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Abstract 
Using technology has for years been a crucial purpose in language teaching and learning. In the last 
decades, the emergence of CALL (Computer-Assisted Language Learning) significantly changed the 
educational techniques and environments. Moreover, the rapid development and diffusion of 
Information and Communication Technology (ICT) has led to new types of educational technologies 
such as Distance Learning. One of the innovative and useful techniques utilized for language teaching 
and learning is teaching through virtual classrooms. Accordingly, this study attempted to investigate 
the effect of employing Virtual Live In-Class Teaching (VLIT) and Virtual Distance Teaching (VDT) 
techniques on EFL learners' writing ability in comparison with Traditional Teaching (TT) technique. To 
this end, 45 advanced EFL learners were randomly assigned into one control (TT) and two 
experimental (VLIT & VDT) groups. In order to determine whether the participants were homogeneous 
in terms of their writing ability, a writing pretest was administered. During 12 instructional sessions, the 
participants of the control group received instruction while the teacher was present in the classroom. 
However, the students of the VLIT group were instructed through mutual and live audio-visual 
connection, while the teacher was not present in the classroom. In the VDT group, both the teacher 
and learners were not present in the class and the participants received instruction in the form of films, 
PDFs, PPTs, and recorded files through Skype software. After the instructional period, all students 
took a writing posttest. The statistical analysis of results revealed that there was a statistically 
significant difference among the writing ability of those EFL learners who were involved in TT, VLIT, 
and VDT. Further analysis indicated that there was a statistically significant difference among the 
writing gain scores of the learners in the three groups. In sum, the findings revealed the positive and 
motivational effect of technology in general, and VLIT and VDT in particular, on EFL learners' writing 
ability. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Writing as one of the most important language skills, plays a major role in the process of language 
instruction. In fact, writing is one of the most widely used systems of communication (Brown, 2007 [1]). 
In order to write appropriately, students should be educated and encouraged to write on different 
topics during their education (Celce-Murcia, 2001 [2]). Despite this inherent importance, the teaching 
of writing has long been neglected in ELT programs. It had been assumed that anyone who had the 
knowledge of spelling and grammar would be able to write (Silva & Matsuda, 2001 [3]). It is only 
recently that research into writing has offered thought-provoking ideas about what good writers do.  

One reason for this neglect is the difficulty involved in the writing process. Producing meaning through 
writing requires more efforts than recognizing meaning through reading or listening. In fact, this skill 
embraces simultaneous activation of different abilities and engages multiple processes of thinking, 
composing, and encoding language into the text (Cumming, 1998 [4]). In addition to these difficulties, 
second language learners also need to concentrate on planning, spelling, punctuation, and word 
choice (Richards & Renandya, 2002 [5]). These acts entail interactions that are social in nature 
(Rogers, 2005 [6]).  

Moreover, in this modern world, writing can be used to communicate a variety of messages to a close 
or distant, known or unknown reader(s), whether this interaction takes in the form of traditional paper 
and pencil writing or the most technologically advanced electronic mail (Celce-Murcia, 2001 [2]). 
Considering writing as a crucial skill encourages teachers to employ different writing tasks and 
approaches in teaching in all levels.  

Technologies have been part of teaching and learning for centuries and have been integrated into 
educational environments to facilitate mutual relation between teacher and learners. They offer 
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teachers a variety of tools and solutions that can be inspiring and can provide a great flexibility in their 
mutual educational associations (Cennamo, Ross, & Ertmer, 2010 [7]).  

In addition, it is somehow impossible to ignore the role of technologies in teaching and learning 
languages. In the last decades, the emergence of the term CALL significantly changed the educational 
techniques and environments. Beatty (2003) [8] described CALL as a field of study in which learners 
use computers, hardware, software, and other related applications to improve their language. 
Moreover, teachers employ CALL to make innovation based on new technologies in their teaching 
process. CALL not only provides opportunities for learners to study on their own (independent of a 
teacher) but also helps them direct their own learning.  

In the last decade, the concept of virtual classroom has a range of meanings from the fully animated 
avatars of virtual second life computers to online blackboard teaching modules that provide live chat 
functions. Most of these ideas are based on a distance-learning model using e-mail and the World 
Wide Web for computer-mediated communication which according to Erben, Ban, and Castaneda 
(2009) [9], is the umbrella term that refers to human interaction by means of computers.  

Therefore, computer-assisted writing instruction, proposes an alternative method to the traditional 
ones, which provides feedback on students’ mistakes/errors, along with some explanations and 
suggestions. Furthermore, computers can help writers in editing and setting layout and checking 
words (Jafarian, Soori, & Kafipour, 2012 [10]). Thus, as stated by Hirvela (2005), college writing is 
becoming more computer-based and computer is turning into a popular tool in writing instruction (as 
cited in Zainia & Mazdayasna, 2014, p. 1976 [11]).  

Additionally, teachers have entered a new age of classroom management and faced with new 
challenges during the first part of the twenty-first century, which Freiberg and Lapointe (2006) [12] 
defined it as “the ability of teachers and students to agree upon and carry forward a common 
framework for social and academic interactions” (p. 737).         

The teacher is typically a constant in the throughput of different students in the institution and works in 
different ways at the interface of several systems all of which affect a teacher’s professional attitude 
and behavior.  Like all the human beings, teachers in their professional and private lives are the 
members of a role set, the group of people with whom they interact in any particular situation 
(McDonough, Shaw, & Masuhara, 2013 [13]). There are close and inevitable relations between the 
learner roles in an instrumental system and the teacher’s status and function. In different methods, 
there are various interpretations for teachers' roles and responsibilities.  

A virtual teacher generally acts as an aide or facilitator to task execution and is present only during 
training periods. The goal of the teacher is to become obsolete as soon as possible, leaving the 
learners to perform the skill on their own. During eventual task performance, the teacher is absent. 
The virtual teacher’s objective is to promote independent mastery over the task (Gillespie et al., 1998 
[14]). Online instruction may be supplemental or full-time, within or across multiple school districts or 
states or even internationally. Instruction may be delivered synchronously or asynchronously, and the 
type of instruction may range from fully online to fully face-to-face. However, despite the crucial role of 
technology and focusing on students’ needs in distance learning, the success of all such programs is 
directly related to the role of the teacher in a virtual learning environment. Salomon (1996) [15] defined 
the role of the teacher in the hi-tech classrooms as a diagnostician and moderator.  

Considering the fact that writing is an important educational goal for EFL learners and employing 
technology in general, and virtual teaching in particular, may have an influential role in improving EFL 
learners’ writing ability and can be an opportunity for educational system to decrease learners’ anxiety 
during teaching and learning process, the present study attempted to investigate the effect of 
employing Virtual Live In-Class Teaching (VLIT) and Virtual Distance Teaching (VDT) techniques on 
EFL learners’ writing ability in comparison with Traditional Teaching (TT) technique. Hence, the 
following research questions were formulated:      

RQ1: Is there any significant difference among the writing ability of EFL learners who are involved 
in   virtual live in-class, virtual distance, and traditional teaching? 

RQ2: Is there any significant difference among the writing gain score of EFL learners who are       
involved in virtual live in-class, virtual distance, and traditional teaching?  
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2 METHOD 

2.1 Participants 
The participants of the study were 45 advanced Iranian EFL learners with the age range of 28 to 36, 
majoring in different fields of study. They were randomly assigned into one control and two 
experimental groups. Each of these groups included 15 students.   

2.2 Instrumentation 
In order to determine the homogeneity of participants in terms of their writing ability, a writing pretest 
was administered at the outset of the study. They were asked to write a paragraph on a topic chosen 
by the researchers. After 12 instructional sessions, the participants in all three groups sat for a writing 
posttest. They were asked to write a paragraph on the same topic given for the writing pretest. It 
should be mentioned that both writing pretests and posttests were scored by two individual raters 
employing Brown's (2005) [16] analytic scale for composition tasks.  

2.3 Procedure 
At the outset of the study, a writing pretest was administered to all three groups in order to show that 
there was no significant difference among their writing abilities before the instructional period. In order 
to achieve the purpose of the study, 12 instructional sessions were provided to the participants. The 
students of all groups received the same instruction based on the course book, employing three 
different techniques. 

The participants of the control group (TT) received the instruction while both the teacher and students 
were physically present in the classroom. Sixty minutes were allocated to each session. At the 
beginning of each session, the teacher taught the related parts of the course book through additional 
files (PDFs, films, and PPTs). The students had to work on the exercises individually and then check 
them in their groups of three persons each. Finally, the teacher corrected the papers and the 
participants rewrote them based on the teacher’s comments.  

The same procedure was followed in virtual techniques groups. In Virtual Live In-Class Teaching 
(VLIT) group, the learners received the instruction through live mutual audio-visual connections using 
Skype software, while the students were present in the class without the physical presence of the 
teacher. The participants had the possibility to send their writings and receive the teacher’s comments 
through mutual connections. It is worth noting that students practiced writing collaboratively. 

In Virtual Distance Teaching (VDT) group, both the teacher and students were involved in virtual class. 
The participants received the instruction through the already recorded and prepared files utilizing 
Skype software. They could send their writings and receive the teacher’s comments. At the beginning, 
the teacher made a group of 15 learners in Skype for sharing and transferring files. Later, the students 
had to make groups of three persons each in Telegram to be involved in collaborative writing. In 
addition, a protocol was provided via Skype, including some rules and regulations, which the 
participants had to follow. It is worth mentioning that the researchers had the possibility to check if the 
supplementary files were downloaded by the participants. 

At the end of the instructional period, a writing posttest was administered to three groups to detect any 
possible improvement in their writing ability.         

3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1 Writing pretest analysis 
In order to examine whether the three groups were homogeneous in terms of their writing ability, a 
writing pretest was administered at the outset of the study. The descriptive statistics of the writing 
pretest are presented in table 1.  
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Table 1.  Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Pretest •  

  Groups          N      Mean     SD        Min       Max     Rang            Skewness 

                                                                                                    Statistic     Std. Error                                                                                                                                                                                                 

      TT             15     51.33     2.70       45.5        54         8.5        -.864           .580                                                 
-1.48 

    VDT            15       49        3.34       43.5       54        10.5        -.038           .580                                                  
-.06 

    VLIT           15     48.43     4.36       41.5       54        12.5        -.174           .580                                         
-.30 

 All groups      45     49.58     3.64       41.5       54        12.5        -.452           .354                                           
-1.27 

 
 

As indicated in the table, the skewness ratio of all three groups was within the range of ±1.96. 
Therefore, the assumption of normality was observed in the distribution of scores.       

The papers were rated by two individual raters using Brown's (2005) [16] analytic scale. Then, the 
inter-rater reliability of the scores was calculated. The result (r = .89) indicated that there was a high 
degree of consistency between the two ratings. 

As indicated in table 2, a Levene’s test was also run in order to check the equality of variances in each 
of the three groups on the writing pretest. The results indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met (p = .216 > .05).  

Table 2.  Test of Homogeneity of Variances (Writing Pretest)  •  

Levene Statistic                    df1                             df2                               Sig. 

         1.591                               2                               42                               .216 

 
 

In the next stage, an ANOVA was run in order to investigate whether the three groups were 
homogeneous in terms of their writing ability (Table 3). 

Table 3.  ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) – Writing Pretest •  

                                   Sum of Squares       df         Mean Square        f            sig. 

Between Groups                70.878                 2              35.439           2.903       .066 

Within Groups                   512.767               42             12.209                 

      Total                            583.644               44                

  
 

As illustrated in table 3, the significant value was higher than the required cut-off (.066 > .05). 
Therefore, it could be concluded that there was no statistically significant difference among the mean 
scores of the three groups on the writing pretest.   

3.2 Writing posttest analysis 
After the instructional period, a writing posttest was administered to the control and experimental 
groups to detect any possible improvement in their writing ability. Descriptive statistics of the writing 
posttest are presented in table 4. As indicated in the table, the results of skewness ratio illustrated that 
the distributions of scores were normal on the writing posttest.   
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Table 4.  Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Posttest •  

  Groups          N     Mean      SD        Min      Max    Rang             Skewness 

                                                                                                   Statistic      Std. Error 

      TT             15     78.46     2.96      74.5        83        8.5          .065            .580                                     
.11 

    VDT            15       73        2.54       69          77         8           -.093           .580                                          
-.16 

    VLIT           15     80.26     2.02      77.5      83.5        6             .161           .580                                       
.27 

 All groups      45     77.24     3.99       69        83.5      14.5         -.327          .354                                          
-.92 

 

 

Then, the inter-rater reliability was calculated. The result (r = .98) indicated a high degree of 
consistency between the two ratings.         

Next, a Levene’s test was run in order to test the homogeneity of variances among the three groups 
on the writing posttest (Table 5). The results confirmed the assumption of homogeneity of variances (p 
= .230 > .05). 

Table 5.  Test of Homogeneity of Variances (Writing Posttests) •  

Levene Statistic                    df1                             df2                             Sig. 

          1.521                              2                                42                             .230 

  
 

In the next step, an ANOVA was run in order to investigate whether there was any significant 
difference among the mean scores of the three groups on the writing posttest (Table 6).  

Table 6.  ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) – Writing Posttest •  

                                   Sum of        df          Mean            F          sig.     Eta Squared  

                                  Squares                   Square                                         (η2) 

Between Groups       429.644         2         214.822      33.212    .000           .61     

Within Groups           271.667        42          6.468                 

      Total                    701.311        44                

    
 

The results of ANOVA revealed a statistically significant difference among the mean scores of the 
three groups on the writing posttest (p=.000 < .05). In order to indicate the relative magnitude of the 
differences among means, the ‘effect size’ (strength of association) was calculated. The resulting eta 
squared value was .61, which in Cohen’s (1988) [17] term would be considered a large effect size.  

Since a significant difference was found in ANOVA, the post-hoc tests were utilized in order to find out 
where the differences between groups lie. 
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Table 7.   The Tukey's Post Hoc Tests (Writing Posttest) •  

                                                                                          95% Confidence Interval 

Groups   Groups          Mean          Std.       Sig.       Lower Bound    Upper Bound 

                                   Difference     Error 

   TT           VDT             5.46*           .92        .000               3.21                  7.72 

                   VLIT           -1.80            .92        .141              -4.05                  .45 

  VDT           TT             -5.46*          .92         .000              -7.72                -3.21 

                   VLIT           -7.26*          .92         .000              -9.52                -5.01 

 VLIT           TT               1.80            .92        .141              -.45                   4.05 

                   VDT             7.26*          .92        .000               5.01                  9.52 

   
 

The results of post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey’s test (Table 7) indicated that TT and VDT 
groups (p= .000<.05) as well as VLIT and VDT groups (p= .000<.05) were significantly different from 
one another at the p< .05 level. In fact, the mean score for TT group (M= 78.46, SD= 2.96) was 
significantly different from VDT group (M= 73, SD= 2.54). Moreover, the mean score for VLIT group 
(M= 80.26, S= 2.02) was also significantly different from VDT group (M= 73, SD= 2.54). However, TT 
and VLIT groups were not significantly different from one another (p= .141>.05). In other words, the 
mean score for TT group (M= 78.46, SD= 2.96) was not significantly different from VLIT group 
(M=80.26, SD=2.02).  

Totally, according to the findings of ANOVA (p= .000>.05), the treatment was effective and 
accordingly, it could be concluded that there was a statistically significant difference among the writing 
ability of those Iranian EFL learners who were involved in the TT, VDT, and VLIT groups. 

3.3 Analysis of gain scores 
In order to investigate whether there was any significant difference among the gain scores of the three 
groups on the writing posttest, an ANOVA was run. However, prior to it, a Levene’s test was used in 
order to check the equality of variances (Table 8). The result indicated that the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances on the gain scores was violated (p= .001 < .05). Thus the ‘Robust Tests of 
Equality of Means’ were utilized after running the ANOVA (Pallant, 2010) [18].                

Table 8.  Test of Homogeneity of Variances (Gain Scores) •  

Levene Statistic                    df1                            df2                              Sig. 

          8.210                               2                              42                              .001 

         
 

Table 9.  ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) – Writing Gain Scores •  

                                   Sum of Squares    df        Mean Square       F          sig.      

Between Groups               466.344            2             233.172        90.622     .000               

Within Groups                   108.067           42             2.573                 

      Total                            574.411           44                
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Table 10.  Robust Tests of Equality of Means  

                                       Statistic                 df1                  df2                   Sig. 

Welch                               82.403                    2                 26.182               .000 

Brown-Forsythe                90.622                    2                 26.038               .000 

 

 

The results of ANOVA (Table 9) revealed a statistically significant difference among the mean scores 
of the three groups on the writing gain scores (p=.000 < .05).          

Additionally, the results of both Welch and Brown-Forsythe tests (Table 10) indicated that the 
significant value was less than .05 (p= .000 < .05), therefore, at least two of the group means were 
significantly different from each other on the writing gain scores (NAU, 2016 [19]). Thus there was a 
need to use post-hoc tests in order to find out where the exact differences between the groups lie.  

Table 11.  The Games-Howell’s Post Hoc Tests (Gain Scores) •  

                                                                                          95% Confidence Interval 

Groups       Groups        Mean        Std.      Sig.     Lower Bound    Upper Bound 

                                     Difference  Error 

   TT               VDT          3.13*         .39         .000             2.16                 4.10 

                       VLIT        -4.70*         .66        .000             -6.39                -3.00  

  VDT               TT          -3.13*         .39        .000             -4.10                -2.16 

                       VLIT        -7.83*         .65        .000             -9.49                -6.17 

 VLIT               TT           4.70*          .66        .000              3.00                 6.39  

                       VDT         7.83*          .65        .000              6.17                 9.49 

         
 

The results of post-hoc tests (Laerd, 2013 [20] & NAU, 2016 [19]) indicated that TT, VDT, and VLIT 
groups were significantly different from one another at 0.05 level (p= .000<.05). Therefore, the mean 
score for TT group (M= 78.46, SD= 2.96) was significantly different from VDT group (M= 73, SD= 
2.54) as well as VLIT group (M=31.83, SD=2.32). Also, the mean score for VDT group (M= 73, SD= 
2.54) was significantly different from VLIT group (M=31.83, SD=2.32). 

In sum, based on the findings of ANOVA, Welch and Brown-Forsythe tests, and Games-Howell’s test, 
the treatment was effective and accordingly, it could be concluded that there was a statistically 
significant difference among the writing gain scores of those Iranian EFL learners who were involved 
in VLIT, VDT, and TT groups. 

4 CONCLUSION AND PEDOGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 
This study attempted to examine the impact of employing VLIT (Virtual Live In-Class Teaching) and 
VDT (Virtual Distance Teaching) techniques on EFL learners' writing ability in comparison with TT 
(Traditional Teaching) technique. The 45 participants of the study were put into three groups: one 
control (TT) and two experimental (VLIT & VDT). The students of the control group received the 
instruction by the teacher in the classroom. However, the participants of the VLIT group were 
instructed through live audio-visual connection, and the students of the VDT group received the 
instruction in the form of films, PDFs, PPTs, and recorded files through Skype software. Moreover, the 
participants of VDT made groups of three persons in Telegram for collaboration. 

In sum, the pretest results indicated that before the treatment, the VLIT group was the weakest class 
and VDT and TT came next, respectively. The results of the posttest analysis revealed a different 
order: VLIT group, TT, and VDT. Based on the findings, despite the fact that VLIT group had the 
lowest mean score before the instruction, it was the highest after the treatment. Therefore, this group 
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had the highest improvement. In comparison with TT group, in which there was no technology use, the 
results verified the positive impact of integrating technology with learning and teaching process. 

However, the findings of VDT group were completely different from the researchers' expectations. 
Based on posttest results, VDT group’s mean score was lower than the other two groups. Thus it 
could be concluded that the treatment had the lowest effect on the participants’ writing ability. 
Moreover, the results of the analysis of gain scores illustrated an acceptable improvement in VDT 
writing posttest. Therefore, VDT could be a convenient technique to improve learners’ autonomy and 
collaborative activities. In sum, the findings of the present study confirmed the positive effect of 
employing technology in general, and VDT and VLIT techniques, in particular, on EFL learners’ writing 
ability. 

The current research holds a number of implications for teachers, learners, educational administrators, 
and materials developers. As for the teachers, the virtual techniques could help them to manage, 
control, and teach without physical presence in classrooms and through the mutual audio-visual 
applications. VLIT and VDT techniques could be an alternative for the teachers who do not have 
possibility to be in classrooms physically due to different reasons. 

Moreover, EFL learners could profit from the advantages of virtual classes. Promoting VLIT technique 
and adding more technical equipment can provide a situation for absent students to be in an 
atmosphere of the classroom. In VDT technique, the participants also have possibility to review the 
content of the materials several times or be connected to the teacher at any time. Furthermore, the 
virtual technique could be a promoter for improving autonomy, motivation, and collaboration in the 
learning process. 

The results of this study could be beneficial to educational administrators. They can employ these 
virtual techniques to reduce the financial and time expenses of teaching institutions. Additionally, they 
can provide virtual classes for the learners from different regions. Finally, limitations of coeducational 
system in some environments could be solved by these virtual classes. 

Materials developers could also provide less complicated and cheaper applications and virtual 
programs, not only to facilitate easier learning and teaching processes for teachers and learners, but 
also to provide a bigger market for their products. They can also benefit from this huge profitable 
situation to direct the learners’ needs towards their pedagogical or even commercial purposes. 
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