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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the eftédtlipped Classroom Instruction (FCI) on
Iragi EFL learners’ writing skills. Participants cinded 66 students in the College of
Languages English Department at Salahaddin Unityefidie study employed a mixed method
of data collection, utilizing pre-and post-writitests as well as a questionnaire for both groups
and interviews conducted with the experimental grdtindings indicated that a statistically
significant difference existed between the contawmid experimental groups and, more
specifically, the students of the experimental grperformed better on the writing tests than
the students of the control group. The majoritytlté learners’ attitudes towards FCI were
positive.

Keywords: Flipped Classroom Instruction; English as a foreigmguage; traditional

instruction; writing skills

1. Introduction
During the 2¥ century, education has proven a topic of grearést among scholars. Every
year numerous studies are being conducted forake sf improving education and pedagogy
(Glewwe & Muralidharan, 2015). Especially owing t®w developments in technology,
pedagogies necessarily must adapt to meet the iclgamgeds of students and differing
classroom expectations. Compared with those ofptst, the aims and objectives of current
teaching practice have also transformed. Nowadstyslents are able to provide more input
into their learning by participating in interactjveeal-world learning situations rather than
remaining inactive listeners. Consequently, to icmet addressing the needs of students of
different learning styles, teachers should consigetating their teaching approaches in order
to enable a supportive and creative learning enwment for their students.

Like other language skills, writing is vital for szess in most careers and disciplines
today, so learners are expected to improve thetimgrskills. It is generally agreed that writing
is a difficult skill for English as a foreign langge (EFL) students to acquire. According to

Nunan (1999), it is difficult even for native speak to fully master writing due to issues in
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cohesion and structure. Alsamdani (2010) has a&edthat “writing is a challenging process
as it involves various skills of thesis statemanmtiting supporting details, reviewing and

editing” (p. 55). According to Abu-Rass (2001),dmduce a decent writing piece, the writer
should be aware of various aspects such as arramjeraim, content, audience, lexis,
mechanism, punctuation, spelling, and paragraptsupporting learners in developing their
writing skills nevertheless remains challenging iftstructors; however, the use of technology
might assist these teachers in successfully dewvejothese skills. According to a study

conducted by Ayoub (2006), most errors made byi lEd€eL writing learners were due to

teaching methods and other factors such as linclisk time, disinterest, and demotivation on
the part of students.

Considering the above, Flipped Classroom Instrac(leCl) seems a viable means for
overcoming the writing difficulties experienced BY¥L students in Iraqg, as it can provide an
enriched learning environment enabling these learnautonomy and increasing their
motivation. According to Brown (2007), a classrommot the only place for students to learn
something; rather, he believes that learning cde falace outside of learning settings in
environments which enable learner-centerednesshendchievement of learning outcomes. In
order to create such an environment, some researatieocate FCI (Bergmann & Sams, 2012;
Burns, 2013; Weimer, 2013). This study focuses emahstrating the potential influences of

FCI on Iraqgi EFL learners’ writing skills.

2. Literature review

FCIl is a method involving group instruction in astiae, cooperative, and collaborative setting.
The instructor guides learners as they practic& theories and involve themselves more
effectively in class content (Sams, Bergmann, Oanigennett, Marshall, & Arfstrom, 2014;
Pearson & The Flipped Learning Network, 2013). Adomy to Hamdan, McKnight,
McKnight, and Arfstrom (2013), it is a learning apach in which “teachers shift direct
learning out of the large group learning spacerange it to the individual learning space” and
“devote more time to opportunities for integratiagd applying [student] knowledge, via a
variety of student-centered, active learning stjig& (p. 1). FCI involves increasing class
length in order for additional practice and actest to be implemented rather than
concentrating on language theories. In this wagynlers develop an increased ability to
produce and learn. In contrast, traditional classranstruction — which is necessarily teacher-
centered — limits students to theoretical instarctiuring a shorter time-frame, and students

must complete related assignments outside of @lags This may, in turn, discourage learners
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from completing the intended practice and, thusultein incomplete understanding of class
material. Meanwhile, FCI has the possibility of péting differentiated instruction as it
changes the teaching and learning experience. iogatvecomes more individualized and
personalized through FCI. As a consequence, learaer more involved and motivated to
learn, and they develop the autonomy to steer tle@iming in a positive direction. This
pedagogical change enables learners to guide olnairlearning by relying on their mental
ability, motivation, and interests (Bergmann & Sa&l14). The aim of FCI is to encourage the
use of higher-order reasoning by learners. Bloamw®nomy (Bloom, 1965) drives FCI, as
learners are involved both in lower-order (recdltat, comprehension, and implementation)
and higher-order reasoning (analysis, measuremenstruction). The presentation of subject
matter involves lower-order reasoning includingibdacts and opinions, which are directed
toward higher-order reasoning in the form of hygs#s and assigned work. Traditional
delivery classes in which the instructor stands pregents the content regularly offer lower-
order reasoning opportunities but neglect highdeomreasoning. On the other hand, in a
solitary environment, learners have ample oppotyuttd produce and challenge new ideas
(Cuban, 1983).

The main conceptual features of FCI can be sumetrias technology use by
instructors, shifting learning into society, ang@lexing face-to-face-instruction in a large group
setting to more solitary learning environments (Bea, 2013). In this way, FCI works
cooperatively with Communicative Language Teachi@¢T) approaches, which focus on
learning-by-doing, as well as task-based languagehing (TBLT) methods in which students
answer assignments depending on their varied deégmcBoth FCl and CLT also increase
students’ engagement in physical and cognitive $omith the subject matter (Butt, 2014).
Beyond the boundaries of the classroom, learnersacaess the subject matter in the form of
instructional videos, reading assignments, disomssand small quizzes. In the classroom,
learners continue to interact with the subject erdatirough application and practice in the form
of small and large discussion groups using analtreriting, research, task-based problem
solving, and scheme creation. According to Brookd &rooks (1993), the constructivist
framework requires instructors to trigger a leagnaimosphere in which learner autonomy is
fostered. In this situation, content-related at#gi are created around the use of data and
essential resources, students must think criticallyd open dialogue is increased among
students as well as with the instructor. Kaufma®@0D@ specifies that teachers’ role is not only
to transmit but also to guide, as they design less engage students in knowledge

construction through learning activities. This bsilon Wgotsky’s premise that knowledge is
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not directly “taught” to students but rather “diseced” by them though active participation in

discussions and research along with guidance feanhers (Karpov, 2003). This means that
learning can be well-achieved by exploring and epeing content under the guidance of the
teacher. A collaborative environment in which studeare encouraged to critically analyze
resources while gaining knowledge through self@iscy and instructor guidance is the

backbone of the in-class portion of FCI.

Over the past few years, FCI has increased inangewidened its reach to different
subjects, mostly within higher education. Nevertks| few studies have examined the use of
this teaching approach on sophomore learners’mgriperformance. In a study conducted by
Mireille (2014) which examined the influences of Ik high-school Emirate female learners’
essay performances and explored their opinionsrdegn FCI, the results indicated a
statistically significant difference between thsttecores of learners in the controlled class and
learners in the experimental class. This enhanceafdearners’ writing abilities was attributed
to FCI. Moreover, learners’ beliefs towards FCI evpositive.

Furthermore, Leis, Cooke, and Tohei (2015) congdveo university-level English
composition courses — one implementing FCI andbther utilizing traditional instruction. The
findings revealed that FCI had resulted in incrdageduction by students (i.e., number of
hours studied and length of compositions) in comspar to the students of the traditional
classroom.

Sung (2015) flipped an English content-based ctasaprised of twelve university
students enrolled in an elective course. Prior doheclass, the learners previewed lesson
materials such as readings and videos and engagaarse online activities on a Learning
Management System (LMS) platform. Then, they penfet collaborative class activities such
as sharing their thoughts on paper, discussingtiigmssconcerning weekly online readings, and
completing the final project of designing an evéluaplan. The results of the analysis of both
informal and formal course evaluations and stusrk demonstrated that they were positive
with FCI despite early integration difficulties. &tresults also indicated that FCI is a good
alternative for modification, at least in curremtdglish language teaching.

A study conducted by Mehring (2015) investigateel influence of FCI on EFL learners
in a Japanese setting and focused on studentsudasi towards the changed teaching
philosophy. Based on interviews conducted with ldegners, there was an increase in self-
directed learning and a decrease in absence andiviha (i.e., hesitancy to initiate

conversations and lack of self-confidence to qoest classroom).
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Adedoja (2016) investigated Nigerian pre-servigehers’ attitudes towards the flipped
instruction and the challenges they confront. Thalys used both traditional (face-to-face)
instruction and flipped instruction by utilizingeghguestionnaire and Focus Group Discussion.
The results revealed that the attitude of pre-serteachers was positively in favour of flipped
instruction.

Another study conducted by Nouri (2016) investidatiee Swedish learners’ attitude
towards flipped learning in research methods by iatnating the questionnaire. The
outcomes showed that a great number of the paatitspexpressed a positive attitude towards
flipped classroom due to increased motivation, gegeent, increased and more effective
learning.

Ekmekci (2017) conducted a study of FCI in a TsimkEFL context to explore its
impact on students’ foreign language writing skillfie study compared traditional and FCI
writing classes based on the mean scores of swdentd the findings indicated that a
statistically significant difference existed betwegarticipants in the flipped classroom and
those in the traditional delivery classroom in tiela to their writing performances. This
reveals that the participants in the experimentdscperformed better than the participants in
the controlled class after applying the programe Tihdings of the study also indicated that
many participants in the experimental group helsitpe beliefs toward FCI.

FCI has been explored in various fields of educafrom different points of views,
including the attitudes of instructors and learnemnplementation, advantages, and
disadvantages. Several researchers have claime8@has a beneficial method of instruction
(Bergmann & Sams, 2012; Strayer, 2012; Mireille]1£20 Nevertheless, some researchers have
viewed FCI as similar to traditional instruction terms of learners’ achievement and
performance (Ford, Burns, Mitch, & Gomez, 2012; Aowega, 2013). Technology has played
a great role in developing education, but it hassbeen practically utilized in the 2Tentury
by Iraqgi educators for the purpose of creating tebdearning environment among Iraqi EFL
learners. This study attempts to illustrate theaopf a new approach on Iraqi EFL learners’
outcomes at the level of higher education and &gatnattitudes. It also serves as an
infrastructure for developing an educational systeat shifts the influence of learning among
Iragi EFL learners.

The main motivation for this study relates to tla@ dpetween practice and theory in an
Iragi educational setting as well as the abilityetapower Iragi educators to become change
agents (Walie & Yahya, 2010). It is also hoped thé& study will raise awareness concerning

the necessity of adjusting educational methodotogiea highly technological environment, of
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better preparing learners to write effectively wth restricted length of time, and of increasing
learners’ independence, motivation, and eagerneasgdressing their various necessities.
The current study is guided by the following resbaguestions:
1. Does FCI contribute to the development of EFL leeshwriting skills?
2. Does a difference exist between the writing acheat of students who have received
FCI and those who have been taught in a traditioag!?

3. What are the views of Iraqi EFL learners regardi@i?

3. Methodology

The research study employed a mixed method of gaamwe and qualitative data collection.
The reason for adopting a mixed method was to endet opportunity for discovering reasons
that supported the impact of FCI on students’ wgitskills. According to Suter (2006), a
mixed-method study possesses “great potentialftoeimce ways of thinking about problems
and practices in the teaching and learning procgs65). The quantitative analysis of the data
was designed to permit the researcher to diffexntietween the results of pre-and post-tests
and to observe Iragi EFL learners’ attitudes towdf€l. Interviews conducted with students
explored the influence of FCI more in-depth andrded learners’ insights regarding FCI. The
study was quasi-experimental in nature. AccordiogCreswell (2009), quasi-experimental
research attempts to recognize the influence gqfemiic “treatment” or program on assigned
learners. The type of quasi-experimental researoplayed in this study involved a non-
equivalent control group, which means that a psé-teas administrated to both assigned
groups to determine their writing abilities befothe treatment and a post-test was

administrated again after the treatment.

3.1. Participants

A total of 66 Iragi sophomore students studyingimyrthe 2016-2017 academic year at
Salahaddin University in northern Iraq participatedhe current study. Table 1 below displays
the demographic characteristics of both control exjkrimental group participants in terms of

gender, mother tongue, and years of English study.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of both assiggroups

Demographic characteristics of participants Control Group (n=32) Experimental Group
(n=34)
F % F %

Gender Male 10 31 10 29
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Female 22 69 24 71
Mother tongue Kurdish 24 75 30 85
Arabic 7 22 3 12
Turkish 1 3 1 3
How long they have been 1-2 years 23 72 21 62
studying English? 3-5 years 6 19 38 23
> 5 years 3 9 5 15

As seen in Table 1, participants included 66 sttglesmo ranged in age from 20 to 22
years. All had willingly decided to participate this study. They were native speakers of
Kurdish, Arabic, and Turkish and had one year giesgience studying English, their average
level being between B1 (Intermediate English) ar@l ®pper-Intermediate). This study
utilized convenience sampling, which is the moshown type of sampling in L2 research and
is usually employed when the characteristics ofpduicipants are related to the purpose of the
investigation (DoOrnyei, 2007). There were threessds of participants, and only two
sophomore writing classes were selected from SdthhdJniversity’s College of Languages
English Department to serve as the context forghidy. One class was assigned as the control
group, which contained a total of 32 learners (@ra)y while the other class was selected as
the experimental group and included 34 studentsy®R2).Both groups were taught by the
same instructor who possessed four years of exyeri@ teaching English writing and held an
MA degree in TEFL, Applied Linguistics, and Englidliterature. Meanwhile, it was the
researcher’s responsibility (with the consultatadrthe instructor) to make the video materials
and afterward upload them for students.

The control group students were instructed viaditranal” delivery in a class in which
the instructor was the dominant speaker and did wfafe speaking while the students played
a more passive role as the receivers of the knagelelth the control group, the teacher was the
source of knowledge and input.

The experimental group students were instructedR@4 in which they were more
active than the control group and tried to discdtierknowledge on their own. They were more
autonomous when compared to the control group stad&hey were expected to listen to the
videos, understand the provided knowledge and pinactice that knowledge in the classroom.
Both groups were studying EFL and expected to actvda the next level of study (junior
year). As for the interview, a total of ten papents (six males and four females) were

included voluntarily, and these were also partictpaf the experimental group.
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3.2. Data collection tools

Data were collected through the pre and post teetgyned by the researchers, a questionnaire
previously used by Mireille (2014) and semi-struetlinterviews.

Writing Pre- and post test# writing test used by the researcher to examireeinfluence of
FCI on the writing skills of learners was createcigreement with the instructor and two other
instructors based the on pre-selected textbbdlongman Academic Writing Seribg Alice
Oshima and Ann Hogue. First, the students of bathigs were asked to write a 100-200-word
paragraph on the topic “The use of the Internetdacation.” The same pre-and post-tests were
administered under timed conditions using pen apep and students were required to finish
during class time. In order to evaluate and analyme pre-and post-tests, the researcher
adopted a rubric used by Paola (2011) based osyttabdus that both groups were being taught
during the study. The rubric evaluated subjectspomses on five different levels: (1) topic
sentence, (2) supporting details, (3) organizadod transitions, (4) language use, and (5)
mechanics. These features were the standardsdongdearners’ writing abilities, and each of
these features was marked on a scale valued frton20points. To ensure the reliability and
validity of the rubric, the researcher gave the sgaragraph to four English teachers to score
it based on the adopted rubric. Based on the etvatuaf each teacher, the adopted rubric was
proven to be reliable and valid for scoring the- aued post-tests.

FCI Questionnaire:To investigate learners’ attitudes towards FClguestionnaire
previously used by Mireille (2014) was adopted rafiempletion of the FCI program to gather
data from the participants. The questionnaire ¢oathtwo major sections: in the first segment
of the questionnaire, the participants of the expental group were asked to give demographic
information while in the second segment they wesieed to respond to ten items using a three-
point Likert scale that ranges from “disagree” {dJ'agree” (3). The aim of the questionnaire
was to gather data about Iragi EFL students’ opmidowards the FCI program. The
questionnaire was employed to the experimentalgeduhe end of the study.

Interviews: After completing the questionnaire, semi-struaturmterviews were
conducted with 10 participants from the experimegtaup to gain deeper knowledge of their
unique experiences and more input from the learmadasut their opinions of FCI. The
interviews included four open-ended questions, wede all translated into the participants’
mother tongue (Kurdish) because the volunteers wahg Kurdish participants. They were
interviewed individually during the class sessiang interviews were recorded and transcribed
for analysis. The interview questions were as fedip

1. What do you think about the use of the flipped sl@asm instruction?
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2. Did the Flipped Instruction improve your ability verite in English or did it cause
no improvement? Explain.
3. How do you describe yourself as a participant eREI?

4. What are the drawbacks of the Flipped Instruction?

3.3. Materials and procedure

The FCI program was implemented over an eight-wekefation at the research site among 34
sophomore EFL students in writing classes. Theabbge of the FCI program was to teach
students how to identify the parts of a paragrapbluding an appropriate topic sentence,
supporting sentences and a concluding sentences imguortantly the unity and coherence of
the paragraph. The students were instructed anghpé for class by viewing the created
videos through YouTube educational channels related toctmeent topic of study. All the
prepared videos for this research study were uplbad a closed Facebook Social Media
Community in which only experimental participantgere enrolled. During the class, rather
than attending the lecture to listen, the participavere involved in activities provided in the
book and patrticipated in realistic applicationshsas group work and pair work in the presence
of the instructor. Furthermore, the same teachamgdule, textbook, and content were used for
both groups, who were taught by the same instruEtmrexperimental group students who had
no internet connection, the instructional videosrevavailable on flash drives and DVDs,

which they could borrow in order to watch at home.

3.4. Data analysis

After receiving the completed pre-tests, the redearand the instructor individually scored the
students’ responses based on the created rubrien\Wie difference between the two assessors
was more than 3 points, another English instruetas asked to grade the same pre-tests to
obtain an average score. Subsequently, the sancegsr@f evaluation was also conducted at
the end of the treatment with completed post-tésisndependent-samptetest was conducted

to examine whether any statistically significantfedence existed between the control and
experimental groups’ test scores.

The questionnaire was only employed to the expartal group at the end of the
treatment to find out their attitudes towards FlGie questionnaire items including Likert-type
responses were analysed by calculating the pegenfar each item.

According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2007), foe tanalysis of qualitative data, a

five-process technique is required that involveefyaring the data for analysis, exploring the
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data, analyzing the data, representing the datigsasnaand validating the data” (p. 129). Once
interviewees’ responses were verified and confirnmredlictive content analysis was conducted
for the classification of the data. In this typeamfalysis, “the general issues that are of interest
are determined prior to the analysis, but the $ijpecature of the categories and themes to be
explored are not predetermined” (Ezzy, 2002, p. 80psequently, coding was executed. Ezzy
(2002) defines this process as “disassembling eassembling the data process” (p. 94), which
means breaking the transcribed data into smakengtof text. After data was disassembled,
emergent themes were identified and categorized.qlialitative data enabled the researcher to

explore students’ unique experiences in a moreeptidmanner.

4. Findings
As stated earlier, the first research question guidbe contribution of FCI to the development
of EFL learners’ writing skills. Hence, the meatgnglard deviation, maximum and minimum

scores were calculated to describe each groupfesco

4.1. FCI contribution to the development of EFL leaners’ writing skills
Table 2 gives descriptive statistics of the contnotl the experimental group in pre-and post-

writing scores.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for experimental aontrol groups

Groups Mean N Minimum Maximin Std. Deviation

Experimental Pre-test 4.35 34 2.0 8.0 1.85
Post-test 6.17 34 3.0 9.0 1.72

Control Pre-test 4.64 32 2.0 8.0 1.72
Post-test 5.31 32 3.0 9.0 1.76

As seen in the table above, the students in tperexental group performed better on
the post-test than the students in the controlgré&xamining the results more closely, it can
be seen that there is a remarkable improvemertdamtean test scores of students who had
received FCI in comparison to the small-changeltesfi students who had received traditional
in-class instruction. For example, students ingkperimental group had a mean average that
increased from i:4.35, N=34, SD=1.85 ta =6.17, N=34, SD=1.72), whereas the mean
average of students in the control group only $lygincreased fromi =4.64, N=32, SD=1.72

to x =5.31, N=32, SD=1.76).
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4.2. The difference between FCI and traditional inguction among Iraqi EFL students
In order to identify differences in writing skilleetween the control group and the experimental
group prior to the FCI treatment, an independentpdat-test was conducted. The results are

presented in Table 5 below.

Table 3. Difference between experimental and cbghaups before the FCI program

Groups N Mean SD t-value P-value
Experimental 34 4.35 1.85

-.653 0.51
Control 32 4.64 1.72

Table 3 shows that the scores of the pre-testsdidvary much before participants

received FCI, which indicates that no statisticalignificant difference existed between the

pre-tests of the experimentai €4.35, N=34, SD=1.85) and control group@=(4.64, N=32,
SD=1.72) and (T=-.653, P=0.51). In other wordsdstis in both groups exhibited similar
writing abilities before the application of the gyu

In order to examine the difference between bothugsoafter the FCI treatment, an

independent-samptetest was employed, and the results are display@dble 6 below.

Table 4. Difference between experimental and cbgnaups after FCI program

Groups N Mean SD t-value P-value
Experimental 34 6.17 1.72

2.013 0.048
Control 32 5.31 1.76

As demonstrated in Table 4, an independent-sat¥tpkd revealed that at the end of the
FCI program there was a significant difference leewthe mean scores of the experimental

group (X =6.17, N=34, SD=1.72) and the control group £5.31, N=32, SD=1.76). This
indicates that there existed a statistically sigarit difference between the two groups on the
post-tests (T=2.013, P=0.048). In fact, the resoltthe post-tests indicate that the difference
between the mean scores is largely attributableCb the t-test helped to demonstrate that the
post-test results of students in the experimentadug (P<0.05) showed significant

improvement.
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4.3. lragi EFL learners’ attitudes toward FCI
In order to identify the attitudes of Iragi EFL pservice teachers toward FCI, the frequency

and percentage of item scores were calculatedrencesults are displayed below:

Table 5. Learners’ opinions of FCI according to the questionaire

Disagree Undecided Agree
N ltems

F % F % F %
1 The flipped instruction allows me to prepare for agss in advance. 3 88 8 235 23677
Through the prepared videos, | have enough timectpire the senten

2 5 147 12 353 17 50
structures.

3 I _feel more confident to ask for clarificationseaftvatching the prepart 5 147 8 235 21 618
videos.

4 | feel more confident about my learning due togdép instruction. 15 441 1 29 18 52.9

5 Flipped instruction made it easier for me to ansavet write the test. 10 294 15 441 9 26.4

6 My writing strategies are better as | have moresttmapply the learnin 8 235 2 59 24 706
in class.

7 |feel l am more in charge of my learning throufippfed instruction. 15 441 7 20.6 12 35.2

8 | feel that flipped instruction has not helped rmala 18 529 8 235 8 235

9 | understand more when the teacher explains irsclas 12 353 5 14.7 17 50

10 1 like to write in class to get instant feedbaabnfr my teacher. 8 235 7 20.6 19 55.9

The findings in Table 5 are elaborated togetheh whe findings gathered from the
interviews and displayed in Table 6 below. Ten shid from the experimental group were
interviewed, and the themes and topics discovereenvstudents were asked to explain their

attitudes about the use of FCI are presented below:

Table 6. Students’ views about the use of FCI

Questions Themes F

The use of the FCI Providing more time for practising daily 4
Providing easily accessible learning 8
Being interesting, motivating 6

Improving students’  Getting immediate feedback from teacher 5

writing abilities

Improving more interaction between peers ang
teacher

Increasing quality of teaching 3
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Students describing .
themselves in class using Active and engaged 6
Flipped Instruction
Motivated 4
Self-independent 5
The drawbacks of FCI Slow internet connection 7
The quality of videos 6
Social factors 3
Unawareness of using technology 4

As demonstrated in Table 6, when responding to keabout 68% of students believed
that FCI allowed them to prepare for their class in adea This finding is supported by some
students (N=4), as seen in Table 3. One patrticigtated the following:

“It makes me concentrate more, it makes learnirsjeeand it saves time for study and practice.’) (S1

As demonstrated in Table 6, in reference to Iterh&f of the students believabat
through the prepared videos, they had enough tmnactjuire the sentence structurdhis

belief is supported by interview responses (N=8)p@e participant explained:
“It helps me to be prepared well before taking rega | can watch the videos anytime and
anywhere.” (S10)

On Items 3 and 4, when students were asked abeiuiekiel of self-confidenca@lmost
62% of the students believed that FCI had increasmdidence, and approximately 53%
expressed an increase in involvement in their lagrnThese findings are verified by the

interview as well (N=6). Two of them claimed addals:
“| feel more focus on my learning and | feel resgible and active in my learning during the classeti
and at home.” (S2)
“I am trying more to participate and depend on rifyselearn not even in classroom but also outside

of classroom.” (S6)

As shown in Table 6, when responding to Iltem 5ual#y% of students believed that
FCI made it easier to write the testhile almost 30% of students disagreed. In refeeeto
Item 6, almost 71% of students reported ihaihey had more time to apply their learning in
class, their writing strategies would be bet#s previously mentioned, FCI utilizes class time
more for practicing real-world skills rather thaocfising on the theoretical components of
language. This finding proves that FCI even incesdke quality of teaching for better learning
through more practice, which is verified by threfetloe interview responses (N=3). One

participant commented as follows:
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“It can provide more information than traditionahyy it is like a tutor for every student at homgs9)

Item 7 is also noteworthy as it relatesstadents’ independence through F@#4% of
students did not believe that FCI made them maspamsible for their learning. Only 32% of
students believed this to be true. This phenomeoaitd possibly be related to the age of the
learners, who were still in the process of develgpnaturity. In reference to Item 8, 53% of
students rejected the view tH&E1 had not helped them at alwhich means that more than half
of students’ writings had been improved due to B@d, according to them, it was a useful
method of teaching. Additionally, when respondiadtem 9, which regarded tlavareness of
learners’ comprehension when the instructor givaseaplanation in class50% of students
preferred the instructor to give an explanatioclass despite whether or not they favored FCI
on the other questionnaire items. A probable redsonthis is associated with the Iraqi
community and tradition in which students have gksvheen taught with the presence of a
teacher in class rather than via technology us&hnik still new to the country. In reference to
Item 10, almost 60% of students intendedutitize class for writing to get direct corrections
from their instructoy while nearly 23% disagreed. This finding alsoified the notion of FCI
that advocates more time to improve interactiorwbeh teachers and students and among
students as well. This finding is also supportedhsyparticipants in the interview (N=5). For

instance, two participants expressed the followiiegvs:

“Because | can get feedback right from teacher wheaake a mistake, not from my friends. They might
be wrong.” (S8)

“I had more time to practice and communicate withalassmates and my teacher.” (S4)

Moreover, six of the students commented that FCdbkd interesting and easy
learning It was also motivating and encouraging. One studeplagred it in the following
way:

“It assists me to understand easily, it's usefuthrod to understand the lessons, it is fun and iexcit

(S7)

Furthermore, four students defined themselves ag)bmotivated, and they believed
that FCI had increased their motivation and en#smitoward learning. One student claimed
the following:

“I define myself as motivated student, | am excigdbut learning activities with my classmates aryd m

teachers, and | don't feel shy to answer whendhetter questions.” (S3)
Moreover, some students commented that slow intezoenection was a problem
(N=7) as one student explained it in the followingy:

“Internet connection in Iraq is very slow and | naheven have access to the internet within thepcam

in all Iragi universities.” (S7)
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Additionally, six students reported that the quabf the videos was a problem. For
example, some of them were grainy and unclear, lwihnade FCI boring for them. One

participant stated the following:
“Maybe it is related to the videos, if it is toalg or not clear, then the method would be borigg2)

In addition, three students thought that sociadi@cwere a barrier which might source
from the culture and tradition of the communityud&nts at that age still depend on their

parents in Irag. One student explained it as fatow
“I am restricted to use internet at home, my parerduld not let me to be online most of the tim85)

Furthermore, four students reported that little Wisalge of technology use was a

barrier. One student explained it in the followimgy:
“I don’t know how to use the internet for educati@specially this method of knowledge needs trginin
before” (S3).
As demonstrated by the interview responses, FChtaantages due to its allowance of

classroom time for more practice and easy accesshject matter whenever needed; therefore,
FCl may increase students’ motivation and excitanteward learning. Students felt that
having access to the videos 24 hours a day wae quditantageous. They emphasised instant
feedback from their teacher but not from classmatesording to them, FCI increased their
interactions among their teacher and their peeks tduprior knowledge of subject matter,
which helped them to build their confidence andnowe their understanding of the content
while increasing their levels of motivation, engagst, and self-independence as well. FCI
also urged them to challenge the subject mattese ravareness of their needs at their own
pace, and strive to participate in classroom a@wiwithout being worried, embarrassed, or
shy. It also provided them with opportunities torkvoollaboratively and cooperatively in order

to improve engagement and their learning

5. Discussion

Based on the data obtained from students’ respdodbe questionnaires and interviews, it can
be determined that most learners had positive opsbf FCI, and a remarkable number of
students described themselves as more motivatdéaiosdident, active, engaged in classroom
activities thanks to FCI. There was a clear reitectof learner engagement and a better
interaction among students who felt better configdein their achievements and abilities

through FCI. These characteristics, which wereedtdty many students who received FCI,
were not only reflected by the questionnaires amdrviews but also by an improvement in

their grades on the writing test. These findinggraith Adedoja (2016), who found that the
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attitude of pre-service teachers was positivelyfamour of flipped instruction and FCI
promoted active learning strategies and provideckropportunity for deep interaction not only
with the learning materials but also with classmeatad instructor due to prior knowledge of
content. Similarly, they are in line with the finds of the study conducted by Nouri (2016),
who witnessed the effect of FCI on promoting stuasmgagement and a more active approach
to learning.

According to the results of this study, FCI camtcibute to developing EFL pre-service
teachers’ writing skills. This finding is in lineithr a study conducted by Mireille (2014), who
found that FCI can contribute to improving learngnr@des on English writing proficiency
tests. Accordingly, a study conducted by Ayoub @d@dicated that most errors made by Iraqi
EFL learners were due to teaching methods and aithéitional factors such as limited class
time, enthusiasm, motivation, and independenceetralb of students, all of which led to their
boredom. Therefore, productive instruction appreachre essential to improve the writing
skills of Iraqi EFL learners. In this context, F@dsitively impacts learners’ writing abilities in
a collaborative environment. Instruction can eitberan obstacle or a chance for learning.
Class preparation and instructional videos delojgportune time for learners to comprehend
the ruling concepts that control their writing.

The findings also demonstrate that the currerdysta consistent with the theoretical
assumptions of cognitive language learning andrdthe of attention and noticing in second
language acquisition (Saville-Troike, 2012; Schm&lt Ellis in Robinson, 2001). The
improvement of learners’ writing skills is largebccredited to the influence of noticing,
without which “there is little if any learning” (Ranson, 2001, p. 11). Students’ mental input
increases when methodological instruction is chdraged enhanced to fulfill their necessities
and demands. In this case, language becomes aasier,recognizable, and more overt for
them. In addition, the results of the researchatse parallel with the theory of constructivism.
Experimental group participants could form theinddasting memories more effectively by
using inductive instruction techniques to advarmeartwriting abilities.

This study is also consistent with studies coretigh Turkey that investigated FCI in
the Turkish EFL context (Ekmekci, 2017). The fingnindicated that those students who
studied under the new model of teaching outperfdrthese who studied under the traditional
teaching method. The current results also arecgordance with a study conducted in Japan by
Leis et al. (2015), who flipped their English wmii composition classroom to investigate the
effectiveness of FCI. Overall, it has been proveat tFCI results in substantially greater

enhancements in the writing abilities of students.
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6. Final conclusions and implications for the futue

Throughout the recent years, technology use gdpenals been at the core of education,
especially for linguistic instruction. The analyses this study’s findings prove that FCI
improves students’ writing abilities more than d@esraditional method of instruction. It is
obvious that the flipped classroom creates a mturdest-centred atmosphere and increases
learners’ autonomy, which is necessary for meetimg demands of 2%century students
(Marchionda, Bateiha, and Autin, 2014). The outcemeé the study have also verified the
hypothesis that learners are more involved ande@churing FCI compared with lecture-based
instruction. According to participants’ views, Fé€iabled them to become more motivated and
more autonomous in their language acquisition. &@icates class duration for activities by
having students preview the lesson prior to clamb employs various instructional strategies
rather than theoretical explanation. In this manstardents have the opportunity to preview
class content several times to comprehend keyrfssatin FCI, students devote a great quantity
of in-class time to practicing what they have bésstructed via instructional videos. This
promotes active, independent, and collaborativenieg in the classroom. Similarly, the
teachers feel more confident and direct studentisowt being frustrated or worried about the
time aspect, which is always an issue in tradifiomstruction. More in-class time is created in
which the teacher can give individual feedbackrexirmistakes, and explain misconceptions.
In fact, the policy behind FCI makes it clear tladped learning is more than just recording
video-lectures. Classroom duration can be employeck efficiently and profitably by dealing
with each student individually.

The outcomes of the study indicate that implenmgnCl in writing classes is an
effective way of improving Iraqgi EFL learners’ wng skills. Future research into this topic
should seek to examine the impact of FCI on the i class feedback and students’
motivation in writing skills. The findings of theugstionnaire and interviews confirm that FCI
IS more engaging than traditional methods, andestisdare more in favor of FCl as well.

This study has several implications for the futafewriting instruction. The creative
method utilized has not yet been followed in ursitgr writing classrooms in Irag. It
encourages educators to employ learner-focusedoagipes in which students have more
chances to participate equally in the content b@resented and practiced. During the FCI
treatment of this study, it was observed that #errers experienced growth in their class
participation, which is an additional benefit oistapproach.

This study also urges a reconsideration of unityefands and structure to enable such a

teaching method at universities. Similarly, it segig a more prominent and directed use of
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technology among university EFL students as webtaslents of other disciplines. There is a
necessity for more conferences and opportunitiesEfeL instructors to acquire knowledge
regarding FCI and similar approaches.

This study also has some recommendations for futgearch. It has introduced some
interesting findings regarding the effect of FCI @eveloping writing skills. However, it was
conducted only in one department in a universitusl future studies might involve additional
departments, more universities, or more levels aiication. Since this study focused on
sophomore EFL learners in an Iraqgi setting, futsitedies might consider different levels of

students and a larger number of participants toesddvariations in writing.
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