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Abstract: Blended learning (BL) is the system which is a combination of classroom or
face-to-face instruction and instruction mediated through technology. It is supposed to
be used as a complement to the traditional classroom contexts. It has been the
independent variable in a large number of studies. The study was intended to examine
long term effects of blended learning on Iranian EFL learner’s writing proficiency which
includes dimensions, such as complexity, accuracy, and fluency. 50 EFL learners were
placed in each of the blended learning (BL) and classroom learning (CL) groups.
Participants received exactly the same type of materials and amount of instruction. For
participants of the CL group, everything happened in the classroom; nevertheless, those
in the BL group received extra materials and feedback through the web. Results showed
the participants of the BL group outperformed those in the CL group in the three
features in question. As long as long term effects were concerned, results of the delayed
posttest indicated that participants of the BL group maintained the effects of the
treatment for complexity and fluency. Results of this test did not show any significant
difference for accuracy. The study showed that blended learning and be used as an
effective alternative in EFL writing classes to enhance writing proficiency.
Keywords: Blended learning; EFL writing proficiency; complexity; accuracy; fluency.
Introduction
Blended learning (BL) is the system which is a combination of classroom or face-to-face
instruction. It is a kind of instruction which is mediated through technology (Graham,
2006). BL has provided opportunities for English language (EFL) teachers to benefit
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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from the positive effects it has on second language (L2) learners. In recent years,
EFL/L2 teachers have been incorporating online activities into their traditional
classroom practice to make their teaching more effective, meaningful, and fun
(Neumeier, 2005). BL has created an instructional context with a variety of strategies
and pedagogical benefits, such as platforms for language learners to be involved in
more meaningful interaction and communication (Graham, Allen & Ure, 2005). This
system of education can be beneficial for both language teachers and learners.
Language teachers can enjoy incorporating technological developments into their
practice in classroom. They can provide extra materials and information disregarding
time and place; they can stay in touch with their students to tackle their problems and
put them on the right track at the right time. Students also can benefit from appropriate
(educational) technology, such as classware, search engines, and social networks. They
can use the e-tools along with their textbooks, use search engines to look for
information they need for their assignments and lessons, and use social networks to get
in touch with their teachers and classmates.

All the language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) and micro-skills
(pronunciation, grammar, spelling, and other micro-skills) can be improved using a
blended learning. This study took complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) the three
dimensions of EFL writing fluency (Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder, 2012) into
consideration. It is out of question that writing is among those skills that EFL learners
cannot develop independently, so they need appropriate instruction and materials. It is
believed that a blended learning system can be an excellent option for EFL writing
teachers to make their instruction more effective and, at the same time, attractive for
their learners.
Literature Review
The use of technology in EFL classroom has become inevitable, mainly due to
significant changes that are happening in the modern time when there is a great
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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emphasis on globalization (Kramsch, 2014). This trend has affected various aspects of
language learning and teaching, including the writing skill. Numerous studies have
utilized different forms of technology as a complement to traditional writing classes.
For example, Chang, Chang, Chen, & Liou, (2008) examined collocations in writing
among Taiwanese EFL learners. They provided their learners with an online collocation
aid. This was done to identify and correct miscollocations as a result of the interference
from learners’ L1. They concluded that the online system they employed could help
EFL learners use collocations more effectively in their future writing.

Pinkman (2005) conducted an action research project investigating the effects of using
blogs in EFL classes at a Japanese university. The study was mainly concerned out-ofclass activities to encourage language learners benefit from “authentic environment
outside the classroom” (p. 12). The main purpose of the study was to provide extra
contexts and opportunities for EFL learners to practice communication skills, especially
writing abilities. Pinkman also scrutinized the efficacy of blogs in learner independence.
Results of interviews and questionnaires indicated that learners had a positive attitude
towards using the blog project. They believed that blogging helped them learn more out
of the classroom. The main reason for this was the opportunity using blogs provided
them to have more communication with their peers and receive feedback from them.
Some language learners even pointed out that their oral skills also improved, although
it was not the focus of the study.

Fellner and Apple (2006) encouraged Japanese elementary EFL learners to join a blog
writing program aiming at increasing their writing proficiency (lexical complexity and
fluency) during a seven-day intensive EFL course. Participants had to complete tasks
both online and in a classroom setting. Word counts were used to measure writing
fluency on the pretest (less than 35 words over a twenty-minute period) and posttest
(350% increase in the word count).

http://jflet.com/jflet/

3

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

Fidaoui, Bahous, and Bacha (2010) study used computer-assisted language learning
(CALL) techniques in elementary ESL writing among Lebanese language learners. More
specifically, their study was concerned with motivating these learners (N = 48) to
develop better writing abilities. The study was also intended to explore language
learners and teachers’ perception of CALL in EFL classroom. The results of their study
showed the participants of the study had the same motivational factors to produce welldeveloped written work. Furthermore, no significant differences were found between
teachers and learners’ perceptions towards the use of technology in EFL writing classes.

Eydelman (2013) introduced an academic writing course she designed for sophomore
students at Novosibirsk State University in Russia. Students were majoring in teaching,
translation, interpretation and intercultural communication in the foreign languages
department. She mentioned six benefits for a blended course in writing. The first reason
she mentioned is motivation because they are writing for a larger audience (Lee, 2010;
Richardson, 2010), and they can write in a way to appeal their peers (Turgut, 2009;
Pinkman, 2005; Zhang, 2009). In addition, she believed that blended learning
approaches provide learners with a space to share their experiences with others (Davoli,
Monari, & Eklundh, 2009; Richardson, 2010; Solomon & Schrum, 2010). She also pointed
out that providing feedback as well as informal communication are the other benefits of
such programs. The last two advantages of incorporating blended learning in a writing
course are supporting course management because learners can access the materials all
the time as well as providing additional channels for communication and interaction
(Richardson, 2010; Solomon & Schrum, 2010).

So and Lee (2013) examined EFL learners’ attitudes towards an instructional processoriented writing model for EFL writing in a blended learning environment. They were
also concerned with the possible effects the model would have on developing EFL
writing in higher education. The model combined the process-oriented writing
approach with online and offline writing activities. The results of the study showed that
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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participants of the study believed that the model provided them opportunities to
improve their writing ability, as their scores at the end of the study showed.

Ghahari (2014) compared the effects of classroom learning, blended learning, and webbased learning among Persian-speaking EFL learners’ writing performance. Using a
pretest-posttest design, she found out that although all participants improved their
writing ability from the pretest to the posttest, participants of the blended learning
group performed significantly better than those of classroom and web-based learning in
their writing assignments, while there were no statistically significant differences
between participants of the web-based and classroom learning groups.

Considering the effects of blended learning on oral and written fluency and proficiency,
Rubio (2014) compared the effects of blended learning and a face-to-face course on these
two aspects of learner language. In his study, the participants were required to take an
oral and a written test as the pretest and one after the two-semester course as the
posttest. To analyze writing proficiency and fluency, they used the entire writing
assignments students had produced.

The results of his study showed that participants of both groups showed highly
significant (p < .01) proficiency gains in both speaking and writing, as the results of the
pretest and posttest indicated. Nonetheless, post test results showed no significant
differences in participants’ proficiency over time. As far as writing fluency was
concerned, results showed that the participants of the blended learning group only
slightly (p =. 048) outperformed those in the control group.

Wang (2015) studied the effects of collaborative writing through wikis on 48 Taiwanese
ESP learners’ production and interaction in a business writing course. In the initial
stages of the study, the participants of the experimental group (N = 24) were instructed
on how to use wikis in short practice sessions with the researcher. Later, during the
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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twelve-week experiment, participants were required to write their assignments and
collaborate through wikis. A pretest-posttest design was used to answer the research
question of the study aiming at measuring Format/Layout, Purpose and Audience,
Organization, Content and Style, and Structure and Grammar.

Results indicated significant improvement in both wiki and non-wiki groups between
pretest and posttest. Nevertheless, participants of the experimental group outperformed
those of the control group in ‘Purpose and Audience’, ‘Organization’, ‘Content and
Style’, and ‘Grammar and Structure’. However, no significant differences were
observed between participants of the two groups in ‘Format and Layout’.

The application of BL in EFL contexts has become an important issue among second
language acquisition (SLA) researchers (Larsen, 2012; Stracke, 2007). It has been an
independent variable in a large number of L2 studies, the effects of which have been
examined on language learners’ attitudes and experience (Hong & Sammy, 2010;
Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; Trinder, 2016), vocabulary (Tosun, 2015), reading (Gilbert,
2013), listening (Kavaliauskiene, 2011), grammar (Vinther, 2012), as well as English for
specific purposes (Beagle & Davies, 2013).

One of the most popular areas in which effects of blended learning have been closely
examined is L2 writing (Eydelman, 2013; Ferriman, 2013; Larsen, 2012; Min, 2011;
Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; So & Lee, 2013). This quasi-experimental study was mainly
concerned with the effects of BL on EFL learners’ writing proficiency, which includes
dimensions, such as complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Housen, et. al, 2012). In
addition, the study was aimed to scrutinize if the possible effects of the treatment
persisted over a longer period of time, which was seven sessions after the last
instructional one. What makes this study different is the idea that EFL proficiency can
be tapped using CALL techniques (blended learning in this study). In addition, long-

http://jflet.com/jflet/
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term effects of such techniques can be scrutinized more closely in studies like the
present study. Therefore, the following research questions were posed:
1. Does blended learning have any significant effect on EFL learners’ complexity,
accuracy, and fluency in writing?
2. Does blended learning have long term effects on EFL learners’ complexity,
accuracy, and fluency in writing?

Method
You should provide sufficient detail to allow the work to be replicated. Methods
already published should be indicated by a reference. Only relevant modifications
should be described here.
Participants
The participants of the study were 50 Persian-speaking EFL learners from a private
language institute in Isfahan. The 50 participants were selected from among 92
language learners (43 males and 49 females) from six intact classes of 13-16 participants.
They were instructed by the same author and received exactly the same type and
amount of instructional materials (both the textbook and supplementary materials)
during the course. Although participants’ gender did not play any role in the
experiment, attempts were made to include an equal number of participants from each
gender (27 males and 23 females). Furthermore, their ages ranged from 23 to 30, and
they were at the upper-intermediate level of English proficiency. This was assured
based on the placement procedure described in the following parts.

After the placement test, participants were randomly placed in two experimental (N =
25) and control groups (N = 25). In the experimental group, Blended Learning (BL),
participants received part of their instruction through the web. More precisely, they
received the supplementary materials and feedback through the net. In addition, they
were supposed to email their assignments which the course instructor checked and
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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provided feedback using the Review section of MS Office. In the control group,
Classroom Learning (CL), they received all the course materials (i.e., the textbook and
supplementary materials) in the class. In addition, they were supposed to write their
assignments on papers and submit them to the course instructor who returned them the
following session with the feedback given on the assignments, the way it is conducted
in traditional writing classes.
The Textbook and Supplementary Materials
All the participants of both BL and CL groups were provided with a textbook and
supplementary materials. The textbook was Zemach and Rumisek (2005), “Academic
writing: From paragraph to essay”. The book consists of 12 units. In Units 1-7, students
become familiar with the structure and types of paragraphs. Units 8-12 familiarize
learners with the organization and features of essays. In addition, students learned
about certain important characteristics of writing, such as organization of the paragraph
and essay, different types of paragraph, how to outline an essay, and how to check for
unity and coherence. It should be noted that all the participants of the experimental and
control groups were required to study the book and do the exercises. It should be noted
that this study was concerned with the paragraph only, and the treatment was
conducted in Sessions 1-8.

In addition to the textbook, the participants of both BL and CL groups received
supplementary materials about the issues discussed in class. For example, they received
plenty of files on different types of paragraphs and how to punctuate and organize their
writing assignments. These extra materials were sent to the experimental group by
email and were given to the control group in print. Besides these texts, different videos
related to the topic of each session were played and discussed in class. After the
relevant instruction, the videos were sent to the participants: through email to the
participants of the BL group and on CDs to their counterparts in the CL group.

http://jflet.com/jflet/
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Instruments
In order to collect the data, the following instruments were employed:

The placement test. In order to make sure that the participants were homogenous in
terms of their level of EFL proficiency, the Oxford Placement Test, OPT, (Allen, 2004)
was used. It is a valid and reliable test and a highly effective instrument in grouping
students into appropriate levels. It can also be used as a quick measurement of students’
general proficiency. The test and its criteria for placement were used to appropriately
place learners in relevant proficiency levels. To do so, the scale suggested by the test
developer was used. Learners were put in the target proficiency levels based on the
scores they received and the placement criteria the test developer has suggested.
The pretest. In order to examine the impact of blended learning on EFL learners’
writing proficiency (Complexity, Accuracy, and Fluency), the participants of both
groups had to write several assignments during the course. The topics included
descriptive, process, comparison/contrast, and problem/solution paragraphs. The first
assignment, a paragraph about ‘A problem in your community’, was the pretest. In fact,
participants were required to write a paragraph of 100-120 words about the topic. This
was followed by several other topics they were required to write one paragraph about.
The pretest was conducted in class for both groups, and the learners were required to
write the pretest in 20 minutes.

The posttest. In the 8th session of the course and in order to examine the effects of
blended learning and classroom learning on EFL writing proficiency, participants were
required to write a paragraph about a problem. In fact, they were asked to write one
problem paragraph of 100-120 words about ‘Effects of TV violence on children’. Similar to
the pretest, the posttest was conducted in class and the time limit was 20 minutes.

http://jflet.com/jflet/
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The delayed posttest. To examine the long-term effects of blended learning and
classroom learning on EFL writing proficiency, participants of both the experimental
and control group were asked to write a paragraph about the same pretest topic (A
problem in your community) at the end of the course. This was done seven sessions after
the main treatment. The delayed posttest would show whether blended learning and
classroom learning had any long term effects on participants’ CAF in writing. The
length of the paragraph, the location, and the time limit for the delayed posttest were
similar to the pretest.
Data Collection Procedures
In order to collect the data, 50 EFL learners at the upper-intermediate level of English
proficiency participated in the study. These EFL learners had been learning English for
a minimum of two years and had passed most of the courses of the institute. The first
and most important factor that needed to be made sure of before the implementation of
the treatment was the homogeneity of the participants. Although learners’ proficiency
levels had been checked upon their registration in the institute, it was especially
imperative to make sure they were at the same level of EFL proficiency for this study.
This was done to minimize effects of learner heterogeneity. Therefore, the OPT (Allen,
2004) was used. From among the 92 EFL learners who participated in the placement
test, 50 EFL learners were randomly placed in the CL and BL groups. As mentioned
above, these participants received their relevant treatment in six classes of 13-16
participants with the same teacher.

The participants in the control group received the instructional materials and feedback
in the classroom. They were given the textbook (Zemach & Rumisek, 2005) at the
beginning of the course. Each session, they covered a part of the book along with
exercises and feedback on the assignments. The course took 19 sessions (17 instructional
sessions and two sessions for the midterm and final exams) and was presented by the
same instructor (the regular classroom teacher) who followed the syllabus, lesson plans,
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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and material provided by the textbook. Similarly, in the experimental group,
participants received the same type of instructional materials as those in the control
group. Nevertheless, they had to send their assignments and receive feedback by email
(see Appendix for a sample assignment). For this purpose, the Review section of MS
Office was used. The researcher used options, such as ‘Track Changes’, ‘New
Comment’, ‘Show Markup’, and other features of this section to comment on the
participants’ assignments. It should be noted that participants of this group were
instructed on the way such features would be used.

In the first session, all the participants were asked to write a paragraph (A problem in
your city), which was considered as the pretest. They were required to write a
paragraph of 100-120 words in 20 minutes. Then, in the 8th session, they were asked to
write another paragraph about a similar topic as the pretest (Effects of TV violence on
children), which was considered as the posttest. From the following session, participants
of both experimental and control groups received the same type of instruction. This was
done to examine the long-term effects of blended learning on the writing proficiency of
the participants of the experimental group. Finally, on the last instructional session of
the course, participants of both groups wrote a paragraph about the same topic they
had for the pretest (A problem in your city). This paragraph which had the same features
as the previous ones was considered as the delayed posttest.
Measurement Criteria
Based on Wigglesworth and Storch (2009), the following quantitative measures were
used to analyze the performance of the participants. Fluency was measured by the
average number of T-units per text, where a T-unit is a measurement in linguistics and
refers to a main clause plus any subordinate clauses attached to it (Hunt, 1965).
Complexity was measured by the proportion of clauses to T-units. Finally, accuracy was
measured by the percentage of error-free T-units. For this purpose, two experienced

http://jflet.com/jflet/
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raters were asked to analyze T-units for all the three measurements, and the interrater
reliability was .92.
Data Analysis
In order to answer the research questions of the study, the mean scores were analyzed
using SPSS 21. First of all, to see if there was a statistically significant difference
between the control and experimental groups in the pretest and posttest, the researcher
used six independent samples t-tests with blended learning as the independent variable
and CAF scores as the dependent variable. This would help answer the first research
question. In addition, to answer the second research question, that is, the long term
effects of the treatment on writing proficiency, three repeated-measures ANOVAs were
run, with time as the independent variable and participants’ CAF scores as the
dependent variables.

Results
Results of the Pretest
In order to examine the impact of blended learning on EFL learners’ writing proficiency
(CAF), participants of the study had to write several assignments during the course, the
first of which was considered to be the pretest. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to see if there was a statistically significant difference between the
performances of the experimental group with those of the control group. Table 1
presents the results.
Table 1. Independent samples t-test for pretest complexity

Equal variances
Pretest
assumed
Complexity Equal variances
not assumed

http://jflet.com/jflet/

F

Sig.

t

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

.658

.421

-.812

48

.421

-.812

47.605

.421
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As the results indicate, there was no significant difference, t(48) = -.812, p = .421, between
the complexity scores of the control group (M = 117.48, SD = 11.51) and those of the
experimental group (M = 119.25, SD = 12.62) in the pretest.
Table 2 presents the results of the independent samples t-test for participants’ accuracy
in the pretest.

Table 2. Independent samples t-test for pretest accuracy

Equal variances
assumed
Pretest
Accuracy Equal variances
not assumed

F

Sig.

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

1.928

.171

-.029

48

.977

-.029

36.920

.977

As the results indicate, there was no significant difference, t(48) = -.029, p = .977, between
accuracy scores of the control group (M = 85, SD = 22) and those the experimental
group (M = 85, SD = 12).

Similarly, Table 3 presents the results of the independent samples t-test for fluency.

Table 3. Independent samples t-test for pretest fluency

Pretest
Fluency

Equal variances
assumed

F

Sig.

t

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

8.093

.007

-1.226

48

.226

-1.226

42.739

.226

Equal variances not
assumed

As can be seen, there was no significant difference, t(48) = -1.22, p = .226, between the
fluency scores of the control group (M = 15.69, SD = 4.04) and those of the experimental
group (M = 14.48, SD = 2.80) in the pretest.

http://jflet.com/jflet/
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The results of this part of the analysis implied that any changes in the performance of
the participants would be the result of the implementation of the treatment.
Results of the Posttest
In order to examine the impact of blended learning on EFL learners’ writing proficiency
(CAF), participants of the study wrote a paragraph at the end of the treatment, which
was considered to be the posttest.
Table 4 presents the results of the independent samples t-test conducted to see if
participants’ complexity was influenced by the treatment.

Table 4. Independent samples t-test for posttest complexity

Posttest
Complexity

Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances not
assumed

F

Sig.

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

1.434

.237

3.230

48

.002

3.230

43.478

.002

As shown in Table 4, there was a highly significant difference, t(48) = 3.230, p = .002,
between complexity scores of the participants in the control group (M = 118.74, SD =
16.59) and those of the experimental group (M = 137.15, SD = 23.18) in the posttest.

Table 5 presents the results of the independent samples t-test conducted to see if
participants’ accuracy was influenced by the treatment in each group.

http://jflet.com/jflet/

14

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

Table 5. Independent samples t-test for posttest accuracy

Posttest
Accuracy

Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances not
assumed

F

Sig.

t

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

2.366

.131

3.606

48

.001

3.606

40.866

.001

The results show that there was a highly significant difference, t (48) = 3.60, p = .001,
between accuracy scores of the participants in the control group (M = .90, SD = .08) and
those of the experimental group (M = .97, SD = .05).

Table 6 presents the results of the independent samples t-test conducted to see if
participants’ fluency changed as a result of the treatment.

Table 6. Independent samples t-test for posttest fluency

Posttest
Fluency

Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances not
assumed

F

Sig.

t

df

Sig. (2-tailed)

.218

.642

6.229

48

.000

6.229

47.985

.000

Results show that there was a highly significant difference, t(48) = 6.22, p < .001, between
fluency scores of the participants in the control group (M = 12.08, SD = 2.25) and those
of the experimental group (M = 16.01, SD = 2.21).
Results of the Repeated Measures Analysis (Pretest, Posttest, and Delayed Posttest)
In order to have a better picture of the interaction of time and group and to see how
each group performed at different times, three mixed between-within subjects
ANOVAs were conducted to assess the effects of blended learning on participants’
writing proficiency across three time periods (pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest).
Table 7 presents the results of multivariate tests for complexity.
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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Table 7. Multivariate tests for complexity
Value

F

Pillai's Trace

.269

8.662

2.00

47.00

.001

Wilks' Lambda

.731

8.662

2.00

47.00

.001

Hotelling's Trace

.369

8.662

2.00

47.00

.001

.369

8.662

2.00

47.00

.001

.201

5.916

2.00

47.00

.005

Wilks' Lambda

.799

5.916

2.00

47.00

.005

Hotelling's Trace

.252

5.916

2.00

47.00

.005

Roy's Largest
Root

.252

5.916

2.00

47.00

.005

Effect

Time

Roy's Largest
Root
Pillai's Trace
Time
Group

*

Hypothesis Error df
df

Sig.

The results indicate a significant interaction between group and time, Wilks Lambda =
.799, F(2, 47) = 5.916, p = .005. Furthermore, there was a substantial main effect for time,
Wilks Lamdba = .731, F(2,

47)

= 8.662, p = .001, with the experimental group showing

increased complexity across the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest.

Table 8 presents the results of the between-subjects effects test for complexity.

Table 8. Tests of between-subjects effects for complexity
Source

df

F

Sig.

Intercept
Group
Error

1
1
48

8049.481
6.895

.000
.012

The main effect comparing the two types of treatment (blended learning and classroom
learning) was highly significant, F(1,

48)

= 6.895, p = .012, suggesting a significant

difference in the effectiveness of blended learning.

http://jflet.com/jflet/
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Table 9 presents the results of multivariate tests for accuracy.

Table 9. Multivariate tests for accuracy
Value

F

Pillai's Trace

.169

4.769

2.00

47.00

.013

Wilks' Lambda

.831

4.769

2.00

47.00

.013

Hotelling's Trace

.203

4.769

2.00

47.00

.013

.203

4.769

2.00

47.00

.013

.036

.888

2.00

47.00

.418

.964

.888

2.00

47.00

.418

.038

.888

2.00

47.00

.418

.038

.888

2.00

47.00

.418

Effect

Time

Roy's Largest
Root
Pillai's Trace
Time
Group

Wilks' Lambda
*
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest
Root

Hypothesis Error df
df

Sig.

The results indicate no significant interaction between group and time, Wilks Lambda =
.964, F(2, 47) = .888, p = .418. Nevertheless, there was a substantial main effect for time,
Wilks Lamdba = .831, F(2,

47)

= 4.769, p = .013, with the experimental group showing

increased accuracy across pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest.

Table 10 presents the results of the between-subject effects test for accuracy.

Table 10. Tests of between-subjects effects for accuracy
Source
Intercept
Group
Error

df
1
1
48

F
7705.950
4.435

Sig.
.000
.040

The main effect comparing the two types of treatment (blended learning and classroom
learning) was highly significant, F(1,

48)

= 4.435, p = .040, suggesting a significant

difference in the effectiveness of blended learning. Finally, Table 11 presents the results
of multivariate tests for fluency.
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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Table 11. Multivariate tests for fluency
Effect
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Time
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Time * Group
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

Value
.173
.827
.210
.210
.361
.639
.565
.565

F
4.930
4.930
4.930
4.930
13.284
13.284
13.284
13.284

Hypothesis df Error df
2.00
47.00
2.00
47.00
2.00
47.00
2.00
47.00
2.00
47.00
2.00
47.00
2.00
47.00
2.00
47.00

Sig.
.011
.011
.011
.011
.000
.000
.000
.000

The results indicate a significant interaction between group and time, Wilks Lambda =
.639, F(2, 47) = 13.284, p < .001. Furthermore, there was a substantial main effect for time,
Wilks Lamdba = .827, F(2,

47)

= 4.930, p = .011, with the experimental group showing

increased fluency across the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest. Table 12 presents
the results of the between-subject effects test for fluency.

Table 12. Tests of between-subjects effects for fluency
Source

df

F

Sig.

Intercept

1

4079.955

.000

Group

1

4.168

.047

Error

48

The main effect comparing the two types of the treatment (blended learning and
classroom learning) was highly significant, F(1,

48)

= 4.168, p = .047, suggesting a

significant difference in the effectiveness of blended learning.

Discussion
The research questions addressed in the study concerned the (long term) effects of
blended learning on EFL learners’ writing proficiency. The analysis of posttest texts
written by the learners in the experimental group revealed a positive effect on
Complexity (p = .002), Accuracy (p = .001), and Fluency (p < .001). The significant
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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differences in participants’ performances in general have been observed in previous
research examining the effects of blended learning on writing performance (Chang, et.
al., 2008; Eydelman, 2013; Fidaoui, et. al., 2010; Ghahari, 2014; Pinkman, 2005; So & Lee,
2013; Vinther, 2012; Wang, 2015). All these studies, except Ghahari (2014), indicated that
using CALL techniques in general and blended learning in particular resulted in better
writing performances in the experimental groups. Ghahari, however, found that the
blended learning participants performed better than those in the web-based learning
and classroom learning groups. In fact, she found that EFL learners’ performances in
the web-based learning and classroom learning groups did not show any statistically
significant differences.

Considering the effects of the treatment on participants’ writing proficiency, results are
partially in line with Fellner and Apple (2006) who examined the effects of blogs on EFL
writing fluency and lexical complexity. Their results showed a significant (350%)
increase in EFL learners’ writing fluency. Nevertheless, Fellner and Apple did not
examine the effects of blogging on EFL learners’ grammatical complexity and accuracy,
which were examined in the present study.

The results of the study are somehow different from those of Rubio (2014) who found
that participants of the blended learning group were not significantly different from
those of the control (face-to-face) group in both oral and writing proficiency.
Nevertheless, as long as fluency was concerned, participants of the experimental group
outperformed those of the face-to-face group.

The results from both posttest and delayed posttest showed that the participants of the
study significantly improved their writing proficiency, and that participants of the
experimental group significantly outperformed in all the dimensions of writing
proficiency, namely complexity, accuracy, and fluency. One of the main reasons for the
results could be seen in the way these participants benefitted from the use of
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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technology. The fact that they had the possibility to use the Microsoft word processor
can be an important reason why participants of the experimental group produced more
accurate sentences, as this feature underlines the ungrammatical sentences and
misspellings. This was a feature that was absent for participants of the control group.
Nevertheless, they had the possibility to check their dictionaries (electronic or printed)
or ask their instructor, as they did when they faced a problem. It is a fact that modern
technology is facilitating learning a foreign language and such features are undeniable.
Nevertheless, participants’ accuracy did not show any significant differences over time,
as the results of the repeated measures analysis indicated, which means grammatical
knowledge is a kind of knowledge that requires a longer time to develop using blended
learning.

As long as fluency is concerned, results showed that participants of the experimental
group had more opportunities to recycle their language, as Fellner and Apple (2006)
pointed out. Another reason that can be pointed out for the increase in the fluency of
the participants is the confidence they gained during the course. This was strengthened
by the positive attitude they developed towards writing in the foreign language. At the
beginning of the course, the participants of both groups mentioned that they did not
like to write in English and the main reason for taking the course was the requirements
of the curriculum. Nevertheless, as the course progressed and they gained more
confidence and positive feedback from what they did, they became more interested in
writing and performed more fluently.

Participants’ complexity was also affected by the fact that during the course, the
instructor made them familiar with the type of grammatical structures they could use in
writing, which were somehow different from what they had been used to. This is
because the participants were more familiar with those structures that are more
common in conversation. Therefore, the writing course gave them the opportunity to
become familiar with those structures that are more common in formal writing,
http://jflet.com/jflet/
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especially different types of sentences, namely simple, compound, complex, and
compound-complex sentences. They mentioned that the fact that they have more time
to think before they write gave them the possibility to think about the structure and use
more complex sentences. This possibility was more prominent for the participants of the
blended learning group as it was more convenient for them to use different sources
around them, despite the fact that all the materials and instructions were the same for
the participants in both the experimental and control groups.

Conclusions
The results show that the blended learning platform can benefit EFL learners to
significantly improve their writing ability, in general, and writing proficiency, in
particular.

This is mostly because language learners gained more confidence and

independence using the features modern technology provides for them. It is believed
that the participants of the writing course, especially those in the experimental group
would continue developing their writing skill by benefitting from the experience.
Furthermore, this study has implications for any writing course in the EFL context,
particularly because these learners have almost no contact with native speakers and
authentic language in the community. A blended learning approach can provide such
learners with the possibility to have more exposure to authentic materials. This
opportunity has positive effects on their general proficiency. In fact, blended learning
can fulfil the purposes of any writing course, namely “learning to write” and “writing
to learn” (see Manchon, 2011).

The results of the study clearly showed that a blended learning approach can be quite
facilitating for second language learners. It is believed that further research is required
to strengthen the findings of blended learning research. An interesting line of research
is to examine effects of small groups on writing proficiency. This can be done both
online and in classroom to examine if blended learning can benefit language learners
while they are working in groups. Another interesting line of research is to examine
http://jflet.com/jflet/

21

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

effects of online peer editing on writing proficiency. Researchers who are interested in
this type of study can also examine effects of consciousness-raising techniques
conducted through blended learning on EFL writing proficiency. This is quite possible
because word processing software programs, especially MS Office, have features such
as bolding, underlining, and italicizing that can assist writing instructors implement
their instruction.

References
Allen, D. (2004). Oxford placement test. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Beagle, L., & Davies, G. (2013). A blended learning course for the aviation industry: A
case study. In B. Tomlinson, & C. Whittaker (Eds.), Blended learning in English
language teaching: Course design and implementation. London: British Council.
Chang, Y-C., Chang, J. S., Chen, H-J., & Liou, H-C. (2008). An automatic collocation
writing assistant for Taiwanese EFL learners: A case of corpus-based NLP
technology. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 21 (3), 283-299. DOI:
10.1080/09588220802090337
Davoli, P, Monari, M. & Eklundh, K. S. (2009). Peer activities on web-learning platforms
- Impact on collaborative writing and usability issues. Education and Information
Technologies 14, 229-254.
Eydelman, N. (2013). A blended English as a Foreign Language academic writing
course. In B. Tomlinson, & C. Whittaker (Eds.), Blended learning in English
language teaching: Course design and implementation. London: British Council.
Fellner, T. & Apple, M. (2006). Developing writing fluency and lexical complexity with
blogs. The JALT CALL Journal, 2(1), 15-26.
Ferriman, N. (2013). The impact of blended e-learning on undergraduate academic
essay writing in English (L2). Computers & Education, 60, 243-253. DOI:
10.1016/j.compedu.2012.07.008

http://jflet.com/jflet/

22

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

Fidaoui, D., Bahous, R., & Bacha, N. N. (2010). CALL in Lebanese elementary ESL
writing classrooms. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 23(2), 151-168. DOI:
10.1080/09588221003666248
Ghahari, S. (2014). Impact of blended learning on Iranian EFL learners’ writing performance.
Master’s Thesis. Islamic Azad University, Najafabad Branch, Isfahan, Iran
Gilbert, J. (2013). A collaborative online reading and research project. In B. Tomlinson,
& C. Whittaker (Eds.), Blended learning in English language teaching: Course design
and implementation. London: British Council.
Goldberg, A., Russell, M., & Cook, A. (2003). The effect of computers on student
writing: A meta-analysis of studies from 1992 to 2002. The Journal of Technology,
Learning, and Assessment, 2 (1), 1-52. Retrieved on September, 02 2017 from:
https://ejournals.bc.edu/ojs/index.php/jtla/article/view/1661/1503
Graham, C. R. (2006). Blended learning systems: Definition, current trends and future
directions, In C. Bonk, & C. R. Graham (Eds.), Handbook of blended learning: Global
perspectives, local designs. San Francisco, CA: Pfeiffer.
Graham, C. R., Allen, S., & Ure, D. (2005). Benefits and challenges of blended learning
environments. In M. Khosrow-Pour (Ed.), Encyclopedia of information science and
technology (pp. 253-259). Hershey, PA: Idea Group.
Grgurovic, M. (2011). Blended learning in an ESL class: A case study. CALICO Journal,
29(1), 100-117. DOI: 10.11139/cj.29.1.100-117
Hong, K. H. & Sammy, K. K. (2010). The influence of L2 teachers’ use of CALL modes
on language learners’ reactions to blended learning. CALICO Journal, 27(2), 328248. DOI: 10.11139/cj.27.2.328-348
Housen, A., Kuiken, F., & Vedder, I. (2012). Dimensions of L2 performance and proficiency:
Complexity, accuracy and fluency in SLA. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Hunt, K. W. (1965). Grammatical structures written at three grade levels (Research Report
No. 3). Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English.
Kavaliauskiene, G. (2011). Blended learning in ESP listening. English for Specific Purposes
World, 31 (10).
http://jflet.com/jflet/

23

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

Kramsch, C. (2014). Teaching foreign languages in an era of globalization. Modern
Language Journal, 98(1), 296-311.
Larsen, L. J. E. (2012). Teacher and student perspectives on a blended learning intensive
English program writing course. PhD Dissertation. Iowa State University.
Lee, L. (2010). Fostering reflective writing and interactive exchange through blogging in
an

advanced

language

course.

ReCALL

22

(2),

212-227.

DOI:

10.1017/S095834401000008X
Manchon, R. M. (2011). Learning-to-write and writing-to-learn in an additional language.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company.
Min, H. T. (2011). Foreign language writing instruction: A principled eclectic approach
in Taiwan. In C. Tony, & M. Reichelt (Eds.), Foreign language writing instruction:
Principles & practices (pp. 159-182). Anderson, South Carolina: Parlor Press.
Miyazoe, T., & Anderson, T. (2010). Learning outcomes and students’ perceptions of
online writing: Simultaneous implementation of a forum, blog, and wiki in an
EFL

blended

learning

setting.

System,

38,

185-199.

DOI:

10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.10.375
Neumeier, P (2005) A closer look at blended learning – parameters for designing a
blended learning environment for language teaching and learning. ReCALL,
17(2), 163-178. DOI: 10.1017/S0958344005000224
Osguthorpe, R. T., & Graham, C. R. (2003). Blended learning environments: Definitions
and directions. The Quarterly Review of Distance Education 4(3), 227-233.
Pinkman, K. (2005). Using blogs in the foreign language classroom: encouraging learner
independence. The JALT CALL Journal, 1(1), 12-24.
Richardson, W. (2010). Blogs, wikis, podcasts, and other powerful web tools for the classroom.
Thousand Oaks, Calif: Corwin Press.
Rubio, F. (2014). The effects of blended learning on second language fluency and
proficiency. In F. Rubio, J. J. Thomas, & S. K. Bourns (Eds.), Hybrid language
teaching and learning: Exploring theoretical, pedagogical and curricular issues. Boston:
Heinle.
http://jflet.com/jflet/

24

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

So, L., & Lee, C. H. (2013). A case study of an L2 writing instructional model for
blended learning in higher education. TOJET: The Turkish Online Journal of
Educational Technology, 12 (4).
Solomon, G., & Schrum, L. (2010). How 2, web 2: How to for educators. Eugene, OR:
International Society for Technology in Education.
Stracke, E. (2007). A road to understanding: A qualitative study into why learners drop
out of a blended language learning (BLL) environment. ReCALL, 19 (1), 57-78.
DOI: 10.1017/S0958344007000511
Tosun, S. (2015). The effects of blended learning on EFL students’ vocabulary
enhancement. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 199, 641-647. DOI:
10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.07.592
Trinder, R. (2016). Blending technology and face-to-face: Advanced students’ choices.
ReCALL, 28 (1), 83–102. DOI: 10.1017/S0958344015000166
Turgut, Y. (2009). EFL learners’ experience of online writing by PBWiki, Proceedings of
World Conference on Educational Multimedia, Hypermedia and Telecommunications
2009. AACE, Chesapeake, VA.
Vinther, J. (2012). Cognitive skills through CALL-enhanced teacher training. In F. Zhang
(Ed.), Computer-enhanced and mobile-assisted language learning: Emerging issues and
trends. Hershey: IGI Global.
Wang, Y. (2015). Promoting collaborative writing through wikis: a new approach for
advancing innovative and active learning in an ESP context. Computer Assisted
Language Learning, 28 (6), 499-512. DOI: 10.1080/09588221.2014.881386
Wigglesworth, G., & Storch, N. (2009). Pair versus individual writing: Effects on
fluency, complexity and accuracy. Language Testing, 26, 445-466. DOI:
10.1177/0265532209104670
Zemach, D. E., & Rumisek, L. A. (2005). Academic writing: From paragraph to essay.
Oxford: Macmillan Publishers.
Zhang, W. (2009). Blogging for doing English digital: student evaluations. Journal of
Computers and Composition, 27, 266-283. DOI: 10.1016/j.compcom.2010.09.003
http://jflet.com/jflet/

25

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

Appendix. Sample feedback to an assignment for the participants of the BL group

http://jflet.com/jflet/

26

Journal of Foreign Language Education and Technology, 3(2), 2018

http://jflet.com/jflet/

27

