sites.
Introduction to Literature (Eng 118): The aim of this course is to teach students the main literary terms that they
will be exposed to in their future study of the various literary genres, i.e., poetry, drama and novel. The lecturer
explained the terms with examples and got them, in groups, to give examples from their native literature. They
were also asked to refer to the library or the Internet for further examples. In public they stated the examples they
obtained from the Internet when they came to class. As usual they kept a literary notebook where they wrote the
literary terms with their examples. They also wrote in their notebooks about the difficulties they met and how
they overcame them using the different learning resources.
The researcher visited the experimental class several times to observe how the active learning elements were
being implemented. The lecturers were found to adhere to the planned elements of SCI. The students were
enthusiastic during the various learning activities. The researcher also read a sample of the student’s portfolios
for the different courses to make sure they were actively working on their learning. The students even did some
speaking activities in public in the theatre where staff members and other students attended. Such procedures
revealed a sufficient degree of implementation fidelity.
4.5 Posttesting
The questionnaire was administered to participants in two sessions. Composite scores of students’ final grades in
three courses (Reading Comprehension 2, Paragraph wring & Listening and Speaking 2) were used to compare
between the two classes in achievement. The independent-samples t-test was used to explore the differences
between the two classes in the affective variables and achievement after the treatment.
5. Results
5.1 Effects of Student-Centered Instruction on Affective Variables
Significant differences were found between the two classes on all the affective variables except for instrumental
motivation in favor of the treatment class. More specifically, the treatment class outperformed the control class
in anxiety (t = 4.24, p = .000), integrative motivation (t = 4.79, p = .001), attitude (t = 5.73, p = .000), autonomy
(t = 3.61, p = .001), self-efficacy (t = 2.74, p = .009), and beliefs (t = 3.18, p = .006). This indicates that SCI
leads to better affect than teacher-centered instruction. These results are summarized in Table 2 below.
Table 2. Means, standard deviations and t-values for mean differences between the two classes on posttest scores
of affective variables

Anxiety
Instrumental Motivation
Integrative Motivation

Group

N

M

SD

T-C

47

3.16

.230

S-C

39

2.64

.356

T-C

47

3.35

.421

S-C

39

3.94

.738

T-C

47

3.38

.216

S-C

39

4.30

.420
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t-value

Sig.

4.24

.000

-1.39

.213

-4.79

.001
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T-C

47

3.63

.176

S-C

39

4.30

.402

T-C

47

3.33

.362

S-C

39

3.76

.410

T-C

47

3.25

.478

S-C

39

3.63

.403

T-C

47

3.51

.265

S-C

39

3.94

.304

-5.73

.000

-3.61

.001

-2.74

.009

-3.18

.006

5.2 Effects of Student-Centered Instruction on Achievement
A significant difference was found between the two classes in achievement in favor of the treatment class (t =
4.18, p = .000). This indicates that SCI leads to better achievement than TCI. Table 3 below presents these data.
Table 3. Means, standard deviations and t-values for mean differences between the two groups in achievement

Achievement

Group

N

M

SD

T-C

47

206.00

11.00

S-C

39

216.20

11.56

t-value

Sig.

-4.181

.000

6. Discussion
Based on the findings of the present study, SCI proved to be more effective than TCI in promoting EFL students’
affect. It enhanced students’ integrative motivation, attitudes towards the language, self-efficacy, autonomy and
beliefs about language learning. It also reduced students’ anxiety. It increased instrumental motivation but that
increase did not reach the significance level. This finding concurs with pervious research (e.g., Mermelstein,
2015; Amiri & Saberi, 2017). It seems logical that students who take charge of their learning develop stronger
motivation, better attitudes, higher levels of self-efficacy and autonomy, and more facilitative beliefs about the
language and its learning than students who are totally dependent on their teachers. Students with debilitative
anxiety can gradually get rid of their anxiety and become more self-efficacious when they actively participate in
different formats of learning activities, i.e., in pairs, small groups and individually. Students who experience
success in learning activities reduce their anxiety and develop stronger self-efficacious beliefs in their
capabilities. In this respect, Bandura (1997: 80) suggests that “successes rebuild a robust belief in one’s personal
efficacy” and “failures undermine it, especially if failures occur before a sense of efficacy is firmly established”.
Debilitative beliefs about language learning are often groundless misconceptions. Active learning practices can
help learners have a better understanding of language learning. With appropriate learning activities, learners, for
example, can find language learning a possible task that does not need special ability. SCI, as supported by
McCombs and Whisler (1997) creates a learning environment conducive to learning and promotes the highest
levels of affect for all learners. It is worth mentioning here that all affective variables are interrelated. A language
learner who is highly motivated will have better attitudes towards the language, experience less anxiety when
learning it, have stronger belief in own competence, take more ownership of own learning, and develop more
favorable beliefs about the language and its learning. This holds true if the statement begins with a language
learner who is self-efficacious, etc. The researcher through the visits he paid to the treatment classroom noticed
that the students were enthusiastic and seemed to enjoy what they were doing. Their growing interest was also
expressed in their portfolios. The lecturers also conveyed the same impression about the favorable affect of
students. Such favorable affect seems to be lacking in TCI as I have always noticed in classrooms taught
according to TCI and as reported by Bahous, Bacha & Nabhan (2011) who investigated the affect of Lebanese
University EFL students. The researchers found that students were not motivated to learn English and therefore
recommended that teachers shift to practices of SCI so students would develop better affect.
SCI was also found to lead to better language learning in comparison with TCI. This improvement can be due to
students’ active participation in the various learning activities that were incorporated in the treatment. Individuals
who take ownership of their learning tend to be more focused and more purposeful, and are as a result more
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effective and more successful learners (Little, 1991: 8). The improvement can also be due to the improved affect
that might have resulted in students’ exerting more enthusiastic efforts in their learning. According to some
scholars better affect leads to better language learning and in reverse better language learning leads to better
affect. Reece and Walker (1997) suggest that a less able student who is highly motivated can achieve greater
success than the more intelligent student who lacks motivation. That better affect leads to better language
learning seems to be uncontroversial. In this respect, Schumann (1998) states “I believe that emotion underlies
most if not all cognition and I will argue that variable success in second language acquisition (SLA) is
emotionally driven”. This underlies the great emphasis that researchers place on affective variables. Arnold and
Brown (1999: 2) stress the significant role that affective variables play in language learning. They suggest that
"When dealing with the affective side of language learners, attention needs to be given both to how we can
overcome problems created by negative emotions and to how we can create and use more positive, facilitative
emotions.”
The current study’s finding concerning the improvement in achievement is in line with previous research. SCI
promoted 120 Iranian EFL students’ reading comprehension (Lak, Soleimani, & Parvaneh, 2017). It promoted
EFL students’ quality of learning (Atara, Wong, Woon, & David, 2000; Gravoso & Pasa 2008). In a study by
Alrabai and Moskovsky (2016), five affective variables (motivation, attitudes, anxiety, self-esteem and autonomy)
accounted for between 85% and 91% of variance in Saudi university EFL students’ performance. Research also
reported positive relationships between achievement and individual affective variables: attitudes (Gardner, 2001,
2010; Alrahaili, 2013), self-efficacy (Schunk & Pajares, 2005; Rahemi, 2007; Doordinejad & Afshar, 2014) and
autonomy (Alrabai, 2017). Anxiety was reported to correlate negatively with EFL students’ achievement
(Alshahrani, 2016). That is, reduction of anxiety can improve students’ achievement because students with
normal anxiety will not abstain from participating in learning activities.
7. Conclusion and Implications
SCI enhanced EFL students’ affective variables and achievement in comparison with TCI. FL Teachers are
therefore recommended to shift their instruction to SCI and create a classroom environment that is conducive to
learning. This shift does not need to be abrupt. It can be implemented gradually by adding the more viable
elements of active learning first and add other less viable elements with time. SCI not only enhances
achievement, but it also promotes affect. Promotion of students’ affect is a dream for FL teachers who suffer
from their students’ having debilitative affect, e.g., amotivation, anxiety, lack of self-efficacy and negative
beliefs about language learning. SCI should be incorporated in programs offered to prospective FL teachers. It is
also recommended that in-service teachers be offered training courses to train them on how to apply active
learning practices. Inclusion of SCI in pre-service and in-service programs is important to inculcate in teachers
the culture of active learning. A core belief in such culture is that SCI does not relinquish teacher’s initiative and
control (Little, 1991: 3). The adoption of SCI has become a must in order to produce learners who are developers
of knowledge, not only absorbers of it.
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Appendix
The Questionnaire
No.

Statement
Anxiety

1

I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in English.

2

I don’t worry about making mistakes in language class.

3

I tremble when I know that I’m going to be called on in language class.

4

During language class, I find myself thinking about things that have nothing to do with the course.

5

I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in language class.

6

In English classes, I can get so nervous I forget things I know.

7

It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my language class.

8

I would not be nervous speaking the foreign language with native speakers.

9

I can feel my heart pounding when I’m going to be called on in language class.

10

I feel very self-conscious about speaking the foreign language in front of other students.

11

I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak the foreign language.

12

I get nervous when the English teacher asks questions which I haven’t prepared in advance.
Motivation

13

I study English because it will be helpful for my future career.

14

Studying English gives me pleasure.

15

I study English to get a good job.

16

I study English because I’m interested in English culture, history or literature.

17

I study English because people respect persons who know English.

18

Studying English will help me to understand English speaking people and their way of life.

19

Knowing English gives me a feeling of success.

20

I study English for the good feeling I have when I use it to express myself and understands things.

21

Studying English is important to me because without it one cannot be successful in any field.

22

I study English, so I communicate with foreign people.
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Attitude
23

I wish I could have many English speaking friends.

24

I like my English class so much; I look forward to studying more English in the future.

25

Frankly, I study English just to pass the exams.

26

In my opinion, people who speak more than one language are distinguished.

27

Studying English makes me proud.

28

I feel excited when I communicate in English with others.

29

Studying English is enjoyable.

30

Studying English makes me have good feelings.

31

I enjoy doing activities in English inside and outside the classroom.

32

I do not like studying English.

33

I wish I could speak English fluently.

34

I am interested in studying English.

35

Knowing English is an important goal in my life.

36

I look forward to the time I spend in English classes.
Autonomy

37

I make good use of my free time in English study.

38

It is important to me to see the progress I make.

39

I attend out-class activities to practice and learn English.

40

I know my strengths and weaknesses in my English study.

41

I can set goals for my English study.

42

I have my own ways of testing how much I have learned.

43

I know how my language learning progresses.

44

I can work well on my weaknesses in my English study.

45

I know how to study English well.

46

I know how to check my works for mistakes.

47

I organize and allocate time well when I study English.

48

My success in learning English mainly depends on my own efforts.

49

I’m good at using resources like the Internet and the library for my English study.

50

I like to talk to the teacher about the quality of my work and assignments.

51

I keep a notebook where I jot down English vocabulary and important information.

52

I can make use of English movies to promote my English proficiency.

53

After a test I always review difficult material to be sure I understand it all.

54

When I use the Internet or the library, I know how to select material that suits my purposes.

55

The English teacher is completely responsible for my learning.

56

It is up to the language learner to find opportunities to practice the foreign language.

57

Language learners are responsible for planning for their own learning.

58

The role of the English teacher is to help me learn by myself.
Self-efficacy

59

I have a special ability for learning English.

60

I believe that I will ultimately learn to speak English very well

61

I’m satisfied with my current level of English proficiency.
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62

I’m sure that I can improve my English.

63

I can say that my confidence in English classes is high.

64

I am not good at solving the problems I face in learning English.

65

I get upset when I take an English exam.

66

I always think that other students are better learners of English than I am.

67

I know how to improve my English

68

In general, I am a good language learner.

69

Before I start a task in my English class, I don’t think that I can do it well.

70

When I find a task/assignment difficult, I usually give up.

71

I feel calm when I participate in group or whole-class activities.

72

I think that achieving good language proficiency is easy.

73

I can identify and overcome my weaknesses in English

74

I can concentrate more in English classes than I could before.

75

When I encounter difficulties in learning English, I do not give up

76

I think I learn English well compared with my classmates

77

I’m less confident in language learning than other students are.

78

I do not think that I am a good learner of English
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Belief about Language Learning
79

Learning English should be limited to persons who need it.

80

A poor learner of English will remain so throughout years of study.

81

Everyone can learn to speak English

82

English is a very difficult language.

83

Success in learning English depends on the teacher, not on the student.

84

You should not say anything in English until you can say it correctly.

85

Making mistakes is a natural part of language learning.

86

Learners should speak English even if they would make mistakes.

87

The main role of the English teacher is to create activities and opportunities for learning and practice.
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