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ABSTRACT

The major purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of flipped classroom on pre-service English teachers’
Advanced Writing achievement. The study also aims at exploring whether flipped classroom approach makes a
difference, if any, on the self-regulated learning of the participants. The participants of this study were selected
by convenience sampling method and consisted of fifty-five (N=55) pre-service ELT teachers attending
Advanced Writing course and studying at English Language Teaching Department (ELT) at a foundation
university in the fall semester of 2017-2018 academic year. Two intact classes were selected as control (V=28)
and experimental group (IN=27). The control group was exposed to traditional lecture based instruction,
whereas the experimental group received the flipped classroom approach. In this quasi-experimental study,
data were gathered through pre-post-tests of advanced writing and self-regulated learning scale. Mixed
ANOVA analysis was used for data analysis. The obtained results demonstrated that the implementation
of flipped classroom approach resulted in better writing achievement, yet self-regulated learning showed no
significant difference between groups. Based on these findings, the study provides pedagogical implications
and suggestions for integrating flipped classroom approach in the undergraduate programs.

Keywords: Flipped classroom approach, self-regulated learning, ELT, writing achievement
INTRODUCTION

Writing is considered as a cognitively challenging task which is not learned naturally (Pavanelli, 2018).
As writing is quite complex and is affected by “layers of context”, successful academic writing teaching is
mainly based on a complete comprehension of the challenging nature of writing in academic settings, and
considering faculty perceptions on academic writing and writing instruction shows efforts to comprehend

one part of the complexity (Zhu, 2004).

However, for most Turkish foreign language learners, writing is one of the hardest skills to accomplish as
they lack of adequate and necessary knowledge. They are expected to reach a proficient level of English in
order to comprehend the course content in their departments and write essays at a good level. Yet, improving
the writing performance of the learners is an issue for most teachers as they face problems regarding the
materials, design of the course, timing, allocating time for feedback etc. Therefore, students are expected
to be self-regulated learners in order to manage their own learning process, which could help both the
instructor and the learners to use their time more efficiently and fulfill the necessities of the course. Lastly
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and most importantly, students need to receive ample feedback regarding their writings to be able to review
and reflect on their own academic writing, which also requires students to practice profoundly, collaborate
with their peers, self-correct based on the reflections they receive from their teachers (Pavanelli, 2018).
However, the time allocated for lecturing during the traditional lecture based instruction restricts the time
that could be used for more practice and feedback, which in turn results in not being able to use the class
time as efficiently as expected or desired.

Therefore, in order to eliminate such problems and improve learning process recent trends in education
attempt to reinforce student-centered instruction which enables students to take control of their own
learning via establishing a learning environment where they are encouraged to participate, think critically,
improve their problem-solving skills, engage in various activities, work collaboratively, and form meaningful
interactions rather than memorizing and being passive learners (Alsowat, 2016). Over the past two decades,
there have been immense changes regarding instructional technology and how teachers perceived the role of
technology in education, which enabled the teacher to allocate more time for in-class activities and use the
technology to enable a supportive, manageable and personalized learning environment (Wiginton, 2013).
Furthermore, considering the fact that students frequently use technology in various ways, teachers have
been integrating technology into their teaching in order to keep up with the recent trends and the needs of
the students. One of these technologies is the blended learning which is a combination of face-to-face and
online interactions (Alsowat, 2016). Blended learning can be defined as combining face to face learning and
electronic or distance learning, making use of different learning theories, methodologies and techniques
in a single place and promoting learning with numerous online technologies throughout the learning
process in the classroom (Rossett, Douglis, & Frazee, 2003; Singh, 2003; Neumeier, 2005). According
to Rasmussen (2003), blended learning is a distance education method involving the use of technology
combined with traditional education and teaching. Horton (2000) stated that “combining more strong and
advantageous aspects of online learning and the learning in classroom” is the fundamental target of blended
learning and it was also stated that “blended learning provides the opportunity to integrate advantages
offered by online learning with the best practice and benefits of traditional learning” (Tselios, Daskalakis, &
Papadopoulou, 2011, p.225) In parallel with the descriptions so far, Trinder (2012) claimed that blended
learning is “a combination of face-to-face and online learning, with usually one of the two functioning as
a lead mode” (p.1). However, George-Walker and Keefe (2010) argues that blended learning is beyond a
simple combination of new knowledge and interaction technologies with face-to-face activities. It is rather
an “organic integration of thoughtfully selected and complementary face-to-face and online approaches and
technologies (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008, p. 148). In a sense, it reaps the advantages of both face-to-face
and online learning environments. Therefore, it can be stated that blended learning requires a harmonized
and meticulous design of teaching in order to make the best use of both traditional and online learning. In
this regard, the necessity of teacher student interaction both with and without the use of technology was
emphasized (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Tselios, Daskalakis, & Papadopoulou, 2011). Blended learning
aims at enhancing student learning and promoting learner-centered paradigm (Shibley, 2014). Blended
learning has gained significance considering the latest trends in education and a growing body of research
comparing the differences between blended learning and traditional face-to-face instruction considering
their effect on student achievement has revealed that blended instruction is quite more effective than the
other one (Barkley, 2010; Condie & Livingston, 2007; Means, Toyoma, Murphy, Bakia, and Jones, 2010;
Watson, 2008). Along with the latest improvements in technology, creating and streaming high definition
videos via comparatively inexpensive devices through cellular and wireless networks has contributed to the
development a new type of blended learning (Quint, 2015). Resulting from the increase in technology
options to be integrated into education, the flipped classroom is one of the options of applying new ideas
in schools and classrooms (Kenna, 2014). Flipped classroom approach is a version of blended learning and
enables the use of lesson time more effectively and efficiently compared to traditional classrooms (Ucar &
Bozkurt, 2018). It is quite similar to blended learning as it also consists of face-to-face and online learning,
yet it is different in the way that outside activities utilized in flipped classroom can either be online or include
paper and hard copy materials, which means that videos are not obligatory in flipped classrooms and the use
of instructional videos does not necessarily indicate flipping a classroom (Alsowat, 2016).

The flipped classroom was called inverted classroom in the late 1900s and early 2000s, replaced what was
traditionally done in the classroom with what was done at home (Lage, Platt, & Treglia, 2000; Bergmann &
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Sams, 2012). One of the most extensive definitions of the flipped classroom is that students are prepared for
face-to-face time via reading and watching materials before the in-class time in order to be able to use that
knowledge they have gained from the materials for activities instead of explicit instruction (Quint, 2015).
Emerging developments in computers and software has made it easier for instructors to record, annotate,
and post video lessons online and they can carry out these tasks without needing any formal professional
development or training (Wang & Reeves, 2003), and also it is quite easy and inexpensive. The videos prepared
by the instructors are mostly 10-15 minutes in length and consist of images, narration, video and interactive
components (Wiginton, 2013). The content provided in the video is actually the same with what they would
learn in a traditional lecture classroom. Additionally, recent technologies enabled students to access the videos
prepared by the instructors easily by clicking a link on a learning management system used by the school or
watch them from social media websites such as YouTube® (Wiginton, 2013). For instance, Bergmann and Sams
(2012) created their videos by utilizing screen-capture software and shared it with their students online or in
a downloadable format for their mobile devices. As the students born in the 21st are already competent in the
digital world (Barone, 2003), the use of videos prepared by the course instructor is not even crucial (Kenna,
2014) as they can also autonomously find videos and information on websites such as Google®, YouTube®,
Wikipedia® (Carlisle, 2010), Khan Academy, and Ted (Tucker, 2012) themselves. Flipped classroom approach
brings along various benefits. One of them is that students learn the topic at their own pace as they are able to
pause and rewind the lecture videos, meanwhile search for information related to unclear and confusing parts,
and gain the basic necessary fundamental knowledge about the topic to be covered in the class time (Bergmann &
Sams, 2012). Additionally, the videos can be viewed by the students individual (Kenna, 2014), which promotes
individualized learning. In return, it provides time for incorporating more active learning strategies into the
class time (Gannod, 2007; Kellogg, 2009; Warter-Perez & Dong, 2012). In this respect, Gannod, Burge, &
Helmick (2008) pointed out that the advantages of providing an online learning management system where
students can access the lecture content and study it in their self-paced learning environment is that “the learner
can access the information at their own pace and continually reference recorded material” (p. 779). However, in
traditional classrooms, the subject is provided by the instructor in a lecture format. During the lecture, students
are mostly passive learners and try to listen, take notes and learn at the same time. Additionally, courses taught
via traditional methods require students to learn at the same pace with all students in the classroom regardless
of their mastery (Wiginton, 2013). For some students, the topic covered in the lesson might be familiar, yet the
other might have difficulty in taking in information so quickly or lack the background knowledge needed to
understand the content presented (Goodwin & Miller, 2013). Due to time constraint, the practices regarding
the lecture are assigned as homework. Besides, as lecturing takes up most of the class time, usually, there is not
much time left for the teacher to help each student in the classroom. The situation is the same at home as there
is often no one to help students to do their homework at home, which leads students to feel frustrated and
fail at completing or doing their homework properly. In the end, repeated incidents such as these often causes
low self-efficacy and loss of enthusiasm and effort (Bandura, 1997). Considering the mentioned problems and
necessities, the reviewed literature indicated that flipped classroom approach (FCA) would be quite effective in
order to improve the writing skills of the learners.

A plethora of research has been carried out regarding the implementation and efficacy of flipped classroom
approach regarding various sciences (Strayer, 2007; Johnson & Renner, 2012; Szparagowski, 2014; Soliman,
2016). There is scarce research related to the implementation of flipped classroom approach in EFL education,
yet there are some studies focusing on English instruction (Snowden, 2012; Baranovic, 2013; Hung, 2015;
Webb & Doman, 2016) most of which are conducted in higher education (Strayer, 2007; Pierce & Fox,
2012; Ruddick, 2012; Zappe, Leicht, Messner, Litzinger Lee, 2009; Baranovic, 2013).

Ahmed (2016) for example, studied the perceptions of learners on the flipped classroom approach and its
impact on their writing achievement at Qassim University. The study aimed at investigating the impact of
flipped classroom approach on writing skills in English a foreign language and the attitudes of learners towards
the approach. The participants consisted of 60 students: 30 for control group and 30 for experimental group.
The findings from an EFL writing text and a questionnaire measuring the attitudes of learners towards
the flipped classroom approach and which were both applied twice as pre- and posttests revealed that the
experimental group who were taught via the flipped classroom approach outperformed the control group
in the post-test of EFL writing. Additionally, the findings of the questionnaires indicated that there was a
statistically significant difference between the attitudes of learners in favor of the experimental group.
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In another study, Ekmekci (2017) studied the flipped writing classroom in Turkish EFL context. The
study aimed at investigating the impact of flipped classroom approach on the foreign language writing
skills of Turkish learners studying at a university. The study compared flipped and traditional face-to-face
writing classes with regard to the writing performances of learners and applied a pre- and post-test true
experimental design with a control group. The findings obtained from the pre- and posttests revealed that
there was a statistically significant difference between the experimental and control groups regarding their
writing performances. In other words, the learners in the flipped classroom outperformed the learners in the
traditional classroom. Additionally, it was found out that most of the learners presented positive attitude
towards Flipped Writing Model.

Another benefit of the flipped classroom is that students learn the topic at their own pace as they are able
to pause and rewind the lecture videos, meanwhile search for information related to unclear and confusing
parts, and gain the basic necessary fundamental knowledge about the topic to be covered in the class time
(Bergmann & Sams, 2012). Therefore, it can be stated that learners are expected to be self-regulated learners.
Self-Regulated learning (SRL) has been defined by plenty of researchers in various ways. The term became
popular in the 1980s due to the emphasis put on emerging autonomy and the responsibilities to be done
by students for their own learning (Bandura, 1986). The two fundamental names studying SRL to a large
extent were Zimmerman and Pintrich. Zimmerman (2000) defined SRL as generating thoughts, feelings
and actions which are planned and cyclically arranged in order to meet personal goals. As for Pintrich
(2000), SRL meant “an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals for their learning and then
attempt to monitor, regulate, and control their cognition, motivation, and behavior, guided and constrained
by their goals and the contextual features of the environment” (p.453). However, little research has been
conducted regarding the integration of FCA and SRL and the impact of FCA on the SRL of students (Sun,
Wu, & Lee, 2017). Additionally, the findings of the relevant studies yielded inconsistent results (Cakiroglu
& Ozturk, 2017; Sun et al., 2017; Elakovich, 2018; El-Senousy & Alquda, 2018).

Based on the reviewed literature and the requirements of learners and teachers, this study aims at exploring
the impact of flipped classroom approach on the self-regulated learning and writing levels of pre-service
English teachers. In the light of the above discussion, this study aims at investigating these research questions:

1. Is there any difference between the pre-service ELT teachers exposed to flipped classroom approach
(experimental group, EG) and the ones engaged in traditional lecture-based instruction (control
group, CG) in terms of their self-regulated learning?

2. Is there any difference between CG and EG in terms of their L2 Advanced Writing achievement after
the implementation of FCA?

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY

The flipped classroom differs from the traditional classroom in which the teacher provides lecture about
the new topic in class and then have students comprehend their knowledge via doing assignments (Brame,
2013). In this study, FCA was implemented in an Advanced Writing course and the course was designed in
accordance with Bloom’s Taxonomy. The new version of Bloom’s Taxonomy developed by Anderson et al
(2001) is as following:

1. remembering - retrieving, recognizing, and recalling relevant knowledge from long-term memory;

2. understanding - constructing meaning from oral, written, and graphic messages through interpreting,
exemplifying, classifying, summarizing, inferring, comparing, and explaining;

3. applying - carrying out or using a procedure through executing, or implementing; analyzing - breaking

material into constituent parts, determining how the parts relate to one another and to an overall
structure or purpose through differentiating, organizing, and attributing;

4. evaluating - making judgments based on criteria and standards through checking and critiquing;
creating - putting elements together to form a coherent or functional whole;

5. reorganizing elements into a new pattern or structure through generating, planning, or producing (p.

67-68).
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It is stated that applying Bloom’s revised taxonomy to a flipped course increases students’ learning outcomes,
enables student-paced lectures, more personalized learning (Srivastava, 2014), and as passive learning
(remembering and understanding) is covered through students’ studying the fundamental course material
provided with video lectures prior to class, students are more prepared to apply the knowledge and participate
in higher-level discussions with their peers and the course instructor, which also enables them to have the
support of their peers and the course instructor (Brame, 2013). In this respect, students are expected to be
able to manage their own learning process, be self-regulated learners and active in the lesson.

Self-Regulated learning (SRL) has been defined by plenty of researchers in various ways. The term became
popular in the 1980s due to the emphasis put on emerging autonomy and the responsibilities to be done
by students for their own learning (Bandura, 1986). The two fundamental names studying SRL to a large
extent were Zimmerman and Pintrich. Zimmerman (2000) defined SRL as generating thoughts, feelings and
actions which are planned and cyclically arranged in order to meet personal goals. As for Pintrich (2000),
SRL meant “an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals for their learning and then attempt to
monitor, regulate, and control their cognition, motivation, and behavior, guided and constrained by their
goals and the contextual features of the environment” (p.453). Furthermore, Hadwin (2008) described it
as “deliberate planning, monitoring, and regulating of cognitive, behavioral, and affective or motivational
processes toward completion of an academic task” (p.187).

Although flipped classroom approach is not a newly found concept, there is little research investigating the
effect of self-regulated learning on the learners even though it is claimed to increase the motivation and
self-efficacy of learners. The studies conducted mostly focus on the relationship between SRL and online
learning environments. Compared to the traditional lecture classroom where there is a passive learning
environment the self-directed online learning environment is claimed to foster self-regulation (Barak, 2009).
Self-Regulated learning (SRL) has been defined by plenty of researchers in various ways. The term became
popular in the 1980s due to the emphasis put on emerging autonomy and the responsibilities to be done
by students for their own learning (Bandura, 1986). The two fundamental names studying SRL to a large
extent were Zimmerman and Pintrich. Zimmerman (2000) defined SRL as generating thoughts, feelings and
actions which are planned and cyclically arranged in order to meet personal goals. As for Pintrich (2000),
SRL meant “an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals for their learning and then attempt to
monitor, regulate, and control their cognition, motivation, and behavior, guided and constrained by their
goals and the contextual features of the environment” (p.453). Furthermore, Hadwin (2008) described it
as “deliberate planning, monitoring, and regulating of cognitive, behavioral, and affective or motivational
processes toward completion of an academic task” (p.187).

Despite the diverse perceptions of researchers regarding the explanations of SRL, the theories rely on three
common features. First, SRL requires deliberate use of particular processes, strategies or replies, by students
in order to develop their academic success (Zimmerman, 2001). In other words, students are expected to be
aware of the potential benefits of self-regulation processes in improving their academic success (Abd Majid,
2007). Secondly, as the practice of SRL involves the need for self-oriented feedback (Abd Majid, 2007),
SRL involves a cyclical process of feedback in which students participate in observing how effective the
strategies they use while learning are and the various ways they respond to feedback (Almazloum, 2018).
These strategies include time, the study environment, the place where they study, and asking for help from
peers and teachers. Thirdly, self-regulation of motivation for selecting certain SRL strategies and the rationale
behind the choice of students is a common feature of SRL (Almazloum, 2018). Additionally, Zimmerman
(2001) stated that it is necessary for students to have extra time to prepare, to participate in tasks, and they
need struggle with adequately satisfying outcomes in order to self-regulate their learning process.

Flipped classroom is stated to be quite beneficial (Kellogg, 2009; Warter-Perez & Dong, 2012); however,
little research has been conducted regarding the integration of FCA and SRL and the impact of FCA on the
SRL of students (Sun, Wu, & Lee, 2017). Additionally, flipped classrooms are regarded as more self-centred
as students practice autonomy and manage their own responsibilities, especially in asynchronous learning
environments (Artino, 2008). It was also claimed that as self-regulated learners are efficient in time and space
management, observing their learning process and analyzing their own curricular or extracurricular learning
outputs, enhancing their engagement in the class via discussion, analysis, synthesis, and problem solution,

FCA model can be used profoundly in these contexts (Cigdem, Ozturk, & Topcu, 2016). In parallel with this
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statement, it was also claimed that via forming the temporal “space” for metacognition FCA could improve
self-efficacy and motivation (Hewitt et al., 2014) and that the temporal space provided by the flipped video
content urges learners to reflect on and self-evaluate their learning process, which can be interpreted as FCA
supplies an environment useful for metacognition, a fundamental component of SRL (Zimmerman, 1990).
In fact, Strayer (2012) deduced that learners in a flipped classroom become more conscious about their own
learning process compared to learners in a traditional lecture classroom.

Control over learning is a requirement of SRL (Bergamin, etal., 2012). In this respect, it was pointed out that
students consider the control over learning that occurs due to the flexibility provided by FCA quite beneficial
(Cole & Kritzer, 2009; Hewitt et al., 2014). In addition, FCA is claimed to increase student motivation
(Hewitt et al., 2014), which is a crucial element of SRL, (Zimmerman, 1990) and their self-confidence. Self-
confident students are also expected to have stronger self-efficacy perceptions, which promotes motivation in
turn and perhaps the most significant factor ensuring valuable outputs (Nodoushan, 2012).

As for the perceptions of students, it was found out that students preferred implementing SRL strategies
in online learning environments compared to the traditional learning setting (Lee & Tsai, 2011). In this
respect, Liaw and Huang (2013) investigated how satisfied students were regarding online learning contexts
(i.e. acceptance of system and feeling of comfort utilizing system) and how it affected SRL. The findings
revealed that SRL in online contexts was perceived as satisfying by learners; in other words, the attitudes of
students about online settings had an impact on their learning behaviours.

In this respect, it can be concluded that applying Bloom’s taxonomy to a flipped course is expected to increase
self-regulated learning of students as passive learning (remembering and understanding) is provided through
video lectures and students are able to acquire the knowledge by watching the videos at their own pace, as
many times they need or want. Furthermore, FCA enhances active learning stages of Bloom’s taxonomy
(applying, evaluating, reorganizing) as students are required to participate in higher-order thinking tasks
such as analysis, synthesis, evaluation, and reflection through various activities done in the classroom (Tabrizi

& Rideout, 2017).

In this course, the lower-order thinking skills, which also comprise passive learning stages (remembering
and understanding) of Bloom’s taxonomy, are provided via video lectures that students watch prior to class
(Sams & Bergmann, 2013). In other words, remembering and understanding skills are completed out of
the classroom without teacher supervision, and students can watch the video lectures at their own pace
and as many times as they want or need to remember information and understand the concepts (Eppard
& Rochdi, 2017). As for analyzing and applying skills, the students apply the information and concepts by
working collaboratively with their peers or with the help of their teacher. Lastly, for evaluating and creating,
the higher order thinking skills, students can still work collaboratively, yet they are expected to complete
the tasks individually and accurately in the end (Eppard & Rochdi, 2017). Therefore, the video lectures
which consisted of explanations related to essay writing rules and strategies corresponded to the lower-order
thinking skills, and the higher-order thinking skills (applying, analyzing, evaluating, creating) were carried
out in the classroom through pair work, discussions, group work, exercises, writing essays, etc.

In this study, flipped advanced writing course aims at teaching pre-service English teachers to learn
fundamental essay writing rules through video lectures. Additionally, it aims at enabling participants to
engage in higher-level discussions, write meaningful and accurate essays in a structured way by using the
knowledge they have gained, participate in classroom discussions, and get assistance from their peers and
the course instructor in the classroom. In this respect, considering the aims of the course, Bloom’s taxonomy
integrated flipped classroom approach was preferred for the design of the course.

METHOD

This study adopted a pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design. As the participants were purposefully
chosen, quasi-experimental research was chosen. According to Johnson and Christensen (2004) the aim of
a quasi-experimental research design is to discover whether an intervention has the expected impact on a
study’s participants.
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Participants

The participants of this study consisted of fifty-five (N=55) pre-service ELT teachers attending Advanced
Writing course and studying at English Language Teaching Department (ELT) at a foundation (non-profit,
private) university in the fall semester of 2017-2018 academic year. Advanced Writing course is a compulsory
course required by the Council of Higher Education for English Language Teaching departments. The course
consists of four hours in total (two hours theory, two hours practice) per week and lasts 14 weeks in both
fall and spring terms. This course aims at providing students with the fundamental writing skills they need
to undertake academic work at a university successfully.

The first day of the first week, the instructor asked all the students to attend the class on Monday and
announced them that the course will be run on two days: Monday and Friday, and that the students were
going to be randomly divided into two groups, experimental (EG) vs control (CG). The group on Monday
was identified as the CG and the one on Friday as the EG. Simple random sampling was preferred in order
to provide each participant equal chance to be in the classroom where a new approach would be carried
out. Furthermore, the instructor of the study also participated by reflecting on the process, her teaching and
application of the flipped classroom approach. Whereas, the EG was expected to watch the videos uploaded
on ItsLearning every Tuesday morning before coming to the classroom on Friday and the CG was expected
to do their homework before coming to the classroom on Monday. For the CG, the instructor focused on
providing the content and doing as much practice as she could in the classroom and the practice left was given
as assignment. As for the EG, the instructor focused on doing the practice, guiding learners, and facilitating
collaborative work in the classroom. Demographic characteristics of the participants are given in Table 1:

Table 1. Distribution of participants regarding their age, gender and educational background

Overall
Gender N %
Female 40 73
Male 15 27
Total 55 100
Age
18 14 25
19 22 40
20 12 22
21 5
22 2 4
Educational Background
Attended Prep. Class 28 51
Did Not Attend Prep Class 27 49
Total 55 100
State Primary School 43 78
Private Primary School 12 22
Total 55 100
State Secondary School 34 62
Private Secondary School 21 38
Total 55 100
State High School 32 58
Private High School 23 42
Total 55 100
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Data Collection and Analysis

In order to gather the necessary data for the study, two quantitative data collection instruments were utilized:
Self-Regulated Learning Scale adopted from the study of Erdogan and Senemoglu (2016) and writing pre-
and post-tests.

As one of the aims of this study was to find out whether the application of flipped classroom approach
had any effect on the self-regulated learning levels of the participants, self-regulation in learning (SSRL)
was conducted. The scale was adopted from the study carried out by Erdogan & Senemoglu (2016) and
it aimed at developing and validating a scale on self-regulation in learning. This scale was preferred due to
its convenience for university level students and its detailed items questioning self-regulated learning and
considering it from various angles. The scale consisted of two main parts: self-regulated learning skills/
strategies and motivational dimension. The first part included 3 subheadings, which are before study, during
study and after study. In the “before study part” goal setting and planning, and environmental structuring
skills were investigated. As for the “during study part”, the items studied organization and transforming,
seeking information, rehearsing and memorizing, keeping record and self-monitoring, seeking peer, teacher
or adult assistance, and reviewing skills. Lastly, “after study part” questioned self-evaluation and self-
consequences skills. Additionally, motivational dimensions of the scale consisted of five subheadings, which
are self-efficacy, goal-orientations, task value, attributions for failure, and anxiety. The questionnaire consisted
of 67 questions with 5-point Likert-type response format. The participants were asked to evaluate themselves
between (1) corresponds exactly and (5) does not correspond at all. The questionnaire was administered
to the students as pre-test in the second week of the term and as post-test at the end of the term. The
questionnaire was pilot tested in the first week of the term with 10 students in order to measure the reliability
of the questionnaire items. Cronbach’s alpha coefficiency test was conducted and it was measured .881.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the items were statistically reliable to be administered to pre-service ELT
teachers (Ary, Jacobs, Sorenson, & Walker, 2013).

This study aimed at investigating the impact of FCA on the writing achievements of the participants.
Therefore, two different writing exams were conducted. The first one, the pre-test, was conducted in the
first week of 2017-2018 academic year spring term, and the post test was administered in the last week of
the spring term. Both exams were prepared by the instructor and the researcher following the objectives of
the course and the materials used in the lesson. Although the essay types and topics of the exams differ, both
writing parts required being able to follow the rules of writing a proper and meaningful essay and apply the
correct structure in accordance with the type of the essay. The writing part included a few topics and the
students were asked to choose one of the topics provided and write an essay based on the type they are asked
to and in both exams, the writing sections were graded out of 50.

The treatment process started in the spring term. The participants were divided into two groups: Experimental
Group (EG) and Control group (CG). The EG were taught via Flipped Classroom Approach, which meant
watching the video lessons prepared shared and reading the articles or texts if shared any by the instructor
before coming to the lesson each week. The students were supposed to follow ItsLearning regularly as the
video lessons, texts and announcements were shared via this learning management system. The instructor and
the researcher worked together each week in order to prepare the PowerPoint providing the lecture content
each week. Additionally, they prepared the questions that they would embed in the video via using EdPuzzle.
The instructor recorded the screen of her laptop while narrating the PowerPoint via Camtasia, uploaded the
video to EdPuzzle and embedded the questions in the video, and finally shared it on ItsLearning 5-6 days
before the lesson each week. All the participants were required to watch the videos regularly prior to class
in order to come to the class having acquired the knowledge. Therefore, as the researcher and the course
instructor aimed at increasing the video viewing rates of the participants, they checked the data obtained
through EdPuzzle at the end of the term. The analysis of the data obtained from EdPuzzle yielded that 85%
of the pre-service English teachers watched the videos. As for the in-class practice, the exercises of each topic
were covered during the in-class hours in the classroom. During this whole process, implementing the stages
of Bloom’s Taxonomy was cared. As for the CG, the lecture was provided in the classroom and the instructor
did as much practice as she could during the lesson hour and the rest was given as homework to the students.
Especially, essay writing parts were not covered in the classroom due to time constraints and students wrote
their essays at home as homework.
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In the treatment process, firstly, to measure the impact of FCA on students’ Advanced Writing skills, the
writing exam was conducted in the first week of the second term as pre-test. Additionally, in the first week
of the term, the researcher pilot tested the self-regulated learning scale with 10 (N=10) randomly selected
students from both groups in order to ensure the reliability of the items. Cronbach’s alpha coefficiency test
results with a .881 score indicated that the items were reliable. Therefore, the scale was administered in the
second week to the participants as pre-test. The scale was transferred to google forms and the shareable link
was uploaded to ItsLearning, and the participants were asked to complete it until the next lesson. In the
last week, the participants were asked to complete the self-regulated learning scale again as post-test. The
questionnaire was prepared via google forms and the link was shared on ItsLearning. The instructor asked
the students to fill in the questionnaire until final exam. And lastly, in the last week, the final writing exam
was administered as post-test.

As for the data analysis, in this study, the quantitative data which were collected via Advanced Writing test
scores, and Self-Regulated Learning scale were analyzed by means of SPSS 23 (Statistics Package for Social
Sciences) data analysis program. In order to determine the significance level of pre-tests and post-tests,
ANOVA was utilized to analyze whether there was statistically significant difference regarding the data. The
significance level was accepted as p<0.05 in this study and comments and discussions on the findings of
the study were carried out based on this significance level. In order to analyze quantitative data, descriptive
statistics were conducted using SPSS 23 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) and ANOVA was applied
to compare pre-post advanced writing exam scores and self-regulated learning scores between and within
groups. The level of significance for the statistical analyses was accepted as .05.

The Scale

In order to conduct a study with reliable findings, ensuring reliability and validity are fundamentally
significant for a researcher (Ary et al., 2010). Creswell (2012) defined validity as “the development of sound
evidences to demonstrate that the test interpretation of (scores about the concept or construct that the test
is assumed to measure) matches its proposed use” (p.159).

In the present study, the data collection instruments were the self-regulated learning scale and the advanced
writing pre- and post-tests. First of all, the writing part was evaluated based on a rubric and answer key
prepared by the instructor and was graded by the researcher and the instructor of the course. The average
score coming from both raters were accepted as the grade, which enabled more reliable interpretation. When
reliability is concerned, “the effect of error on the consistency of scores” was taken into consideration (Ary
et al., 2010, p. 237). The main issues leading to scoring reliability concerns are random errors, which are
the results of “the individual being measured, the administration of the measuring instrument, and the
instrument” (p. 237). As the tests were conducted and scored by the same instructor and the researcher, it can
be put forward that administration of measuring the instrument did not lead to any error. Furthermore, the
exams were shown to two other instructors who run this course in the previous years in order to contribute
to the face validity of the questions. As for the self-regulated learning scale, a pilot study was conducted for
each before the treatment to check their reliability scores, which were found to be .884 and .881 respectively
and were high enough to consider them as reliable tools (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).

Validity needs to be supported with reliability which is an indicator of how stable and consistent the data
collection tools are. Mertler and Charles (2005) stated that there were two sides of experimental validity:
internal and external validity. Internal validity indicates to what extent a study can make inferences about the
causal relationship between dependent and independent variables. Additionally, Jiménez-Buedo & Miller
(2010) stated that “if an experiment is not internally valid, then, we cannot say that the treatment given
in the experiment is the cause of the effect we observe” (p. 301). The major threats to internal validity
are history, testing, maturation, selection bias and unstable instrumentation (Mertler & Charles, 2005).
In this study, in order to eliminate the history effect, the pre-post tests were administered to both groups
simultaneously. Additionally, testing effect was defined as the effect of pre-test results on the post-test results
(Jha, 2014), which increases due to the time interval between the pre and posttests. Additionally, the risk
of testing effect has been taken into consideration as there was a 12-week interval between the utilization
of pre-tests and post-tests. Most importantly, the essay types asked in the pre-test and post-test were utterly
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different from each other as the writing achievements of the learners were assessed before and after the
treatment. As for the risk of maturation effect, since the students were between 17-22 years old and were all
university students at a private university, it was at minimum level. Lastly, the levels of the experimental and
control groups were almost equal, which also assisted in establishing a high external validity in this study.
However, the sample size being quite small has an impact on the external validity, which makes it hard for
the results of the study to be generalized.

Significance and Limitations

Although the use of technology in the classrooms has increased in recent years, many instructors tend to
integrate technology into their teaching without truly understanding the effect of it, the need for it and
failing to consider whether it will meet the needs of the students and the course and have a positive impact
on the attitudes, level of achievement and learning experience of the learners.

Considering the tendency to integrate technology into teaching, research on flipped classroom approach
has gained significance in recent years. However, it was noticed that the results does not show a consistent
increase in student academic growth. While some studies have indicated that computer-assisted instruction
leads to academic growth (Engin & Donanci, 2014; Farah, 2014; Ahmed, 2016) the research exploring the
academic growth of students provided with flipped teaching strategy has shown inconsistent results (Finkel,
2012; Heredia, 2015; Cashin, 2016). Additionally, studies on the effect of flipped teaching strategy are
scarce (Findlay-Thompson & Mombourquette, 2014), especially in the field of English language teaching
at undergraduate levels. However, the majority of recent studies focusing on the effect of flipped teaching
strategy with regard to the writing performance of students are in favor of flipped teaching strategy and
attribute the increase of the achievement scores to flipped classroom approach when compared to traditional
lecture-based teaching strategy (Baranovic, 2013; Farah 2014; Leis, Cooke, & Tohei, 2015; Ekmekci, 2014).

This study will offer a new perspective by expanding the conducted studies on the use of flipped classroom
approach in order to improve the advanced writing performance and self-regulated learning levels of
pre-service ELT teachers provided within Turkish setting. Furthermore, this study will contribute to the
implementation of flipped teaching strategy in foreign language schools, undergraduate and graduate level
schools. Lastly, it will be guidance to the teachers, administrators and schools willing to apply flipped
classroom approach in their classrooms and schools.

Although the study has achieved its objectives thanks to detailed and thorough data collection and analysis
procedure, some limitations with regard to its implementation should also be considered. Firstly, the amount
of data was sometimes insufficient to reach concrete arguments. For instance, the test data collected to
compare the EG and CG in terms of their advanced writing achievement scores could have been supported
with their portfolio grades, yet some of the pre-service teachers in the CG did not submit their essays, the
researcher lacked the data necessary to make a proper comparison. In that case, the study could provide
more comprehensive results. To prevent this case, pre-service teachers might have been informed about
the significance of their portfolios in terms of their grading process and warned to bring them on time.
Moreover, the number of participants was small (/V=55). With a larger number of participants, a higher
external validity and more reliable results could be ensured and the study could be more generalizable.
Additionally, the study was conducted with only pre-service ELT teachers in a foundation university and
examined one course only. The results might show difference if the study is applied in another university,
specifically a state university or in higher grades or if the flipped classroom approach was implemented in
another course, which would also increase the external validity of the study. Lastly, some of the participants
in the control group might have had the chance to access the videos and watch them, which might have
a negative impact on the comparative analysis of the study. Therefore, the findings of this study should be
considered as suggestive rather than conclusive, and attempts should be made to replicate and expand these
findings into further research in the field.
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FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings of this study which aimed at investigating the effect of FCA on the writing
levels, self-regulated learning levels of pre-service English teachers. The following sections will provide the
detailed results of quantitative data respectively.

Finding about Detailed Writing Scores

The following section demonstrates advanced writing achievement of the control and experimental groups.
A comparative analysis was made and the between-group statistics were displayed to discover whether there
was a difference between the writing achievement scores of the groups due to the different teaching methods:
traditional and flipped.

According to the rubric, the essays of the learners were analyzed regarding six main categories: 1) Introduction
& Thesis Statement, 2) The Body, 3) Conclusion, 4) Coherence & Cohesion, 5) Vocabulary, and 6)
Mechanics and Use of English (punctuation, spelling, capitalization, grammar). The learners who fulfilled
the necessities of each category well received max 9 points for the first three categories, and max 8 points for
the 4th and 5th categories, and lastly max 7 points in the 6th category, which in total made 50 if a learner
fulfilled all the requirements of a well-organized essay based on the rubric.

Table 2 displays that there is statistically significant difference between the groups with regard to the pre and
post-tests of the writing part in the exams (p=0.05, n ?= .071). Therefore, it can be stated that flipped classroom
had a positive impact on the writing achievement of the experimental group. Additionally, based on the
findings, it could be interpreted that both groups made progress in the post-test (CG: M=35.74, SD=13.84 /
EG: M=40.53, SD= 8.75) compared to the pre-test (CG: M= 34.07, SD=9.71 / EG: M= 37.96, SD= 9.07).

Table 2. Comparison of writing achievement with mixed ANOVA

Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
of Squares Square
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 518.427 1 518.427 4.033 .050* .071
EG)
Error 6812.537 53 128.538

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

Furthermore, table 3 displays that there is statistically significant difference between the groups with regard
to the pre (CG: M=6.07, SD=1.96 / EG: M=6.82, SD= 2.03) and post-test scores (CG: M=5.40, SD=2.20 /
EG: M=7.14, SD= 1.93) of the introduction part in the exams (p=0.005<0.05, r]p2= .108). Therefore, it can
be stated that flipped classroom had a positive impact on the writing achievement of the experimental group.

Table 3. Comparison of introduction part writing achievement with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 42.366 1 42.366 8.510 .005* .108
EG)
Error 263.853 53 4978

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01
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As for the body part of the participants’ essays, table 4 presents that there is statistically significant difference
between the groups with regard to the pre (CG: M=5.92, SD=2.14 / EG: M=6.78, SD= 2.18) and post-tests
scores (CG: M=5.92, SD=2.36 / EG: M=7.10, SD= 1.37) of the body parts in the exams (p=0.019<0.05,

n,’= .080), which can be interpreted as the positive impact of FCA on the writing achievement of the
experimental group.

Table 4. Comparison of body part writing achievement with mixed ANOVA

Source Typelll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 28.630 1 28.630 5.858 .019* .080
EG)
Error 259.043 53 4.888

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

According to table 5, it can be stated that there is statistically significant difference between the groups with
regard to the pre (CG: M=5.92, SD=1.96 / EG: M=6.53, SD= 1.97) and post-test scores (CG: M=5.96,
SD=2.32 / EG: M=7.10, SD= 1.31) of the conclusion part in the exams (p=0.029<0.05, n *= .070), which
can indicate that FCA has a positive impact on the writing achievement of the experimental group.

Table 5. Comparison of conclusion part writing achievement with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 21.143 1 21.143 5.013 .029*% .070
EG)
Error 223.548 53 4.218

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

When the coherence and cohesion of the participants’ essays analyzed and compared between groups and
within groups, the results presented in table 6 revealed that there is statistically significant difference between
the scores of the coherence and cohesion pre-test (CG: M=5.40, SD=1.62 / EG: M=5.96, SD= 1.73) and
post-test scores (CG: M=6.00, SD=2.40 / EG: M=7.35, SD= 1.68) of the groups (p<.05, n ’= .077).

Table 6. Comparison of coherence & cohesion-writing achievement with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between .077
Groups
Group 25.178 1 25.178 5.013 .029*
(CG/EG)
Error 230.313 53 4.346

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01
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As for the vocabulary progress of the groups, table 7 demonstrates that there is statistically significant
difference between the groups based on the comparison of their vocabulary scores in the pre-test (CG:
M=5.66, SD=1.38 / EG: M=6.10, SD= 1.59) and post-test (CG: M=5.77, SD:2.17 / EG: M=6.85, SD=
1.53) scores of the groups(p=0.04<0.05, 1 *= .073). These findings could be interpreted as the positive effect
of FCA on the vocabulary progress of the experimental group.

Table 7. Comparison of vocabulary-writing achievement with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares

Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 15.875 1 15.875 4.364 .042* .073
EG)
Error 192.815 53 3.638

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

Lastly, table 8 displays that there is statistically no significant difference between the groups with regard to
their correct use of English and mechanics considering their pre (CG: M=5.63, SD=1.04 / EG: M=5.21,
SD= 1.19) and post-tests (CG: M=5.37, SD=1.98 / EG: M=6.57, SD= 1.45) (p=0.183>0.05, np2= .076),
which can be interpreted as FCA has equal impact on the use of English, and mechanic progress of students
as traditional lecture instruction.

Table 8. Comparison of mechanics and use of English achievement with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 4.243 1 4.243 1.823 .183 076
EG)
Error 123.357 53 2.327

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

Findings about the Influence of FCA on Self-Regulated Learning Levels

To investigate the impact FCA on the self-regulated learning levels of the experimental group, to find out
if there will be statistically significant difference between the pre-test and post-test scores of the control and
experimental group after the treatment, a self-regulated learning scale (Erdogan & Senemoglu, 2016) was
applied as pre-test in the second week of the term, and post-test in the final week of the term.

The scale consists of 2 main parts: Self-Regulated learning skills and Motivational Factors. Additionally, self-
regulated learning consists of 3 parts which are before, during and after study. Furthermore, before study
part includes goal setting, planning, and environmental structuring subheadings, whereas during study part
involves organization and transforming, seeking information, rehearsing and memorizing, keeping records
and self-monitoring, seeking peer, teacher and adult assistance, and reviewing subheadings. Lastly, after
study part consists of self-evaluation and self-consequences subheadings. As for the motivational factors,
self-efficacy, goal orientations, task value, attributions for failure and anxiety are the subheadings.

A comparative analysis was made and the between-group statistics were displayed to discover whether
there was a difference between the self-regulated learning levels of the groups due to the different teaching
methods: traditional and flipped.
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Table 9. Comparison of overall self-regulated learning scores with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 214 1 214 1.127 294 .023
EG)
Error 9.133 48 .190

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

Table 9 presents that there was not statistically significant difference between the groups with regard to their
pre and post-tests of self-regulated learning levels (p=0.294>0.5, n *= .023). Hence, it can be concluded that
flipped classroom approach did not create any difference between the experimental and control groups’ self-
regulated learning pre-test (CG: M=3.29, SD=0.38 / EG: M=3.31, SD= 0.40) and post-test (CG: M=3.29,
SD=0.38 / EG: M=3.45, SD= 0.43) scores.

As for the first part of the scale, self-regulated learning skills, a comparative analysis was made and the
between-group statistics were represented in table below.

Table 10. Comparison of self-regulated learning skills scores with mixed ANOVA

Source Type llI df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 336 1 336 1.302 .259 .026
EG)
Error 12.392 48 .258

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

According to table 10 it can be inferred that there was statistically no significant difference between the
groups with respect to their pre- (CG: M=3.20, SD=0.47 / EG: M=3.27, SD= 0.48) and post- self-regulated
learning skills scores (CG: M=3.24, SD=0.44 / EG: M=3.41, SD= 0.51) (p=0.259>0.05, l‘|p2= .026).
Therefore, it can be deduced that flipped classroom approach did not cause any difference between the
experimental and control group’s self-regulated learning skills scores.

The self-regulated learning skills part consists of 3 subparts: before, during, and after study. In this respect, a
comparative analysis was conducted between the before, during, and after study parts scores of the groups.

Table 11. Comparison of before study scores with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ .026 1 .026 .066 798 .001
EG)
Error 18.989 48 396

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01
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Table 11 indicated that there was statistically no significant difference between the groups with respect to
their “before study” scores (p=0.798>0.05, n *= .001). Hence, it can be deduced that flipped classroom
approach did not cause any difference between the experimental and control group’s “before study” pre-test
(CG: M=3.28, SD=0.65 / EG: M=3.22, SD= 0.54) and post-test scores (CG: M=3.31, SD=0.53 / EG:
M=3.43, SD= 0.57).

Table 12. Comparison of during study scores with mixed ANOVA.

Source Type llI df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ .655 1 .655 2.109 153 .042
EG)
Error 14.896 48 310

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

As for table 12, the findings presented that there was not any statistically significant difference between the
groups regarding their “during study” pre-test (CG: M=3.26, SD=0.44 / EG: M=3.34, SD= 0.58) and post-
test (CG: M=3.24, SD=0.45 / EG: M=3.49, SD= 0.55) scores (p=0.153>0.05, np2= .042), which can be
interpreted as the fact that FCA did not create any difference between the experimental and control group’s
“during study” scores.

Table 13. Comparison of after study scores with mixed ANOVA

Source Type llI df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ 433 1 433 1.240 271 .025
EG)
Error 16.782 48 .350

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

Lastly, the findings presented in Table 13 indicated that there was not a statistically significant difference
between the groups regarding their “after study” pre-test (CG: M=3.02, SD=0.54 / EG: M=3.17, SD= 0.48)
and post-test (CG: M=3.14, SD=0.51 / EG: M=3.26, SD= 0.61) scores (p=0.271>0.05, l]pzz .025). Hence,
it can be deduced that FCA did not create any difference between the experimental and control group’s “after
study” scores.

As for the second part of the study, the motivational factors, a comparative analysis was applied and the
between-group statistics were presented to explore whether there was a statistically significant difference
between the motivational factors scores of the groups due to the different teaching methods: traditional and

flipped.
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Table 14. Comparison of motivational factors scores with mixed ANOVA

Source Type lll df Mean F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Sum of Square
Squares
Between
Groups
Group (CG/ .047 1 .047 230 634 .005
EG)
Error 9.893 48 206

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01

The findings displayed in Table 14 showed that there was no statistically significant difference between the
groups with respect to their motivational factors scores (p=.634>0.05, n *= .005). Therefore, the findings
might indicate that FCA did not cause any difference between the experimental and control group’s
motivational factors pre-test (CG: M=3.48, SD=0.40 / EG: M=3.41, SD= 0.41) and post-test (CG: 3.39,
SD=0.37 / EG: M=3.55, SD= 0.47) scores.

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of FCA on pre-service ELT teachers’ overall L2
advanced writing achievement. In addition to this, the present study sought to explore its impact on students’
self-regulated learning in a university setting. In an attempt to reach the objectives of the present study, the
quantitative data of the study were gathered with the instruments of advanced writing pre-post-tests and
self-regulated learning scale. Regarding whether there was a difference between EG and CG pre-service ELT
teachers in terms of their self-regulated learning due to FCA, the quantitative results indicated that there
was not any significant difference between the self-regulated learning pre-test and post-tests in CG and
EG, which suggests that both CG and EG gave rise to an increase in their self-regulated learning. To put it
differently, FCA did not lead to a statistically significant difference in self-regulated learning of EG and CG.

In the literature, studies related to the impact of FCA on self-regulated learning provide inconsistent results. In
other words, in some studies it was stated that FCA had a positive impact on self-regulated learning of learners
(Cakiroglu & Ozturk, 2017; El-Senousy & Alquda, 2018) and FCA both cultivates requires self- regulated
learning (Hewitt, Journell, & Zilonka, 2014). Ironically, some other studies indicated no impact of FCA on the
self-regulated learning of learners (Sun et al., 2017; Elakovich, 2018). In this study, the insignificant difference
of self-regulated learning levels between CG and EG may be attributed to the sampling characteristics. This
argument conforms to the findings of the study (Alsancak-Sirakaya, 2015), which has shown that self-regulated
learning results could have been different with different participants whose scores are average or below average.
In this study, the pre-test scores of both groups were already high, which might have caused insignificant
increase in self-regulated learning after the implementation. In a similar vein, Elakovich (2018) conducted a
quasi-experimental research to compare students in a lecture remedial math course by applying the Motivated
Strategies Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) of Pintrich and Garcia (1991) in order to measure control of
learning; self-efficacy and self-regulation. The results revealed that there was not a significant difference between
the classes, which was interpreted as the requirements of the flipped classroom did not encourage learners to
become more independent learners than the learners in the control group.

In conclusion, as there are a limited number of researches available in L2 setting, there is still a need for
further investigation into the impact of FCA on self-regulated learning. As for the impact of FCA on the
writing achievement of the participants, the results indicated that there was a significant difference between
the scores of pre-test and post-test both in control and experimental groups, which suggests that both
traditional lecture instruction and FCA gave rise to an increase in terms of participants’ writing achievement.
However, it was found out that the difference is higher in experimental group compared to the control group.

First of all, it can be concluded that implementation of FCA in writing classes enhances the writing ability
of EFL learners. The data confirmed that FCA improves learners’ writing proficiency. This study has also
offered similar results with numerous current studies and research in the literature (Ekmekci, 2014; Ahmed,
2016; Leis, Cooke, & Tohei, 2015; Abdelrahman, DeWitt, Alias, & Rahman, 2017; Aji, 2017).
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The improvement in the participants’ writing achievement might be attributed to FCA enabling individualized
learning. To put it differently, as the learners were able acquire the knowledge by watching the videos whenever
and wherever they wanted and as many times as they needed in accordance with their self-pacing, FCA had a
positive impact on their writing achievement. This argument conforms to the findings of the study of Ekmekci
(2017), which sought to explore the impact of FCA on learners’ EFL writing skill which is often considered
as boring, complicated and challenging by learners. The results of the study revealed that the students in the
experimental had higher writing scores compared to the scores of the control group after the implementation
of FCA. The study also indicated that learning is personalized in flipped learning environment and also, during
the treatment process it was observed that almost each student learned at their self-pace and this model enabled
them to discover their needs and styles. For instance, some students expressed that they watched the videos
more than once while the others watched only once, which may be due to their self-pacing. In a similar vein,
Ahmed (2016) found students benefited from critically analyzing key topics at their own pace in their comfort
zones such as their homes and also that the experimental group outperformed the control group in the post-test
of EFL writing and also the participants displayed positive attitudes towards flipping the writing class.

Another reason why FCA had a positive effect on the writing ability of the pre-service ELT teachers might
be due to the fact that the learners were able to receive more and immediate feedback during the lesson as
they did the exercises and wrote their essays in the classroom under the supervision of the course instructor.
In this aspect, the results of this study are in accordance with those of the relevant studies (Leis et al., 2015;
Ahmed, 2016; Ekmekei, 2017). Namely, the study aligns with Ahmed (2016) who found that FCA allows
more in-class time to write in class, apply the things they have learned, and receive immediate feedback
and guidance from the course instructor. Furthermore, Leis et al. (2015) conducted a study discussing
the empirical results of a study comparing two English courses, one of which was taught via FCA and the
other with traditional way at a Japanese university and discovered that FCA improves writing proficiency
of learners and enables the teacher to provide more personalized advice and instruction as students wrote in
the classroom. In a similar vein, in his study, Ekmekci (2017) discovered that promoting feedback options
and time was an advantage of FCA and the results of his study revealed that the students in the flipped
classroom were able to receive more immediate feedback via individual conferences, oral teacher feedback,
and written comments, and also the in-class time was used more effectively and productively by dealing with
each student individually and each student could receive peer, individual, and teacher feedback.

On the other hand, the results of this study indicated that FCA did not create and difference between the
CG and EG in terms of their mechanics and use of English achievement. Regarding what led to this result,
it is probably because the course mostly focused on the essay structure and content. Additionally, the fact
that they attend a grammar lesson might have had a positive impact on the grammatical performance of
both groups. However, the students in the flipped classroom outperformed the students in the traditional
classroom in terms of their performance in introduction, body, and conclusion parts of the essay and
coherence and cohesion, and vocabulary elements of the essay, which might be due to the advantages yielded
by FCA based on the aforementioned researches.

In short, these findings are in accordance with the relevant literature. The results of the students confirmed
that FCA is better than traditional writing class regarding writing achievement. However, further research
is required for the detailed comparison of the parts in essays in order to find out whether it will lead to any
increase in the mechanics and use of English part in other settings with other participants from various levels.

Suggestions

The present study significantly contributes to the literature by investigating the impact of flipped classroom
approach on EFL writing achievement and self-regulated learning of pre-service English teachers. The results
revealed that FCA makes a difference in writing achievement of the experimental group pre-service ELT
teachers who were taught via FCA as compared to the control group taught via traditional lecture based
instruction. However, it was discovered that flipped classroom approach does not create any difference
between the self-regulated learning of the control and experimental groups.

As for recommendations for further research, the study can be replicated by training the students before the
implementation of FCA and observing and measuring their use of self-regulated learning strategies by carrying
out a comparative analysis of data gathered from an experimental group taught via FCA and a control group
taught via traditional lecture instruction. Additionally, a larger sample with different proficiency levels studying
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at elementary, secondary or high schools, or prep classes at universities could also alter the results, which is
suggested to be researched. Implementing FCA for a longer period of time could also impact the outcome.

Another important point to be considered is that before implementing FCA in a course, the teacher should
receive training for FCA and learn how to adapt a course according to the FCA. The first step should be
to set the objectives of the course clearly and design the syllabus based on these objectives and the FCA.
Furthermore, during the whole process the objectives and the expected outcomes should be considered along
with the reactions and reflections of the students. Additionally, before implementing FCA in a course, the
teacher should make sure that the students are ready to use and for the use of technology in their lessons.
Furthermore, all learners should be able to access internet and computer out of the classroom, whenever and
wherever they want or need, and technical problems should also be eliminated. Otherwise, if the student
cannot watch the videos before the classroom due to technical problems or absence, this problem may cause
learning and student engagement hindrances.

Briefly, the findings of the present study illustrated that implementing flipped classroom approach for
teaching writing could be regarded as an efficient way of instruction to support the development of writing
skills in EFL classrooms. Therefore, it would be worth implementing FCA into EFL and ELT curriculum to
assist with the development of writing. As a result, learners could be encouraged to perform better in their
writing products and regulate their own learning process.
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