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Abstract:

This study investigates the dynamics of classroom interaction in Libyan secondary school
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts. It specifically examines students' perceptions,
the obstacles hindering their participation, and the strategies employed by teachers to foster
engagement. Adopting a mixed-methods research design, data were collected through an
online questionnaire administered to 100 students and semi-structured interviews with three
experienced female teachers. The quantitative findings revealed that students highly favor
interactive techniques, particularly pair and group work (44.9%) and discussion activities
(35.7%), which provide a non-threatening environment for language practice. However,
significant barriers to effective interaction were identified, including a lack of student
motivation, shyness (39.1%), fear of mispronunciation (32.6%), and low self-confidence
(27.1%). Contextual factors such as large class sizes and mixed-ability groups also pose
substantial challenges. Qualitative insights from teacher interviews emphasized the importance
of creating a supportive classroom atmosphere. Teachers reported using various pedagogical
interventions, such as modeled talk, selective use of Arabic translation to clarify complex
concepts, and implementing "wait-time" to allow students to process information. The study
concludes that while communicative approaches are officially adopted in Libya, traditional
teacher-centered methods still persist due to psychological and environmental constraints. To
enhance communicative competence, it is recommended that teachers provide more
opportunities for student autonomy, utilize collaborative learning structures, and receive
training in addressing individual learner differences and pronunciation.

Keywords: classroom interaction, students' obstacles, teachers' teaching strategies, EFL,
Libya.
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1. Introduction

Modern educational institutions emphasize the development of communication skills over
passive learning. In the era of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), classroom
interaction is central, as it facilitates the development of learners’ communicative competence
(Brown, 2001). Interaction enables students to process input and produce output, thereby
enhancing their language skills through the exchange of ideas, feelings, and concepts.
Classroom interaction often involves teacher-guided questioning, which effectively engages
students and promotes discussion (Adedoyin, 2015; Brown, 2006; Dalton-Puffer, 2007).
Foreign language learning necessitates active participation, and social interaction within the
classroom serves as a valuable tool for linguistic development (Gillies, 2004; Kumpulainen &
Wray, 2002). Teachers play a pivotal role in facilitating this interaction, guiding students
toward greater engagement, and measuring their academic progress (Nunan, 1991; Van Lier,
1988).

Fluency-focused activities, typically conducted in pairs or groups, provide students with more
time to express their ideas while reducing teacher-talk time (Toni & Parse, 2013). Classroom
interaction encompasses teacher-student, student-student, and group discussions; all of which
enhance communication, cognitive, and social skills (Al-Zahrani & Al-Bargi, 2017; Harvey &
Light, 2015).

1.1 ELT in Libya

English is a mandatory subject in Libya, taught from the first grade (age 7), with the primary
goal of improving learners’ communication skills. Current textbooks, selected by the Ministry
of Education, were published in the UK in 1999 by Garnet and focus on learner-centered
communication and reading skills (Saleh, 2017).

Despite curricula that emphasize active student participation, research indicates that
classrooms remain largely teacher-centered, with students often remaining passive and silent—
primarily listening and memorizing (Aldabbus, 2008; Saleh, 2002). Even though a
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communicative, learner-centered approach is officially adopted, student participation remains
limited, thereby reducing opportunities to practice English and hindering the development of
communicative competence (Ben Hamid, 2010).

English is taught as a foreign language in Libya, while Arabic remains the primary language
of communication. Traditional methods, based on rote memorization and repetition, continue
to dominate classrooms (Abdulhamid, 2011; Shihiba, 2011). Limited access to technology,
such as computers, smart boards, and language laboratories, further restricts effective English
teaching, as teachers often lack the skills to integrate technology into their instruction
(Abukhattala, 2016; Salem & Mohammadzadeh, 2018). Considering the situation of English
language teaching in Libya discussed above, this study explores Libyan students’ perspectives
on classroom interaction, the challenges they encounter when participating in English during
classroom activities, and the strategies teachers employ to support and improve students’
effective interaction.

1.2 Implications and Recommendations

The findings of this study highlight several recommendations for language teaching and
learning, which are summarized as follows:

— Teachers are required to provide opportunities for learners to increase student
motivation and involvement during classroom activities.

— Teachers and students must recognize that classroom interaction is essential for
enhancing language proficiency.

— Teachers should adopt flexible approaches to instruction to increase student confidence.
Furthermore, students should be encouraged to trust their responses and attempt to
participate repeatedly.

— Teachers should be diligent in addressing the diverse capabilities of learners,
encouraging proficient students to assist those who may be struggling with the lesson
content.

— Teachers should provide individual training to learners regarding correct word
pronunciation, ensuring that students repeat vocabulary multiple times to achieve
accuracy.

— Teachers should organize students into groups to foster collaboration. Students should
capitalize on these opportunities to derive maximum benefit.

Students must also understand that language learning is not merely a matter of memorization
and grammatical analysis; they need to realize that classroom interaction is a crucial aspect of
developing their English language skills. Therefore, they need to take risks to assume more
active roles during classroom activities.

2. Literature Review

This section reviews the key concepts relevant to this research, including the definition and
importance of classroom interaction, the obstacles facing students during classroom
interaction, and the strategies teachers employ to enhance it.

2.1 What is Classroom Interaction?

Classroom interaction refers to the communication occurring between teachers and learners
during instructional time, which may be either collaborative or conflictual. Malamah-Thomas
(1987) argues that every interactional situation carries the potential for either cooperation or
struggle. Rivers (1987) emphasizes that effective classroom interaction requires teachers to
shift from a teacher-centered role to one that allows students to actively participate, express
diverse viewpoints, and make errors as part of the learning process. Similarly, Douglas and
Frazier (2001) suggest that lesson planning must be followed by the active stimulation of
interaction in the classroom.
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Researchers have highlighted the significant impact of classroom interaction on the teaching-
learning process. Allwright (2000) notes that interaction can either facilitate or hinder language
learning outcomes. Tsui (1995) views classroom interaction as a collaborative process in which
both teachers and students shape the direction and outcome of learning. However, the teacher
plays a central role, particularly through linguistic input. The language used by the teacher
influences students’ output, the nature of classroom interaction, and, ultimately, the quality of
learning that occurs (Tsui, 1995).

Interaction is not limited to verbal communication. Robinson (2005) underscores the
importance of non-verbal interaction, including body language, facial expressions, and
gestures, which convey emotions, attitudes, and support verbal communication. Hall (2017)
defines classroom interaction as the processes occurring among individuals in the classroom
where language—whether verbal or non-verbal—is involved.

In Second Language Acquisition (SLA), input and interaction are closely related. Ellis (1990)
distinguishes input as exposure to language that does not necessarily require active learner
involvement, whereas interaction involves active learner participation. He argues that while
input is essential, successful language acquisition requires active engagement. Tsui (1995)
further suggests that teachers facilitate comprehensible input by modifying their speech—for
example, by speaking more slowly, using clear intonation, emphasizing key vocabulary, and
simplifying grammatical structures. Overall, classroom interaction—both verbal and non-
verbal—plays a crucial role in promoting meaningful participation and effective language
learning.

2.2 The Importance of Classroom Interaction

Communicative competence theories emphasize the central role of interaction in language
learning, as learners use language in various contexts to negotiate meaning and construct
understanding. Rivers (1987) argues that through interaction, students expand their linguistic
repertoire by engaging with authentic input and participating in activities such as debates,
problem-solving tasks, and discussions. Such interaction enables learners to utilize the
language they have acquired in meaningful exchanges.

Research has consistently highlighted the importance of effective classroom interaction in
promoting communicative competence. Kramsch (1986) suggests that learners should be
provided with opportunities for turn-taking, responding, requesting clarification, and initiating
communication. Similarly, Astin (1984) and Tatar (2005) note that active participation
enhances both academic achievement and learner confidence.

Interaction between teachers and students is particularly essential in Communicative Language
Teaching, as it sustains meaningful communication and facilitates the teaching-learning
process. Moreover, interaction makes input more comprehensible and supports its
transformation into intake and output (Gass, 1997; Krashen, 1985; Long, 1996; Lucka &
Berhanu, 2015; Swain, 1995). Without interaction, input is unlikely to lead to language
production. Therefore, increasing opportunities for classroom interaction is crucial for
developing learners’ communicative competence, although it remains a challenge in many EFL
contexts.

2.3 Obstacles Facing Students During Classroom Interaction

Classroom interaction plays a crucial role in language learning; however, many EFL learners
face challenges that hinder their participation and fluency in oral expression classes. Effective
interaction requires strong linguistic competence, yet students often encounter psychological
and contextual obstacles. Lack of self-confidence, for instance, leads learners to perceive
themselves as influenced by external factors, negatively affecting their participation (Coffee et
al., 2009; Gilbert & Malone, 1995). Similarly, insufficient understanding of lesson content can
result in low motivation (Barse, 2015). Shyness and hesitation are also common psychological
barriers, particularly when students are required to speak in English (Gebhard, 2000).
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Additionally, contextual factors such as large, overcrowded classes (Harmer, 1983) and mixed-
ability groups, which may reinforce perceptions of success and failure (Boaler et al., 2000),
further impede effective classroom interaction.

2.3.1 Lack of Self-Confidence

Self-confidence is a substantial factor that significantly affects a learner's progress and
accomplishment in the classroom. According to Adalikwu (2012), "self-confidence could be
summarized as the faith which an individual has in their capability to succeed at exams, and it
relies upon whether or not they have been capable of undertaking such exams" (p. 5). The
counter-impacts of low self-confidence also affect how individuals influence their peers.
Students experiencing low self-confidence regarding a task have been found to perform more
poorly (Bandura, 1993; Bouffard-Bouchard, 1990).

2.3.2 Lack of Motivation

Lack of motivation refers to the extent to which a person is willing to undertake efforts to
acquire a language (Gardner, 1985). Motivation has an immediate impact on language
acquisition. According to Lennartsson (2008), motivation and the desire to acquire a second
language are factors deemed more substantial than social ones. By fostering positive behavior
among learners, we can increase learner motivation. Mauliya et al. (2020) define a lack of
motivation as "having a deficient standard of affection and enthusiasm in performing a task"
(p. 73). Mauliya et al. (2020) claim that a lack of motivation is experienced by many learners,
particularly when they do not intend to learn because of the difficulty in following the lesson.
2.3.3 Shyness and Hesitation

Shyness and hesitation are considered primary factors that negatively influence second
language students. Henderson (1992, as cited in Hofmann & Dibartolo, 2010) defines shyness
as "a fear of negative evaluation which was enough to prevent interaction in desired activities
and which significantly overlapped with professional objectives" (p. 68). Shyness causes
learners to hesitate to participate in conversations. Pilkonis (1977) states that shyness is a
tendency to avoid interaction and to neglect participation in public situations. Many studies
have provided evidence that shy learners typically report more negative impacts and minimal
positive impacts (e.g., Findlay & Coplan, 2008; Findlay et al., 2009; Twenge, 2002; Vahedi,
2011; Zhao et al., 2013). Juhana (2012) refers to shyness and hesitation as an affective factor
that many learners suffer from when asked to speak in English. Ahsan et al. (2020) claim,
"Students feel shy while they speak in the English language because they think that they will
make errors when they have to communicate with their teachers and friends about learning
activities" (p. 109).

2.3.4 Large Classes

A large class is another factor that can hinder student classroom interaction. Defining a "large
class" is difficult, as interpretations vary. Large classes are becoming common in most
instructional organizations, particularly in developing countries, including Libya. According
to Benbow et al. (2007), the expansion of large classes in developing countries is a consequence
of international initiatives for global education and rapid population growth. Teachers are often
concerned that, especially in large classes, students may exacerbate each other's errors, and the
teacher may be unable to address these issues immediately. Other researchers have supported
the concept that large classes negatively influence teaching and learning by focusing on the
problems teachers and learners encounter. Issues such as learner apathy, poor interaction with
the lesson, and low motivation are consequences of teaching in large classes (Biggs, 1999;
Carbone & Greenberg, 1998; Ward & Jenkins, 1992).

2.3.5 Mixed Abilities

Another challenging factor that inhibits student participation is the presence of mixed abilities,
which refers to students’ varying background knowledge and levels of motivation. Classrooms
today are highly diverse; students possess different learning styles stemming from their cultural
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backgrounds and arrive at school with different levels of emotional and social maturity. Their
interests in both topics and intensity vary significantly. While placement tests provide valuable
information, they cannot create homogeneous classes. Indeed, even two students who achieve
the same grade on an exam may possess different learning strengths and remarkable
preferences for specific aspects of language acquisition. Scrivener (2005) points out, "Every
learner has an individual range of levels. Every class is a mixed-level class” (p. 69).

In summary, various obstacles can prohibit students' abilities to interact effectively during
classroom activities in English language teaching and learning. In the next section, the
researcher reviews the different strategies teachers use to address these obstacles.

2.4 Teachers' Strategies to Enhance Students' Classroom Interaction

As explained in the previous section, classroom interaction is a vital aspect of the English
language teaching and learning process. Teachers frequently employ diverse strategies to
enhance students' communicative abilities within the language classroom.

The significance of teaching strategies in English Language Teaching (ELT) is closely linked
to the measurement of learner achievement, which is often contingent upon the teacher's
success in managing classroom instruction and delivering activities (Merry, 1998; Stern, 1992).
Palmer et al. (2005) indicate that "a perfect teacher will perform functional education
strategies™ (p. 3). A teacher's strategy may consist of a method, approach, procedure, technique,
or a combination thereof, designed to improve student learning outcomes. These are specific
activities selected by teachers to facilitate learning within the classroom (Palmer et al., 2005;
Stern, 1992).

To support students during classroom interaction, teachers may utilize role-play. However,
Kduguker (2004) argues that role-play requires substantial time for organization, execution, and
evaluation. Furthermore, teachers can apply technology as a medium for increasing learner
engagement with classroom activities. According to Wu et al. (2011), "the application of
Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) is helpful to improve participation when
connecting with native speakers” (p. 118). Common strategies used by teachers to enhance
interaction include:

2.4.1 Modeled Talk

According to Herrell (1999), modeled talk involves "synchronous oral clarification and
physical description of ideas" (p. 29). It is considered one of the simplest yet most effective
strategies for English language learners. While it requires prior planning and practice, it can
quickly become a habit for effective teachers. The use of visuals, gestures, and demonstrations
in modeled talk helps clarify explanations (Echevarria et al., 2012). Planning and gesturing
provide paradigms for students to follow, which reduces anxiety as they understand precisely
what is expected through observed demonstrations (Peregoy et al., 2014).

2.4.2 Reporting Back

Reporting back is a strategy that assists learners in bridging the gap between spoken and written
language (Diaz-Rico & Weed, 2001; Gibbons, 1993). This strategy can be applied as a follow-
up to active learning experiences. Learners describe their experiences using vocabulary linked
to the task, ensuring that their peers have a clear understanding of the sequence of actions
involved. Subsequently, learners may write their reports to be included in a classroom daily
news format.

2.4.3 Generating Interaction between Schemata and Text (GIST)

Generating Interaction between Schemata and Text (GIST) is a strategy designed to support
the comprehension of informational texts (Cunningham, 1982). GIST is particularly useful
when learners are required to read long texts containing complex information. Learners practice
in collaborative teams; they read segments of the text silently and work together to produce a
single sentence that summarizes the main point of the passage. This summary is constructed
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paragraph by paragraph, with the teacher circulating to provide support and clarification. This
is an especially effective strategy for English language learners because group members must
debate and negotiate meaning to determine the most accurate summary (Echevarria et al., 2008;
Goldenberg, 2008).

2.4.4 Cohesion Links

Cohesion links are essential elements in spoken and written English that connect sentences to
form a coherent whole. These often appear as pronouns that refer back to people, places, or
things mentioned earlier, requiring the reader to recall previous information (Herrell & Jordan,
2006). Other cohesion links include sequence words such as first, second, and third, which help
students understand the chronological order of a text. Words that add, contrast, or limit ideas—
such as moreover, nonetheless, and nevertheless—can be challenging for learners and require
targeted practice (Peregoy et al., 2014). Teaching cohesion links improves both oral and written
English proficiency.

2.4.5 Total Physical Response and Total Physical Response Storytelling (TPR and TPRS)
Total Physical Response (TPR), based on first-language acquisition theories, emphasizes
listening and comprehension before speaking, allowing learners to respond physically before
they are linguistically ready to speak (Asher, 1982, 2009). Repetition and active involvement
are crucial for vocabulary retention (Nation, 2005). In TPR, teachers provide commands and
demonstrate actions that students initially mimic; over time, students respond to verbal cues
alone, thereby building confidence in classroom interaction (Diaz-Rico, 2013). TPR is also
effective beyond basic vocabulary, supporting orientation, procedures, and storytelling, which
has been shown to enhance fluency (Seely & Romijn, 2006).

2.4.6 Cooperative Learning

Cooperative learning involves students working together to complete a group task (Johnson et
al., 2002). Research indicates that for group work to be successful, it must be well-structured,
incorporate social skill-building, involve open-ended assignments, and necessitate
collaboration (Leki, 2001). Tasks should be clearly organized with designated roles, as
structured cooperative learning is significantly more effective than unstructured group work.
Building group cohesion helps students appreciate collaboration and recognize each other’s
strengths. Furthermore, teachers must establish clear expectations for success.

In summary, teachers employ various strategies to enhance classroom interaction. This study
examines the challenges students face in interaction and how teachers address them. The
following section outlines the research methodology used to investigate these issues.

3. Research Methodology
This section details the methodology adopted for the study. It begins by identifying and
justifying the chosen research design, followed by the research questions that informed data
collection and analysis.
3.1 Research Design
This study adopted a mixed-methods research design to examine students' perspectives on
classroom interaction, obstacles encountered in classroom activities, and teachers' strategies
for enhancing participation. Mixed methods combine qualitative and quantitative approaches,
allowing data to be collected, analyzed, and interpreted in an integrated manner (Tashakkori &
Creswell, 2007).
The mixed-methods approach provides a comprehensive understanding of research problems,
as results from different methods complement and enrich one another (Molina-Azorin, 2007,
2011, 2012; Molina-Azorin & Cameron, 2015; Molina-Azorin & Lopez-Gamero, 2016). It also
supports both inductive and deductive reasoning, enabling more robust conclusions than using
either method in isolation (Lincoln, 2000). Key advantages of mixed methods include:

1. Addressing complex research questions more effectively.
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2. Combining qualitative and quantitative insights to meet multiple objectives.
3. Enhancing the validity of research conclusions.
3.2 Research Questions
To achieve the aims of this study, the following research questions were formulated:
1. What are students' perspectives regarding classroom interaction?
2. What are the obstacles that may prohibit students from becoming involved in classroom
interaction?
3. What are the different strategies teachers use to facilitate students' involvement in
classroom interaction?
3.3 Data Collection and Analysis
As highlighted above, a mixed-methods design provides the most effective framework for
supporting scientific research. According to Morgan (1998), "the strengths of qualitative and
quantitative approaches can be combined to provide richer responses to research questions™ (p.
362). Consequently, two data collection tools were utilized in this study: questionnaires and
interviews.
3.3.1 Questionnaire
A questionnaire is a standardized set of questions designed to gather information from
participants (Brown, 2001). One hundred secondary school students were randomly selected to
participate. Random sampling is particularly suitable for participants distributed over a wide
geographical area, especially when utilizing online, postal, or telephone formats (Saunders et
al., 2009).
Because the students were on holiday during the data collection period, an online questionnaire
was utilized to reach them efficiently. Students were contacted personally via Facebook and
WhatsApp, and social networks helped distribute the questionnaire link to classmates. Before
the main study, a pilot questionnaire was conducted at the Arab Unity School in the Batah
district to refine the tool. Although challenges such as student availability and exam
preparations were encountered, the pilot study successfully improved the quality of the data
collection instrument. Quantitative data were analyzed using percentage-based descriptive
statistics.
3.3.2 Interviews
As previously mentioned, this study also aimed to understand teachers' strategies for enhancing
classroom interaction. Therefore, semi-structured interviews were conducted to uncover
teachers' perspectives on this issue. In a semi-structured interview, the interviewer follows a
list of predefined themes, yet the interviewee retains the flexibility to elaborate on their
responses (Bryman, 2016). This approach allows for a mix of open and closed questions
depending on the flow of the discussion.
While themes such as teaching strategies, obstacles to interaction, and types of activities were
prepared, teachers were given the freedom to provide additional information. Three female
teachers were selected through purposeful sampling. According to Patton (1990), "purposeful
sampling is essential to select information-rich cases for in-depth study” (p. 169). This involved
selecting participants from whom the investigator could gain significant knowledge based on
their professional experience. The participants' ages ranged from 33 to 51, all held a Bachelor
of Arts degree, and their teaching experience ranged from 12 to 30 years.

Table 1: Teachers' Background Information

Name (Pseudonym) | Age Qualification | Experience
Fatima 51 years | Diploma & B.A. | 30 Years
Rabha 43 years | Bachelor of Arts | 22 Years
Eman 33 years | Bachelor of Arts | 12 Years
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Two interviews were conducted with each teacher at their respective schools, lasting
approximately 80 minutes in total. The interviews were conducted in Arabic, transcribed, and
back-translated to ensure accuracy (Brislin, 1970, 1980). Pilot interviews were also conducted
with two teachers (aged 30-36, with 6-11 years of experience) to refine the protocol.
Qualitative data were analyzed thematically, focusing on strategies, the use of translation,
interactive activities, classroom challenges, question types, wait-time, and student motivation.

4: Findings

| present the findings of this research study in relation to the study's research questions. | start
by presenting the questionnaire findings. | then move to present the interview findings.

4.1 Questionnaire findings

The questionnaire is divided into two parts. Part A discusses students' ideas about classroom
interaction. Part B examines students’ obstacles during classroom interaction. | will begin with
part A. The first question,

How often does your teacher let you share ideas in the classroom?

Table 2. Sharing ideas in the classroom.

Opinions Numbers Percentage
Always 34 34%
Sometimes 47 47%
Seldom 14 14%
Never 5 5%
Total 100 100%

Shows the table that sometimes rising to 47 %, 34 % for always, after that seldom taken 14 %,
the lowest one was 5 % never.
Which of the following interaction techniques do you enjoy the most?

Table 3. Interaction techniques.

Interaction techniques Number Percentage
Pair and group work 44 44.9 %
Communication games 16 16.3 %
Discussion activities 35 35.7%
Oral presentations 16 16.3 %
Role- play 9 9.2%

This question was an open selection for students. Therefore, they had chosen more than one.
From the table, in a top was pair and group work 44. 9 %, then discussion activities was 35. 7
%. Communication games and oral presentations have the same rate 16.3 %, the lowest thing
was Role-play 9.2 %. Look at the figure 1.
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Pair andgroup work eleall s o 53 Jae | | | | | | | | a4 (44.9%)
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Figurel . Interaction techniques that students enjoy in classroom.

In the other part, students' obstacles during classroom interaction.
| felt bored during class and therefore | had a problem staying alert.

Table4 . Boring during class.

Answer Number Percentage
Agree 55 55 %
Neutral 24 24 %

Disagree 21 21 %

Total 100 100 %

Shows the table that most of the students picked out agree 55 %, others selected neutral 24 %
and minimal voted was 21 % for disagree.
Are you afraid of participating in speaking activities?

Tables5 . Fearing of participating in the speaking activities.

Answer Number Percentage
Yes 49 49 %
No 51 51 %

Total 100 100 %

The table illustrates that the votes were equivalent 51 % no and 49 % for yes.
If yes, is it because: -

Table6 . Fearing of participating in the speaking activities.

Answer Number Percentage
Lack of vocabulary 13 14.1%
Fear of making grammatical mistakes 27 29.3 %
Fear of mispronunciation 30 32.6%
Shyness and hesitation 36 39.1%
Anxiety 16 17.4%

In addition, this question was an open selection for students. Therefore, they had chosen more
than one. It is clear through the previous table data that the most of students selected shyness
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and hesitation took 39.1, then 32.6 % fear making pronunciation mistakes, after that 29.3 %
for fear of making grammatical mistakes, the lowest two things were 17.4 % Anxiety and 14.1

% for lack of vocabulary. Look below at figure 2.

Lack ofvocabulary <2 sl 18 13 (14.1%)
Fear of maki tical sl ellad¥) (e sl
ear of making grammatica il ¢ (e agal 27 (29.3%)
mistakes
shyness andhesitation 22l 5 Jaall 36 (39.1%)
Anxiety Gl 16(17.4%)
F f making sUaall shill e Cisall
ear of making ¢ Ghill (e caal 30 (32.6%)

mispronunciation

0 10 20 30 40

Figure 2. Problems that prevent students from interaction in class.

There are other reasons prevent you from interaction, such as:-

Table 7. Other reasons that prevent students from interaction.

Answer Number Percentage

Lack of self — confidence 26 27.1 %
Lack of motivation 20 20.8 %
Lack of self — consciousness 4 4.2 %
Mixed abilities of students 7 7.3 %

Large class of students 15 15.6 %
Or all of the above 24 25 %
Total 96 100 %

From the table, Lack of self- confidence taken high ranges of votes 27.1%, then, all of the above
25%. After that 20.8 % lack of motivation, 15.6 % for large class of students, the lowest two
things 7.3% mixed abilities of students and 4.2% for lack of self-consciousness. Look at figure

3.
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Figure 3. Other problems that prevent students from interaction.

4.2 Interviews findings

During the interviews, the teachers talked about their ideas and strategies to enhance students'
classroom interaction. These ideas and strategies can be summarized in the following themes.
4.2.1 Teachers' strategies

4.2 Interview Findings

Teachers shared various strategies to enhance students’ classroom interaction, which can be
summarized into four main themes: teaching strategies, translation, interactive activities, and
motivation.

4.2.1 Teaching Strategies

Teachers emphasized creating a supportive classroom environment. Fatima encourages
independent learning and respects students’ ideas, aiming to guide rather than control them.
Eman follows a structured approach with board work, brief lesson revision, and guided reading.
Rabha activates prior knowledge orally and simplifies vocabulary contextually.

4.2.2 Use of Translation

Translation was employed selectively to support understanding, particularly for lower-
proficiency students. Fatima and Eman use Arabic to clarify difficult words or sentences, while
Rabha prefers contextual explanations over direct translation. Teachers agreed that translation
aids participation, especially for weaker students.

4.2.3 Interactive Activities

Pair work, dialogues, and real-life tasks were commonly used to promote interaction. Fatima
uses pair work aligned with the textbook, Eman engages students in dialogue with attention to
intonation, and Rabha incorporates practical activities like designing invitation cards or
imagining social media posts. These activities encourage active participation and
communication.

4.2.4 Classroom Obstacles and Motivation

Teachers identified shyness, weak foundations, poor pronunciation, and writing skills as major
barriers to interaction. To overcome these, they emphasized motivation. Fatima encourages
students to focus on understanding rather than marks, while Eman uses cooperative group work
to foster discussion and peer support.

4.2.5 Role of Teaching Experience
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Experience enhances teachers’ ability to engage students effectively. Fatima records and
reflects on past errors to improve her practice, and Rabha noted that experience helps, although
student weaknesses sometimes lead to frustration.

Overall, teachers use a combination of supportive strategies, targeted translation, interactive
activities, and motivation to facilitate classroom interaction, with experience shaping their
effectiveness.

5. Discussion

This study examined various factors influencing classroom interaction in English Language
Teaching (ELT). The results indicated that pair and group work were the most preferred
techniques among students (44.9%), a finding that is consistent with the work of Nunan (2003)
and McDonough (2004), who noted that such activities significantly increase speaking time
and provide diverse interaction opportunities. These collaborative structures create a non-
threatening environment that fosters peer learning and learner autonomy (Harmer, 2007, 2009;
Watcyn-Jones, 2002). Furthermore, Riofrio (2019) adds that pair work enhances lesson variety
and provides students with a sense of achievement, although researchers such as Bellil (2020)
and Uysal and Yavuz (2015) caution that low-proficiency students may occasionally find these
settings distracting.

Discussion activities were favored by 35.7% of the participants. These activities facilitate the
negotiation of meaning, the practical application of language skills, and collaborative problem-
solving (Celce-Murcia, 2001; Matthew, 2006; Mohammed & Ahmed, 2021). Adequate pre-
task preparation has been shown to increase student confidence and motivate interaction (Han,
2007), while active participation promotes a valuable exchange of knowledge (Blumberg,
2008; Sybing, 2015).

Role-play was found to be less popular (9.2%), with some students reporting experiences of
anxiety (Pellegrin, 2019). However, existing literature continues to emphasize its value for
experiential learning and skill development (Adams & Mabusela, 2013; Adinugraha, 2018;
Blatner, 2005; Nestel & Tierney, 2007). The success of role-play activities often depends on
clear goals, robust structure, and consistent teacher guidance (Snodgrass & Blunt, 2009; Teed,
2008).

Several learner-related factors were identified as hindrances to interaction. Motivation remains
a crucial element; a lack of intrinsic interest or engagement typically leads to reduced
participation (Carnegie, 2019; Dislen et al., 2013; Huitt, 2011). Mixed-ability classes also
present significant challenges due to the diverse proficiency levels, learning styles, and
motivation present in a single classroom (Baker & Westrup, 2000; Bremner, 2008; Elizondo,
2013; Hess, 2001; Meyer, 2008; Syathron et al., 2019; Valentic, 2005). Additionally, shyness
limits communication and is often influenced by both personality traits and socioeconomic
factors (Carducci, 1999, 2009; Findlay & Coplan, 2008; Gebhard, 2006; Reamy, 2003;
Zimbardo et al., 1981). Pronunciation difficulties were also found to affect student confidence
and their willingness to speak, highlighting an urgent need for targeted phonological training
(Burns & Claire, 2003; Harmer, 2005; Kralova, 2010; Redmond & Vrchota, 2007; Segalowitz
& Hulstijn, 2005).

Teacher strategies play a central role in the interactive process. Effective questioning and the
provision of "wait-time" have been shown to increase student participation and cognitive
engagement (Blosser, 2000; Brown, 2001; Chin, 2007; Cotton, 2003; Crowe & Stanford, 2010;
Jegede & Olajide, 1995; Mahmud, 2019; Mak, 2011; Rowe, 1974a, 1974b, 1986, 1996).
Providing learners with sufficient time to think encourages more accurate and thoughtful
responses.

Finally, teacher-led motivation strategies positively influence student engagement and learning
outcomes. Enthusiastic teaching, granting student autonomy, and providing structured support
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enhance student interest and sustain long-term participation (Bellil, 2020; Brophy, 2010; Glynn
& Koballa, 2006; Guay et al., 2010; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; McKeachie, 1999; Saville-
Troike & Barto, 2016; Tuan et al., 2003).

In summary, classroom interaction is dynamically shaped by teaching strategies, learner-
specific factors, and teacher facilitation. The effective implementation of pair and group work,
discussions, role-play, and appropriate questioning techniques—alongside careful attention to
student motivation, shyness, mixed abilities, and pronunciation—can significantly enhance
student engagement and language development.

6. Conclusions

The final section summarizes the main findings of this study, acknowledges its limitations,
offers suggestions for future research, and provides pedagogical implications and
recommendations.

6.1 Summary

As detailed throughout this study, the research examined students' perspectives and the
obstacles they encounter regarding classroom interaction. It also shed light on the various
strategies employed by teachers during these interactions. The primary findings indicate that
the interaction techniques most enjoyed by students are pair and group work, communication
games, discussion activities, and oral presentations. Conversely, the barriers preventing
learners from interacting effectively include a lack of motivation, shyness, pronunciation
difficulties, large class sizes, mixed-ability groups, and a lack of self-confidence. Furthermore,
the results demonstrated that teachers utilize several strategies to develop their students'
communicative competence, such as employing interactive activities, the judicious use of
translation, focused pronunciation practice, varied question types, the implementation of wait-
time, and targeted motivation strategies.
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Appendix A: Questionnaire for Students
GOal) i) (\) dalal)

Investigating Students' Obstacles and Teachers' Teaching Strategies in Relation to
English Language Classroom Interaction ¢alsall (i cilbua) sl g Ul il gra 8 (G280
45y dad B dal) Jo Laaty ddlaial)

Dear Students, <Akl ) 3=

This questionnaire is an investigative tool for gathering data required for the fulfillment of a
Master's dissertation. It aims to investigate students' obstacles during classroom interaction. |
would be grateful if you could answer these questions to help accomplish this research. 13a =
Ul da) 5 Al Clal) eliaiivl ) Congy G ¢ privalall Al ) JLaSins da 301 UL aaad Ay 3lal (i)
Gl 138 ) A 3o Lall A5 028 (e YL s S5 ) Gatlen () sSia uall Je il oL,

Please, use a tick (V') to indicate your chosen option, and justify your answer wherever
required. <3 ;e o 3 LS Glila) y s aa o )idd (21 LAl el (V) Adle aa cllind (4a,

Thank you in advance for your cooperation. aSisas G o Latia oSl S,

Note: The questionnaire in this study is adopted from (Babikkir & Yaha, 2018, p. 6) and
(Haniya & Sabrina, 2019, p. 91). 4w/ (e Sbui/ Jda uliiil a7 4k eals (Babikkir & Yaha, 2018)
4./ 15 (Haniya & Sabrina, 2019).

Part A: Idea about Class Interaction
hall Jolinl) Jga 3 <8 1 (1) ¢ 5ol

1. Who conducts the talk in the class mostly? 1. W& Juadl) 3 cuaall o e i) o]
Teacher (al=al)) [ ] Student (Uall) [ ] Teacher and students (<Uall 5 alxall)

2. Which language does your teacher use in the classroom? 2. dlaira Laddioy A1) 42l & L
Sdalll [ ] English only (& 45453y [ ] Arabic only (k& 4. V) [ ] English and Arabic
(Lo Al 5 4 3alaaY)

3. How often does your teacher let you share ideas in the classroom? 3. i) & Tl b e ps
Sduadll A i) 4 Laa] ] Always (Lils) [ ] Sometimes (W) [ ] Seldom (12U) [ ] Never (1)

4. Which of the following interaction techniques do you enjoy the most? (You can tick
more than one answer). 4. (&) O JiSH L5 eliSay) € ST gy adlatod 400N L8 ¢ gl [ ] Pair
and group work (elealls AU Jeadl) [ ] Communication games (Jwe! sl i) [ ] Discussion
activities (ALl aail) [ ] Oral presentations (usidll (= =1 [ ] Role-plays (U)s¥) <al) [ ]
Others, please specify (223 o 3« AN e,

5. Does regular interaction in the classroom help you improve your learning? Why,
please? 5. flilaly felalad Cpaad Jo Juadl) ua plaiial) Jeldnl) daeluw JA[ ] Yes (a=) [ ] No (¥)
EXPIANation (Lomil)): e
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Part B: Students' Obstacles During Classroom Interaction
i) Jo ) VA colall il gra 3(o) £l
Please, circle the most appropriate option: 4esta JASY) JLAN Jga 5 ila gy >

1. I enjoyed listening to his/her class. 1. 4aall ) £ laiull caiaiul, (1) Disagree (G4 s x¢) (2)
Neutral (2==) (3) Agree (<)

2. | felt frustrated during the class. 2. &asll A blaYl @ pd, (1) Disagree (Gilse <) (2)
Neutral (xs=) (3) Agree (&9 s<)

3. | felt bored during class and therefore | had problems staying alert. 3. s Jlally < o
sLAN 8 4y g gal 5 AUl cduaal), (1) Disagree (85« »2) (2) Neutral (xsx) (3) Agree (39 )

4. The physical environment in the classroom is not suitable for study. 4. b Gkl s
A pall Apulia & ol A1) Juadll, (1) Disagree (3% s 2) (2) Neutral (alsx) (3) Agree (G# <)

5. Passive students have an effect on your interaction in the classroom. 5. ¢ glwdl cdUal)
il Juall) B Melil o sl Ao (g5, (1) Disagree (38« »¢) (2) Neutral (x=<) (3) Agree
(84 59)

Part C: General Interaction Factors
dalad) Jeldil) Jal g 1(g) £
Please, tick (v') Yes or No: ¥ s asd alal (v) dadle audag o

1. Does the teacher give you wait-time to think and arrange your answers? s Ja
fellidla) audaiiy il LALS U8 5 alaali] ] Yes (a23) [ ] No ()

2. Does the type of questions affect your interaction? siws e dLiud) goi Sigs Ja
ellel[ ] Yes (») [1 No (¥)

3. Are you afraid of participating in speaking activities? 4 Ldull ¢p i gddly i Ja
T 58 ) A ] Yes () [ ] No (¥)

4. 1f"Yes", is it because: s ) Jgd i ) cils 13): [ ] Lack of vocabulary ( o=i
<ilayidll) [ ] Fear of making grammatical mistakes (3:ssill ¢Uad¥) (e <asall) [ ] Fear of
making pronunciation mistakes (il sUaal (3 <o 5all) [ ] Shyness and hesitation (Jaal
a3 5l 5) [ ] Anxiety (i) [ ] Others, please specify (waas «s_al clad): i,

5. Are there other reasons preventing you from interaction, such as: b &la Ja
Jia (Jelill g daiai s Al [ ] Lack of self-confidence (usill 4l L) [ ] Lack of
motivation (=dlall J=83) [ ] Lack of self-consciousness (&Y = sl u=8) [ ] Mixed
abilities of students (=Uall b sive < 5&) [ ] Large class sizes (Jwadll 2 3all 28US) [ ]
All of the above (G W JS)

6. Please, add any other comments: 6. il clidas i (dliabd ¢y
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&n)lkh‘ﬂ L.ub.m LLAJ ;(c,a) éa.h.“
(I = Interviewer, T = Teacher)
First Teacher Interview

I: What strategies of teaching do you use in class? T: I rely on the teacher’s book. I focus
heavily on writing vocabulary on the board and explaining grammar. | also emphasize reading
passages, especially those about scientists and inventions. I: Do you let the students read the
passages? T: Yes, absolutely. It depends on the class time, but I try to let them read more than
once. I: Which language do you use when teaching? T: | use a combination of both English
and Arabic. I: What interactive activities do you involve your students in? T: | use oral
presentations and discussion activities in small groups (2 or 3 students). I: In your experience,
what problems prevent students from interacting? T: The main obstacles are pronunciation and
translation. Some students have good pronunciation because they listen to English media, while
others lack the desire to learn. Translation is also a hurdle; those who don't follow step-by-step
end up lost. I: Do question types affect interaction? T: Yes, questions outside the textbook
usually intimidate them. To keep them engaged, | often stick to questions similar to the ones
in the book. I: How often do you give students wait-time? T: It depends on the complexity of
the question. Sometimes | wait, and sometimes | assign it as homework. I: Do you actively
listen to your students? T: Yes, and | encourage them to visit the teacher's room after class if
they face any difficulties.

Appendix C: Actual Interviews
Lladl) LR 3 (7) Galal)
First Teacher

I: What are your teaching strategies? T: | avoid punishment and treat students as mature
individuals, respecting their ideas. | prefer a flexible environment and encourage individual
work and participation. 1: How do you explain the lessons? T: In reading lessons, | let them
attempt the text first. They translate meanings rather than literal words, and I assist them only
when they get stuck. | want to build their courage to speak even if they make mistakes. I: Do
you think question types play a role in interaction? T: Definitely. Encouragement is key. Some
students are self-taught via the internet, which makes education more accessible than the old
ways.

Second Teacher

T: | start by writing the topic and definitions on the board. | spend 5 minutes reviewing the
previous lesson. I: What problems prevent interaction? T: Weakness in pronunciation and
writing. Also, the lack of a proper schedule for exams. | use auditory exams (dictation) to
improve their writing and listening. I: Why is translation necessary for you? T: The students'
foundation is very weak. Some struggle even with basic letters. If | spoke English only, they
would be completely lost. I: What about classroom environment? T: A poor environment
(broken windows, heat, cold) gives negative energy and impedes learning. Also, large classes
(40+ students) cause dispersion. | prefer 15-20 students.
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Appendix D: Figures of Questionnaire Results
O] il JIS& 2(3) @adall

Part A: Idea about Class Interaction

B Teacher alae B Student s H Teacher andstudents Uall 5 al=s

Figure 4: Conducting classroom talk (Swsl e pasgall skl

® English Language 4 alasy) 4l B Arabic G ad) sl
= English andArabic & sy 54w sall 4all

Figure 5: Language use in the classroom (dsadll 8 deaiiuall 421ll),

B Always Leila ® Sometimes Ll = seldom |, = Never I

Figure 6: Sharing ideas in the classroom (L\SY) 4S jLi),
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i Leally g3l
Pair andgroup work celeslls .53l dee M(MB 6)

icati =Ly )
Communication games < < —— 16 (16.3%)

- - PR ml_l.AM “ :..i
Discussion activities I ———————— 35 (35.7%)

Oral presentations %53l p=s =l L ll__L 16 (16.3%)

- | 5aY) Cual
Role -plays ) sa¥) < — | 9 (9/2%)

— 5 (5.1%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Figure 7: Interaction techniques (Je &l <),

please specify<Others xasill s e )Y

B Yes aal mENo Y

Figure 8: Regular interaction and learning improvement (aleill G 5 alatiall Jelall),

Part B: Students' Obstacles

B Agree @8 s B Neutral ylse B Disagree @8 s e

Figure 9: Enjoyment of listening (g LiwYL g laiull),
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= Agree G s« B Neutral alae = Disagree % s« »¢

Figure 10: Classroom frustration (sa<all Lbayl),

B Agree Gl s B Neutral ylss M Disagree 8l s xe

Figure 11: Boredom and alertness (Akidl 5 JLal),

B Agree Gl s
B Neutral uss

1 Disagree ¢l se n&

Figure 12: Suitability of physical environment (d:slall 2aull 4a33),
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B Agree 3%
B Neutral ulss

1 Disagree il se e

Figure 13: Effect of passive students (Csuledl codthl) i),

Part C: Interaction Factors

B Yes axi
ENoY
Figure 14: Teacher's wait-time (pla! J8 (e (Jarall JUSEY) 28 ),
B Yes and
ENo Y

Figure 15: Effect of question types (L) ¢ 5 i),
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B Yes azi
ENoV

Figure 16: Fear of speaking activities (¢ssaill susill dadal (e i 5all),

Lack ofvocabulary <la _jiall 4% H 18 (14.1%)

NG o enll eUad) e i gall
e ol e R -7 s 3
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Ancety s [ (17 4%
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pronunciation mistakes

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Figure 17: Reasons for fearing participation (AS_lial) (e < sall i),

B Lack of self - oudilly 48 axe
confidence
B Lack of s ;e
motivation
= Lack of self - &3 = S axe
CONSCiousness
] LY ALbis )l el adl)
mixedabilities of students
B large class <3l (a3 50K 45
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Figure 18: Other reasons preventing interaction (Jeléi) aiai s a1 ),
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