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Abstract 

This study investigated the effectiveness of two technology-enhanced models of the flipped classroom, 

discussion-oriented and role-reversal, on English language learners’ expository writing skills and 
evaluated the proposed models as a means of teaching/learning writing skills. To these ends, a quasi-

experimental design with three intact classes, one control (non-flipped group with 17 EFL learners) and 

two experimental (discussion-oriented group with 19 and role-reversal group with 24 EFL learners), was 
adopted. Pre and posttest essays were used to see the effectiveness of the two models, which used two digital 

apps. In addition, a researcher-made questionnaire and a semi-structured interview were utilized to 
evaluate the models with regard to writing skills. An analysis of covariance uncovered that the discussion-

oriented and role-reversal flipped classrooms were more effective than the non-flipped ones. Also, the role-

reversal group outperformed the discussion-oriented group in the writing gains in the posttest expository 
essays. Subsequent analyses demonstrated the positive perceptions and experiences about the flipped 

classrooms, revealing four themes of teacher support, personal feeling, peer support, and activities within 
and outside the classroom. This paper concludes with a call for technology integration in writing courses 

and more investigation into this promising technology-based pedagogy across different language skills. 
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Introduction 

Writing is a cognitive problem-solving act for the purpose of communication and expression (Waber, 2010). 

Students who study English as a second or foreign language (L2/EFL) are required to focus on their writing 

skill because it requires complex and multifaceted actions such as generating ideas, drafting, revising, 

editing texts, and correcting errors (Richards & Renandya, 2002). It is commonly accepted that, for many 

EFL students, writing is a challenging skill to learn (Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 2018). In a typical writing 

classroom, EFL students usually struggle to write effectively because they are confused about the accuracy 

of their grammar, have limited vocabulary, and are unaware of the organizational structure of different 

genres to express their thoughts (Chen, 2002). Many EFL learners have some difficulty when it comes to 

different types of writing, such as expository writing, perhaps due to the inadequateness of teaching 

methods and factors such as insufficient class time, decreased interaction, and demotivation (Gómez 

Burgos, 2017). Expository writing is an important genre of academic writing through which students should 

present a topic or a viewpoint and support it with evidence (Schleppegrell, 2004). Thus, to make students 

better writers and develop their writing skills in expository essays, many EFL teachers feel a need for new 

ways of developing writing skills in English. Flipped teaching/learning has recently hit the spotlight as a 
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new method for the better use of class time, increased interaction, and active learning (Adnan, 2017).  

Flipped learning is based on the learning theory of Bloom’s revised taxonomy, whereby students first obtain 

factual knowledge (the lower levels of cognitive activity), perhaps outside the classroom, and then focus 

on the application, interpretation, and evaluation (the higher levels of cognitive activity) during the class 

with guidance from their teachers and classmates (Yang et al., 2018). In fact, flipped learning/teaching is a 

pedagogical approach in which the conventional notion of classroom-based learning is inverted, so that 

students are introduced to the learning material before class, with class time then being used to deepen 

understanding through problem-solving activities (Shih & Huang, 2020; Wang & Qi, 2018). This kind of 

approach, with its focus on student-centered learning, can be a pedagogical alternative to the teacher-

centered instruction (Jensen et al., 2015). Exchanging the order of homework and classwork might be a 

framed element in the flipped classroom. However, the format of the class can vary according to the context 

and course (Fulton, 2012). Thus, there exist different types of flipped classrooms, two of which are the 

discussion-oriented and role-reversal flipped models. These models are possibly suitable for context-

relevant subjects such as languages (Demirel, 2017), and make it possible to employ technological tools 

with the aim of facilitating the teaching of various aspects of language.  

In the discussion-oriented flipped classroom, teachers assign a topic of any kind related to the session’s 

subject matter (for example, TED Talks and YouTube videos); class hours are then spent on discussion and 

exploration of the content (Demirel, 2017; Mohammadi et al., 2019). This model involves playing in-class 

instructional videos and students are engaged in a discussion session related to the session’s topic. 

Homework does not consist of the tasks teachers traditionally give their students to complete at home. 

Rather, it may be assigned in the form of an instructional video. In this model, the teacher is responsible 

for designing and presenting content such as educational video resources, and subsequent discussion with 

students on the video content or knowledge exchange happens in the classroom where topics are explored 

further (Nikitova et al., 2020). The discussion on the topics helps students share ideas derived from shown 

content, brainstorm, raise questions for further discussion, and clarify concepts (Demirel, 2017). The 

discussion-oriented activity, as a main element of this model, is used for areas where analysis, problem-

solving, and critical thinking should be practiced (Haroutunian-Gordon, 2010).  

On the other hand, in the role-reversal flipped classroom, material preparation is not limited to teachers. 

Students can make and record digital videos to demonstrate their language proficiency. Teachers can ask 

students to film themselves presenting a new subject or skill as a means to teach the class (Demirel, 2017). 

In this model, the role of teacher and content creator is flipped and students can act as teachers who create 

and present materials. Thus, teachers do not give direct instructions. Role-reversal is, in fact, viewed as a 

powerful pedagogical action that helps students teach themselves and promote their higher-order thinking 

skills by taking different responsibilities and perspectives (Chang et al., 2013; Nguyen et al., 2016). Even 

though it requires a considerable amount of time on the part of students (Poorman, 2002), this kind of 

flipped model can allow students to create learning materials and develop more comprehensive ideas about 

particular subjects (Foss, 2009).  

In recent years, the promising potential of flipped learning has drawn the attention of some researchers 

interested in writing pedagogy. In an action research by Adnan (2017), an attempt was made to integrate 

the flipped classroom model into a senior-level course at a Turkish public university. The purpose was to 

compare the effect of flipped versus non-flipped classrooms as a means to contribute to the line of research 

on flipped teaching. The results demonstrated that flipped students received higher essay scores, compared 

to the non-flipped students, due to the in-class performance of essay writing in the flipped classroom. 

Moreover, Soltanpour and Valizadeh (2018) investigated the effect of flipped instruction on Iranian EFL 

learners’ quality of argumentative essays. The learners in the flipped group were provided with two 

instructional PowerPoint files and a video on a DVD; the class time was spent on practicing the content of 

the video and teacher-learner interaction. Much against their expectations, they found no significant 

difference between the flipped and conventional classrooms.  

However, Zou and Xie (2018) found partially different results. They proposed a flipped model through 
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technology-enhanced just-in-time teaching and peer instruction, then examined the effectiveness of this 

model in promoting the English writing skills of EFL learners. The results showed that the proposed model 

outperformed the conventional model in promoting students’ writing skills. The use of technology, such as 

cloud-based tools, for collaboration provided opportunities for peer instruction for the participants in the 

flipped classroom. The issue of technology integration, i.e., the use of technology such as computers, mobile 

apps, and online assignments in teaching writing is also supported in other studies. For instance, Wilder 

and Mongillo (2007) demonstrated that the use of online technology such as game-like online tasks could 

help both preservice language arts teachers and Caucasian language arts students develop expository writing 

skills. Likewise, Chen et al. (2020) have shown that technology integration through virtual-based writing 

curriculum design could enhance expository writing skills.  

Finally, in a study on flipped learning, Su Ping et al. (2020) explored low-proficiency EFL students’ 

experiences of learning in a flipped writing program in Malaysia. Qualitative data collected from semi-

structured interviews with a sample of Malaysian students revealed that most of the students had positive 

experiences regarding the flipped writing experience and they described themselves as more motivated to 

write in class.   

In sum, the recent research conducted in L2 contexts (e.g., Adnan, 2017; Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 2018; 

Su Ping et. al., 2020; Zou & Xie, 2018) has concentrated on the development of writing skills through the 

flipped classroom. However, none of these studies have addressed writing in relation to the discussion-

oriented and role-reversal flipped models. Furthermore, there has been little research on the effectiveness 

of the discussion-oriented and role-reversal flipped models regarding the expository genre, which is 

challenging for many EFL students (Gómez Burgos, 2017; Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 2018). In this genre, 

students should learn to introduce a topic, present a position/thesis, acknowledge others’ writing, and link 

ideas through appropriate transitions. Though there are different types of expository essays, such as 

cause and effect, classification, comparison or contrast, and definition essays, the main purpose in various 

types is to explain a topic in a precise, straightforward, and logical manner (Wyrick, 2014).  

This study aimed to fill this research gap about the (in)effectiveness of discussion-oriented and role-reversal 

flipped classroom models among advanced EFL students, who dealt with the problems of insufficient 

learning time and were in need of learning expository writing. These two models were investigated and 

compared with the conventional/traditional teacher-centered classroom for enhancing expository writing 

skills. Also, an attempt was made to compare the proposed models of the flipped classroom and evaluate 

them as a means of developing expository writing skills. To these ends, the following research questions 

were developed: 

1. Is a discussion-oriented flipped classroom more effective than a traditional/conventional teacher-

centered classroom in improving EFL learners’ expository writing skills?  

2.  Is a role-reversal flipped classroom more effective than a traditional/conventional teacher-centered 

classroom in improving EFL learners’ expository writing skills? 

3. Is a role-reversal flipped classroom more effective than a discussion-oriented flipped classroom 

regarding EFL learners’ expository writing gains? 

4. How do EFL learners evaluate the proposed models of flipped classrooms as a means of 

teaching/learning expository writings? 

Method  

Participants 

Sixty female advanced EFL learners from three private English language institutes in Shahrekord 

participated in the main trial. They were native speakers of Persian and their ages varied from 23 to 38. The 

participants were at the advanced level, determined by the language institutes and an English placement 

test (2018). This study followed a quasi-experimental design with three intact classes as control and 
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experiment groups. Those learners in the first language institute were assigned as the control group (n = 

17). The participants in the second language institute were assigned as the first experimental group or 

discussion-oriented flipped group/classroom (n = 19) and the learners in the third language institute were 

assigned as the second experimental group or role-reversal flipped group/classroom (n = 24).  

Instruments 

An English placement test was used to confirm the participants’ homogeneity in terms of the approximate 

level of English and select the advanced EFL learners. The test included three types of sections: core 

placement test section (consists of 50 multiple choice items, assessing grammar and vocabulary), as well 

as separate oral and writing test sections. This test had been validated through item analysis in a pilot study 

with 100 EFL learners. Moreover, the internal consistency reliability index of the placement test was .89, 

indicating high reliability of the test.  

Also, two timed essays were used as the pretest and two timed essays were used as the posttest to assess 

the participants’ expository writing skills before and after treatment. In the pretest, one of the essays was 

cause and effect (“What causes teenagers to buy cell phones and what effects can cell phone use have on 

teenagers?”), and the other one was comparison and contrast (“Online courses vs. traditional courses: What 

are the pros and cons of both?”). In the posttest, the learners were asked to write a cause and effect essay 

on the topic of, “What causes poverty in a country and what are the effects of growing up in poverty?”, and 

a comparison and contrast essay on the topic of, “Textbooks or tablets at schools: What are the pros and 

cons of both?”. The word count of each essay was about 600 to 1000 words. To score the expository essays, 

the writing rubric by Wang and Liao (2008) was used. It included the focus (5 marks), elaboration/support 

(5 marks), organization (5 marks), convention (5 marks), and vocabulary (5 marks) subskills. To increase 

the dependability of the data, both pretest and the posttest essays were scored by two raters and interrater 

reliability was computed. The interrater reliability coefficients were .93 and .94 for the pretest and posttest 

essays, respectively. Also, the intrarater reliability coefficients with a subset of six essays were .98 and .97 

for the pretest and posttest essays, respectively. 

A researcher-made questionnaire was used to evaluate the proposed models from the EFL learners’ 

perspective. The questionnaire included 11 statements on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (Strongly 

disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree), with the score of 0 to 4 for each item. The questionnaire had been piloted 

on 50 EFL students in two language institutes who had similar characteristics to the main sample. Item and 

multivariate analysis were used for validating the questionnaire. The test-retest reliability and intra-observer 

reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) for the items were employed. Both the test-retest reliability (Kappa 

= .94) and Cronbach’s alpha (α = .91) were high. 

Furthermore, the interviews were carried out during the posttest period to evaluate the flipped models in 

the two experimental groups. Several questions were prepared as a guide for the interviewer. The questions 

were reviewed by one teacher experienced in teaching English to supply feedback on the accuracy and 

suitability of the questions to elicit the related information. They included yes/no and open-ended questions 

such as, “How would you describe your experience in this writing course?”, “Were you able to understand 

the new content explained through watching videos”, and “How did you find the instruction provided for 

the assigned activities within and outside the classroom?”  

Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 

This study was carried out in 2018-2019 with 60 female EFL learners who registered for advanced level 

English courses and took the English placement test. They included three intact classes (existing classes) 

in three English language institutes in Shahrekord. It was not possible to select the participants randomly. 

The current study had a pretest-posttest, quasi-experimental design: one control and two experimental 

groups writing pre and posttest essays. Besides the essays, a researcher-made evaluation questionnaire and 

semi-structured interview were utilized in the posttest stage to address the last research question of the 

study.  
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As illustrated in Table 1, this research was conducted in a period of 15 weeks. After administering the 

English placement test in the first week, the pretest essays (one cause and effect essay and one comparison 

and contrast essay) were administered to all three groups in the second week. Then, the groups received 

instructions from the same teacher. During the research study, The Steps to Writing Well book written by 

Wyrick (2014) was introduced to the participants in the three groups as their textbook for the course 

fulfillment. The general scheme of the procedures is presented in Table 1.  

Table 1  

General Scheme of Teaching Expository Writing 

Week Focus  Session  

1 Administering English placement test  1 

2 Pretest essays 1 

3 Overview of writing 1 

4 Overview on expository writing development by exemplification 

How to develop expository writing by exemplification and what to avoid in 

writing this type of essay 

1 

5 Overview of expository writing development by process analysis 

How to develop expository essays by process analysis and what to avoid in 

writing this type of essay 

1 

6 How to develop an expository essay (based on the informative type of 

process essay) 

1 

7 How to develop an expository essay (based on the directional type of process 

essay) 

1 

8 Overview on expository writing development by comparison and contrast 

How to develop expository writing by comparison and contrast and what to 

avoid in writing this type of essay 

1 

9 Elaborating on the point by point pattern of comparison and contrast 

expository writing 

1 

10 Elaborating on the block pattern of comparison and contrast expository 

writing  

1 

11 Elaborating on the special kind of comparison: Analogy type of expository 

writing 

1 

12 Overview on expository writing development by definition 

How to develop expository writing by definition and what to avoid in writing 

this type of essay 

1 

13 Overview on expository writing by division and classification 

How to develop an expository essay by division and classification and what 

to avoid in writing this type of essay 

1 

14 Overview on expository writing development by casual analysis 

How to develop expository writing by casual analysis and what to avoid in 

writing this type of essay 

1 

15 Posttest essay, questionnaire, and semi-structured interview 1 

In the control group, the traditionally taught session met for a total of 100 minutes each week. The teacher 

utilized the traditional lecture format, delivering instruction through the use of the whiteboard. The teacher-
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fronted lecture classroom was designed to seat the students in orderly rows, not allowing direct visual 

interactions among all students of the class. The teacher was the authority and directed the discourse in the 

classroom. The location and time of the class for the control group was fixed during the research. In- and 

out-of-class learning materials, if any, were presented in the print format and were delivered during in-class 

activities.  

In the experimental groups, the instruction was accompanied by the video. That is, the main point of each 

session was addressed by the video they watched before class, but the details were explained and discussed 

in the classroom. The students in both experimental groups gained their first exposure to new materials out 

of class via watching the video. The teacher in both experimental groups was responsible to engage the 

participants in learning to write expository essays through in-and-out of the classroom activities. Also, in 

discussion-oriented and role-reversal flipped classrooms, two different digital apps were used as a forum in 

which the teacher and learners could have chats/talks, ask questions, share videos, give and take quizzes, 

and see score reports. Meanwhile, some flexibility in the arrangement was allowed in terms of location, 

time, and class decoration.  

The discussion-oriented flipped classroom met for a total of 100 minutes each week. In addition, they 

watched 15 minute videos each day before class, together with taking a quiz after watching each video. The 

teacher himself was responsible for creating the videos. He used different locations and various means for 

creating them (such as PowerPoint and whiteboard). Following Yoshida’s (2016) suggestion, a doubts 

forum (discussion session between the teacher and learners in the Schoology app) was included, along with 

the video session for assistance at home. In this way, both the teacher and learners could participate in the 

forum and had a talk/discussion about the topic.  

In the role-reversal flipped classroom, the time interval was similar to the other flipped group, a total of 

100 minutes in a week.  Additionally, they watched 15 minute videos each day before class, together with 

answering quiz items after watching each video. They were asked to take a quiz to make sure that the 

learners had watched the set-up videos. In this model, unlike the discussion-oriented model, several learners 

appointed by the teacher each session were responsible for creating videos and sending them to the teacher 

and sharing them with other classmates before attending the class. The teacher checked the videos before 

they were sent to other learners. The class time was then spent on watching the videos, problem-solving, 

and explaining the features of the expository genre. Table 2 shows the procedure before, in, and after class 

time. 

Table 2  

The Procedure Used in the Study  

Group Types of  

teaching 

Material delivery Teaching method 

Before class In class After class 

Contr. 

Group 

Non-

flipped 

classroom 

In- and out-of-class 

learning materials were 

presented in the print 

format and were 

delivered during in-class 

activities. 

None (1) 50-minute 

lecture by the 

teacher 

(2) 15-minute 

reading the 

examples from the 

textbook 

(3) 35-minute 

writing activity 

Composing an 

expository 

essay and 

presenting it 

to the class in 

the following 

week 
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Exp. 

Group 

1 

Discussion

-oriented 

classroom 

Out-of-class learning 

materials were made 

available before class in 

the electronic format to 

supplement the learners’ 

in-class lessons, but 

worksheets related to in-

class activities were 

provided in the written 

format. 

Watching a 

video, 

completing 

a quiz, and 

having a 

discussion 

with the 

classmates 

and teacher 

in the 

Schoology 

app. 

(1) 15-minute 

discussion on the 

topic 

(2) 15-minute 

tutorial and/or 

strategy training 

(3) 20-minute 

writing activity 

(4) 15-minute 

interactive feedback 

session based on the 

video content  

(5) 15-minute 

scaffolding 

activities  

(6) 20-minute 

interactive feedback 

session in which the 

learners worked in 

pairs  

 

Exp. 

Group 

2 

Role-

reversal 

classroom 

Out-of-class learning 

materials were made 

available by learners 

before class in the 

electronic format to 

supplement the learners’ 

lesson preparation, 

while worksheets 

associated with in-class 

activities were provided 

in written format. 

Creating 

videos and 

sharing 

them with 

other 

classmates. 

Watching 

the videos 

and 

completing 

quizzes in 

cooperation 

with other 

learners in 

the Edmodo 

app. 

(1) 15-minute 

problem-solving 

and asking 

questions on the 

topic 

(2) 15-minute 

tutorial and/or 

strategy training 

(3) 20-minute 

writing activity 

(4) 15-minute 

interactive feedback 

session based on the 

video content 

(5) 15-minute 

scaffolding 

activities 

(6) 20-minute 
interactive feedback 

session in which the 

learners worked in 

pairs  

 

Note. Contr. = Control; Exp. = Experimental 

Then, in the last week, the posttest essays were administered to all three groups in the similar condition as 

the pretest essays. Additionally, the questionnaire was administered to the participants in the two 

experimental groups. In the end, semi-structured interviews were conducted with the EFL learners in the 

discussion-oriented and role-reversal flipped groups, who voluntarily took part in the interview. Each 

interview lasted for an average of 30 to 45 minutes and was recorded after permission had been granted by 
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the participants. After 12 interviews, data saturation was being reached; that is, collecting additional data 

seemed unnecessary. In short, after analysis of the 12 interviews, new themes did not emerge.  

The data were analyzed in several steps. To investigate the first, second, and third research question, one-

way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted. To answer the fourth research question, the 

descriptive statistics of the questionnaire data were used. Additionally, the transcribed data from the 

interviews were collapsed into codes through Nvivo10 software and themes were identified.  

Results  

Descriptive and inferential statistics were conducted to address the first research question, that is, to 

examine whether there was any significant difference between the effects of the discussion-oriented and 

traditional instructions on the learners’ expository writing achievement. Descriptive statistics of the groups’ 

data were computed to check normal distribution of data and obtain an estimate of both groups’ 

achievements in expository writing. 

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics of Pre and Posttests in the Control and Discussion-Oriented Groups  

Tests Groups M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Pretest Control (N = 17) 13.06 2.51 -.03 -.09 

Discussion-

oriented (N = 19) 

13.05 2.84 .39 .87 

Posttest Control (N = 17) 13.47 2.43 -.42 -.13 

Discussion-

oriented (N = 24) 

16.16 2.01 .54 .82 

As displayed in Table 3, the kurtosis and skewness values in the pretest and posttest were small and within 

the range of ±2, suggesting normal distribution of the data (Bachman & Kunnan, 2005). Also, the writing 

mean scores in the pretest were close to each other, indicating that both control and discussion-oriented 

groups were rather homogeneous before treatment in terms of prior expository writing skills. However, the 

difference between the writing mean scores looked rather large in the posttest, which was submitted to 

inferential statistical analysis. 

Because the samples were small, the normality and homogeneity test were performed as prerequisite testing 

before conducting parametric or nonparametric inferential tests (Bachman & Kunnan, 2005). The normality 

test used in this study was the Shapiro-Wilk test, the results of which demonstrated that the expository 

writing scores were normally distributed both in the pretest [D(17) = .98, p = .605 and D(19) = .96, p = .530] 

and in the posttest [D(17) =.95, p = .464 and D(19) =.94, p = .277] for the control and discussion-oriented 

groups, respectively (see Table A1 of the Appendix). Moreover, the Levene’s test for homogeneity of 

variances (see Table A2 of the Appendix) demonstrated no significant difference in the variances between 

the two groups (F =.16, p = .693), which all supported the use of a parametric test for further analysis. 

Then, a one-way ANCOVA was conducted after checking its assumptions to address the first research 

question, that is, to compare the effects of both instruction types in the control and discussion-oriented 

groups on the learners’ posttest expository writing performances.  
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Table 4 

Analysis of Covariance on the Posttest Writing Scores of the Control and Discussion-Oriented Groups 

Source Sum of 

squares 

df Mean 

square 

F Sig. Eta squared 

Corrected 

model 

195.64 2 97.82 89.89 .000 .854 

Intercept 38.81 1 38.81 35.66 .000 .519 

Pretest  130.85 1 130.85 120.23 .000 .785 

Group  65.01 1 65.01 59.74 .000 .644 

Error  35.91 33 1.09    

Total  8212 36     

The ANCOVA results, as displayed in Table 4, demonstrated that the difference in the post-instruction 

writing scores between the two groups was statistically significant with a high effect size, F(1, 33) = 59.74, 

*p < 0.05, η2 = .644. In conclusion, the discussion-oriented flipped instruction was more effective than the 

instruction in the control group. 

To answer the second research question, descriptive statistics were first calculated in the control and role-

reversal groups (see Table 5). Second, the test of normality and homogeneity test of variance were 

conducted before proceeding with parametric/nonparametric tests to address the second question.  

Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics of Pre and Posttests in the Control and Role-Reversal Groups  

Tests Groups M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Pretest  Control 

(N = 17) 

13.06 2.46 -.21 -.43 

Role-

Reversal 

(N = 24) 

13.00 3.11 .26 .34 

Posttest Control 

(N = 17) 

13.47 2.43 -.52 -.82 

Role-

Reversal 

(N = 24) 

20.29 2.01 .56 .64 

 

As demonstrated in Table 5, unlike the posttest writing mean scores, the participants’ pretest writing mean 

scores were close to each other in the control and role-reversal groups, indicating that both groups were 

homogeneous before treatment. Moreover, as displayed in Table A3 and Table A4 in the Appendix, the 

Shapiro-Wilk test and Levene’s test indicated no significant violation of normality and unequal variances 

across both groups (p > .05), all suggesting the safe use of a parametric test. 

A one-way ANCOVA was conducted to address the second research question and compare the effects of 

both instruction types in the control and role-reversal groups on the learners’ posttest expository writing 

performances. As displayed in Table 6, the results demonstrated that the difference in the post-instruction 

writing scores between the two groups was statistically significant, F(1, 38) = 78.79, *p < .05, η2 = .675. In 

other words, the role-reversal flipped instruction was more effective than the instruction in the control group 
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in improving the learners’ expository writing performances. 

Table 6 

Analysis of Covariance on the Posttest Writing Scores of the Control and Role-Reversal Groups 

Source Sum of 

squares 

df Mean 

square 

F Sig. Eta 

squared 

Corrected 

model 

521.77 2 260.89 52.53 .000 .734 

Intercept 138.85 1 138.85 27.96 .000 .424 

Pretest  135.18 1 135.18 27.22 .000 .417 

Group  391.28 1 391.28 78.79 .000 .675 

Error  188.72 38 4.97    

Total  13566 41     

To address the third research question, descriptive statistics of the writing scores in the two experimental 

groups were first obtained (see Table 7). Second, a one-way ANCOVA was run after checking the normality 

of distribution and conducting the Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances in the experimental groups 

(see Table A5 of the Appendix).  

Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics Pre and Posttests in the Discussion-Oriented and Role-Reversal Groups 

Tests Groups M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Pretest  Discussion-

oriented 

(N=19) 

13.05 2.84 .456 .356 

Role-

Reversal 

(N=24) 

13.00 3.11 .389 678 

Posttest Discussion-

oriented 

(N=19) 

16.16 2.01 .457 465 

Role-

Reversal 

(N=24) 

20.29 2.01 .657 654 

According to Table 7, the difference between the mean scores in the two groups was noticeable in the 

posttest. To see the differential effects of discussion-oriented and role-reversal instruction types on the 

students’ writing performances after treatment, ANCOVA was conducted (see Table 8). 
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Table 8  

Analysis of Covariance on Posttest Writing Scores of the Discussion-Oriented and Role-Reversal Groups 

Source Sum of 

squares 

df Mean 

square 

F Sig. Eta 

squared 

Corrected 

model 

354.06 2 177.03 67.67 .000 .772 

Intercept 177.37 1 177.37 67.80 .000 .629 

Pretest  172.84 1 172.84 66.07 .000 .623 

Group  184.38 1 184.38 70.48 .000 .638 

Error  104.64 40 2.62    

Total  15120 43     

As displayed in Table 8, the difference in the post-instruction writing scores between the two experimental 

groups was statistically significant, F(1, 40) = 70.48, *p < .05, η2 = .638. The role-reversal group with a 

higher mean score performed significantly better than the discussion-oriented group in the posttest, 

supporting the greater effect of role-reversal instruction on the learners’ writing performances.  

The fourth research question was answered through both qualitative and quantitative statistical procedures. 

Table 9 shows the descriptive statistics of the participants’ responses to the evaluation questionnaire in the 

discussion-oriented and role-reversal flipped classrooms.  

As demonstrated in Table 9, in both discussion-oriented and role-reversal groups, almost all the mean scores 

of the items were above 3.00, indicating that the participants in the two groups in the post-treatment period 

expressed their agreement with most of the statements in the questionnaire. This means that they generally 

evaluated the models positively. The highest means in the discussion-oriented group were for items 10 (M 

= 3.64), and 3 (M = 3.63). In the role-reversal group, the highest means were for items 8 (M = 3.75), and 1 

(M = 3.61). These results show that the participants highly agreed with the instructor’s ability to engage 

them in learning to write, doing pre-class activities, using the digital platform, and having the flexibility in 

the class.  
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Table 9  

Descriptive Statistics for Items in Discussion-Oriented and Role-Reversal Groups 

Items  Discussion-oriented Role-reversal 

M SD M SD 

1. The flexible arrangements in the classroom (positioning 

of the chairs for a group activity, etc.) were conducive for 

me to learn writing skills better. 

3.13 .92 3.61 .97 

2. The instructor was able to teach me in a way that I could 

focus more on writing skills.   

3.36 .89 2.97 .71 

3. Pre-class materials (e.g., videos) which were available 

on the platform before class could raise my consciousness 

in learning writing skills. 

3.63 1.01 3.50 1.03 

4. I could concentrate more when the instructor and 

classmates cooperated  in problem-solving activities. 

3.26 .92 3.02 .95 

5. Pre-class activities were useful for the class and I could 

get the main points, helping me in the organization of my 

writing. 

3.21 .79 3.33 1.05 

6. I think the instructor was able to provide help and 

clarification on difficult concepts when necessary. 

3.50 .97 3.32 .85 

7. Writing was more fun with the instructor’s approach in 

the writing course. 

3.58 1.00 3.54 1.21 

8. The class was based on an activity-oriented approach, 

which helped me learn writing skills better.  

3.09 1.01 3.75 .93 

9. I became interested in writing because the instructor 

helped me through the app and I had negotiations with my 

classmates. 

3.13 1.03 3.54 .94 

10. The instructor was able to engage me in the classroom 

activities in different ways. 

3.64 .89 3.01 .87 

11. The digital platform used in the course was very 

helpful in my writing development.  

3.24 .91 3.32 .88 

Total 3.33 .94 3.36 .94 

 

Furthermore, considering the quantitative part of the fourth research question, themes and sub-themes 

developed from the interviews, together with their descriptions, are summarized in Table 10.  
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Table 10  

Themes and Sub-Themes Developed from the Semi-Structured Interviews 

Codes Description Sub-codes Description 

Teacher support This code presents a 

report about how the 

teacher provided the 

students with guidance. 

It is also concerned with 

how the teacher 

encouraged 

collaboration and 

implemented support in 

tackling their problems. 

Enriching 

understanding 

This sub-code is about the 

students’ impressions on how 

their teacher supported them to 

understand new writing features, 

either by describing them or 

modifying the content. 

Establishing 

relationships 

In this sub-code, the students 

presented their perceptions on 

their teacher’s approachability, 

and how they were treated. 

Supporting group 

work 

In this sub-code, the teacher’s 

encouragement for collaboration 

is described, whereby he afforded 

possibilities for students to work 

in groups. 

Peer support This code describes how 

the students gained 

support from their peers. 

It includes the  

assistance afforded by 

the students when they 

sought help from each 

other, and the 

relationship established 

between them as they 

worked together. 

Assistance and 

encouragement to 

learn 

This sub-code presents the various 

ways in which the students helped 

and encouraged each other in 

doing an activity. 

Friendly 

relationship 

This sub-code is concerned with a 

report of relationships established 

between the students, and how 

their teaching/learning 

environment engaged them. 

Personal feeling 

/ perception 

This code describes the 

students’ perceptions of 

learning possibilities. It 

includes the most 

important features 

which made them feel 

positive about the 

course. 

New ways of 

learning 

In this sub-code, the students 

expressed a desire for new 

teaching approaches, helping 

them learn writing better, and how 

they felt about their new method 

in the writing course. 

Commitment and 

independence in 

learning 

In this sub-code, the students 

explained how their learning 

styles were changed and they 

became committed and 

independent.  

Activities 

within and 

outside the 

classroom 

This code presents the  

students’ evaluation of 

the activities and 

learning possibilities in 

and out of class. 

The online 

discussion 

This sub-code describes how the 

students joined in activities and 

discussions out of class using the 

Edmodo or Schoology app. 

  Activity-oriented 

approach 

The sub-code describes the 

learner-centered and activity-

based approach in or out of class. 
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  Flexibility in 

approach 

This sub-code is concerned with 

the flexibility of the flipped 

approach in teaching/learning 

writing. 

The analysis of the interview data indicated that the students described their evaluative experiences about 

the instructions in different ways, categorized into four emerging themes: (a) teacher support, (b) peer 

support, (c) personal feeling/perception, and (d) activities within and outside the classroom. In both 

groups, the interviewees showed positive opinions towards their teacher, especially in giving them 

feedback, answering their questions, and encouraging them when they faced problems in the process of 

writing. They further described how their practice helped them develop their understanding of expository 

writing. Additionally, the students’ engagement with their peers was reported in their interviews. The 

active engagement with their peers assisted them in learning better and having a friendly relationship with 

their classmates. Moreover, they reported that they felt good about their instructional method and changed 
their perceptions about seeing writing as a daunting task. Moreover, there were many instances of 

agreement with the activity-oriented approach in and out of the classroom, especially with the online 

discussion outside the class. 

Discussion  

The results revealed that those EFL learners who received the discussion-oriented instruction achieved 

better gains in their expository writing skills than those who did not receive any type of flipped classroom 

instruction. What made the discussion-oriented flipped classroom a more powerful approach than the 

traditional one might be due to the discussion feature which enhanced the learners’ engagement in class. 

Several researchers (e.g., Henning, 2005) have considered the concept of learner engagement, promoted 

through discussion and dialogic practice, as a key factor in fostering language skills. It can be argued that 

the EFL learners in the discussion-oriented group were more engaged in the writing process and this 

enhanced engagement helped them learn the framework of the expository genre better. Prior research also 

supports the role of discussion-oriented activity in the process of writing expository essays. In an action 

research project, Gómez Burgos (2017) demonstrated how group discussion helped undergraduate Chilean 

students write effectively in the process of joint-construction in composing expository essays. The other 

reason for the greater effectiveness of the discussion-oriented model of a flipped classroom might be due 

to the use of technology, i.e., the digital app. Today, most learners use some form of technology on a daily 

basis. As Hung (2017) states, flipping the classroom through technology integration can create a learning 

culture where learners feel more motivated to communicate. It is possible that the EFL learners in the 

current study regarded the Schoology app as a motivational technology, helping them learn more about the 

topics in the classroom and lexico-grammar patterns within the expository genre. In fact, there was a special 

channel for the class to access the educational resources, such as video lectures, so as to internalize their 

expository essays. The motivation to engage with the app could help them learn expository writing skills 

better. The next reason might be the flexibility in the teaching/learning approach. The learners of this group 

had access to the course content outside the class and were free to choose where and when to practice the 

content, which is viewed as an aspect of course flexibility. According to Shurville et al. (2008), flexible 

education affords learners with choices about where, when, and how learning happens. Thereby, the current 

study assumes that flexible learning in the discussion-oriented group assisted the learners to promote the 

quality of their writing. The aforementioned finding is also supported by the general findings of prior studies 

about the effectiveness of flipped classroom on L2 writing development (e.g., Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 

2018; Su Ping et. al., 2020; Zou & Xie, 2018).  

In addition, the results showed that those learners who were in the role-reversal flipped classroom had better 

performances than those who were in the control group. The learner-centered format of the role-reversal 

flipped classroom might be an important reason. This kind of format placed the learners at the center of 
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their learning by making them responsible for their prior experiences, creating videos for the class, and 

finding answers to their own questions about different parts of a written exposition. Hence, learner 

autonomy was enhanced by the choice in presenting content (instructional videos) in the flipped classroom. 

Learner autonomy is viewed as the learner’s stand towards taking responsibility for their own learning and 

taking control of the language learning process (Smith, 2008). The idea that the EFL learners had the control 

and right to make videos, modify, discuss, and learn for themselves is viewed as elements of learner 

autonomy, which might have increased their motivation to act on their own curiosity and develop their 

expository writing skills. Moreover, in addition to taking responsibility for personal learning, these learners 

had the opportunity to cooperate with their classmates, share the video content with others, and solve their 

writing problems while using the Edmodo app. These types of activities could bring some advantages to 

the learners. While they were working together, they could learn more from each other, feel more secure 

and less anxious, and write in a meaningful way. Thereby, the other reason for the effectiveness of the 

model could be a high level of collaboration among the learners in this group. As Slavin (1995) argues, 

cooperative learning affords a non-threatening learning environment which supports EFL learners to 

express their viewpoints. However, what makes this kind of flipping partially distinct from other forms of 

common collaborative or team writing is the flexibility in approach. Collaborative writing is a process 

where “multiple writers contribute information to construct but not reconstruct a complete text” (Rbuiaee 

et al., 2015, p. 147). In the current study, developing expository writing was a process where multiple 

learners could contribute information not only to construct but also to reconstruct an expository text by 

editing others’ work, rewriting and modifying a text based on feedback by other learners who were not 

members in the pair groups. This could be done outside of the class time at any place with the digital app 

and on their own time at a pace conforming to their learning style.  

Furthermore, the results demonstrated that the role-reversal group performed significantly better than the 

discussion-oriented group on the posttest. The main reason might be related to the more learner-centered 

approach of the role-reversal instruction. By reversing the traditional instructional procedures, the learners 

became more responsible for their own learning, which might have increased their autonomous attitudes 

toward learning writing skills. Moreover, the learners in the role-reversal group gained more cooperation 

and peer support in getting the main point of each session through making videos and spending more time 

with each other outside the class to solve their writing problems. It is also possible that collaborative 

learning, which was realized in the online learning environment through the use of the Edmodo app, highly 

engaged them and helped them improve their attitudes towards writing, hence creating a better atmosphere 

for writing development. This finding gains support from the related literature. For instance, in examining 

the effect of collaborative blogging on expository writing skills among third-grade students in Florida, 

Drexler et al. (2007) concluded that online collaboration could help the students improve their attitudes 

towards expository writing.  

Also, the results obtained from the questionnaire and interviews showed that the participants’ attitudes were 

positive about the flipped models and, in general, they evaluated the two models positively. One major 

theme for the discussion-oriented flipped classroom was teacher support, which was closely related to 

another theme (activities within and outside the classroom). The role of both concepts cannot be overlooked 

in creating positive attitudes. In fact, the participants in the discussion-oriented group evaluated the 

experiences with the model by referring to the supportive role of their teacher in doing different activities. 

Reportedly, it was less intimidating for them to solve their writing problems through interaction with their 

teacher. They also emphasized the usefulness of online discussion, which made them feel more confident 

in the class. This argument is also supported by examining the item mean scores in the questionnaire. The 

discussion-oriented group expressed their high agreement with the proposition, stating that the teacher in 

such a classroom was supportive and demonstrated the ability to actively engage them in learning 

expository writing skills even outside the class when interaction took place through the digital app.  

Likewise, the activity-oriented approach in the role-reversal flipped classroom helped build up peer support 

and a positive atmosphere in and outside the classroom, hence creating positive attitudes towards writing 

in the course. This finding can gain support from the analysis of the data collected from both the 
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questionnaire and interviews. The highest mean scores were for items 8 and 1 in the questionnaire, 

indicating that the activity-oriented approach and the flexible environment of this flipped model were highly 

favored. Furthermore, the participants in the interviews gave particular importance to the themes of peer 

support and personal feeling/perception. They asserted that the activity-oriented approach could afford them 

a sense of autonomy and control. Thereby, they worked out their activities with little anxiety, helping them 

enhance their friendly relationships with others and commitment to writing in the class where they had 

choice and voice. In closing, in line with the findings reported by Webb and Doman (2020) on the positive 

perception of students about the flipped classroom, several satisfying features of the flipped models, 

categorized as four emerging themes in the current study, indicate a preference for the discussion-oriented 

and role-reversal flipped classrooms. 

Conclusion and Implications 

The study adds one more building block to recent attempts to strengthen the effectiveness of the flipped 

classroom geared for the field of foreign language teaching by employing two models: role-reversal and 

discussion-oriented flipped classrooms. Despite its cross-sectional nature, the data can be interpreted as 

shedding further light on the learning potential associated with L2 writing, particularly L2 expository 

writing skills. All things considered, it is concluded that the role-reversal and discussion-oriented flipped 

classrooms are effective in improving EFL learners’ expository writing skills. As qualitative data analysis 

has indicated, teacher and peer support, flexibility in the teaching approach, strong possibilities for 

establishing positive feelings towards writing, engagement with various activities in and out of class, and 

the potential for both individual and collaborative writing development can bring advantages to EFL 

writers. Based on the results of the current study, discussion-oriented activities in the class, online 

collaboration and discussion through digital apps, the use of instructional videos before class and previous 

preparation, as well as a learner-centered classroom environment, can have a tangible effect on EFL 

learners’ writing performances and their perceptions towards expository writing in English.  

Therefore, the findings carry good reasons for L2 educators and syllabus designers to claim that the 

discussion-oriented and role-reversal flipped models have the potential to replace or, at least, complement 

the conventional teacher-fronted instruction in English writing courses. Furthermore, the results indicate 

that the role-reversal model, due to its more learner-centered approach and greater demand for learner 

autonomy, can be even more effective than the other flipped model in improving EFL learners’ 

achievements in expository writing. Thus, from a pedagogical point of view, it is important for L2 teachers 

to consider the possibility of implementing such a flipped model in L2 writing courses to cope with some 

challenges their students face during the process of writing.  

The above interpretations are limited, but by no means invalid, due to several factors. The codes evolved 

from the qualitative interview data were limited to some participants who presented their reflections 

according to their personal views. Other codes could, therefore, be generated by conducting interviews at a 

different time with other foreign language learners. Also, only the students’ perceptions were examined, 

but the teacher’s attitude towards the flipped models was not included. Finally, this study was conducted 

with the female learners in the intact classes. Hence, future research can include EFL teachers and male 

learners with other types of sampling to look into this promising pedagogy across different language skills.  
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Appendix  

Tests of Normality and Equality of Variance for Writing Scores  

Table A1  

Normality Test for the Pre and Posttest Writing Scores in the Control and Discussion-Oriented Groups 

 

Group 

 

Variable 

Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. 

Control  Pretest .98 17 .605 

Posttest .95 17 .464 

Discussion-

Oriented  

  

Pretest .96 19 .530 

Posttest .94 19 .277 

Table A2  

Tests of Equality of Variance for Writing Scores in Control and Discussion-Oriented Groups 

Test Variable F df1 df2 Sig. 

Levene Writing .159 1 34 .693 

Table A3  

Normality Test for the Pre and Posttest Writing Scores in the Control and Role-Reversal Groups 

 

Group 

 

Variable 

Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. 

Control  Pretest .97 17 .905 

Posttest .95 17 .464 

Role-Reversal 

  

Pretest .94 24 .151 

Posttest .96 24 .375 

Table A4  

Tests of Equality of Variance for Writing Scores in the Control and Role-Reversal Groups 

Test Variable F df1 df2 Sig. 

Levene Writing .036 1 39 .851 

Table A5   

Tests of Equality of Variance for Writing Scores in the Experimental Groups 

Test Variable F df1 df2 Sig. 

Levene Writing .191 1 41 .664 
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