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Recent technological advancements have significantly impacted 

various aspects of human life, including education, leading to the 

introduction of new trends in teaching methodology. This study 

explores the effects of virtual and blended instructional strategies on 

the academic performance and motivation levels of upper-

intermediate Iranian EFL students. To achieve the intended 

objectives, a quasi-experimental explanatory sequential mixed 

methods design was employed, integrating quantitative and qualitative 

methodologies for data collection and analysis. Sixty participants were 

selected from language institutes and assigned to virtual, blended, and 

traditional teaching approaches. The findings highlighted the 

substantial and positive impact of the blended teaching strategy on 

both listening and speaking skills, as well as its significant effect on 

motivation. Conversely, the virtual approach showed some 

improvements in listening skills; however, its effect on speaking skills 

and motivation was not statistically significant. Qualitative analyses 

from interviews provided valuable insights into learners' experiences, 

emphasizing the importance of facilitative and autonomous 

instructional methods within technology-enhanced educational 

frameworks. This study underscores the need for a balanced 

approach that efficiently utilizes technology while preserving essential 

components of in-person social interaction in language education. 
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Introduction 
Language proficiency comprises a complex 

set of competencies that include reading, 

writing, listening, and speaking skills (Brown, 

2015; Webb, 2008). These skills are 

interrelated, with proficiency in one often 

enhancing capabilities in the others. For 

instance, reading proficiency supports writing, 

while listening proficiency facilitates speaking 

(Mochida & Harrington, 2006; Parreren, 1983; 

Webb, 2005). Numerous studies emphasize 

that listening and speaking skills are 

fundamental to the development of language 

components across various contexts (Hamouda, 

2013; Nowbakht & Fazilatfar, 2019; Rafiei et al., 

2019). Listening, for example, is an interactive 

interpretive process that requires prior 

knowledge and linguistic skills to decode 

messages (Krashen, 1985; Hamouda, 2013). 

Proficient listening is thus vital for EFL learners 

to communicate effectively and fluently 

(Pourhossein Gilakjani & Ahmadi, 2011). 

Given the importance of listening and 

speaking in language acquisition, teaching 

methods associated with these skills require 

significant attention. Recent technological 

advancements have enabled the integration of 

technology into language learning (Martin et al., 

2016). However, the complexities of these 

skills—such as the use of colloquial language, 

reduced forms, performance variables, and the 

nuances of delivery (stress, rhythm, and 

intonation)—pose challenges during instruction 

(Brown, 2015; Hamilton, 2018; Kessler, 2018; 

Rahmavati, 2019; Wu, 2015). The development 

of these skills should leverage a balanced 

mixture of in-person and technology-enhanced 

pedagogical approaches, allowing each 

technique to fill gaps left by the other 

(Vandergrift, 2002). Online education aligns 

with educational goals, enhancing accessibility 

and overcoming barriers of time and space 

(Alvarado & Calderon, 2013; Estevez et al., 

2015). The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated 

the adoption of online education as a social 

distancing measure, which replaced traditional 

pedagogies (Zhou & Zhang, 2022). 

However, a holistic analysis is necessary to 

evaluate the effectiveness of online instruction 

compared to traditional approaches, 

recognizing the various benefits and drawbacks 

of each method in technology-assisted language 

learning. Consequently, blended learning 

emerges as a viable solution to address the 

complexities of language proficiency. Blended 

learning combines traditional face-to-face 

instruction with online resources and 

technology-driven tools (Zhou & Zhang, 2022), 

allowing educators to harness the strengths of 

both in-person and digital learning 

environments (Zhang, 2021). 

This study addresses the paradigm shift 

initiated by the COVID-19 pandemic, which has 

significantly impacted the global educational 

landscape. Since the outbreak, language 

education has transitioned to online learning 

approaches (Alipour, 2020; Zhang, 2021; Zhou 

& Zhang, 2022). This abrupt shift has 

introduced complications for both teachers and 

learners, particularly regarding technology 

familiarity and altered interaction dynamics. 

EFL teachers and students faced the challenges 

of adjusting to online contexts, with no specific 

guidelines on topics to cover in online classes or 

those suitable for autonomous learning. 

Therefore, this study investigates the effects of 

technology-assisted language instruction on the 

acquisition of listening and speaking skills and 
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learners' motivation among Iranian EFL 

students. The research aims to fill gaps in 

understanding the impact of online, blended, 

and traditional teaching methods on oral/aural 

skills development and learner motivation 

within the Iranian context. 

 

Review of the Related Literature 
    The transformative power of technology 

has significantly changed various aspects of 

human life (Peeters, 2018). With the current 

digital and interconnected advancements, a 

crucial question arises: how can education 

evolve to keep pace with these changes? The 

dynamic and continuous evolution of 

technology presents both opportunities and 

challenges for educational institutions (Zhang, 

2021). 

The opportunities presented by technological 

advancements include increased access to 

multimedia content, growth in online course 

offerings, enhanced use of mobile devices with 

internet access, the development of social 

networks for learning and professional growth, 

and the exploration of digital games for 

autonomous learning experiences (Kukulska-

Hulme & Shield, 2008). However, these rapid 

changes also pose significant challenges. 

Educational institutions must update their 

teaching approaches and curricula to integrate 

technological innovations (Fransen, 2008). 

Furthermore, both teachers and students must 

navigate the complexities and potential issues 

arising from technology use (Zhou & Zhang, 

2022). The pace of technological advancement 

often outstrips research efforts, leading to some 

devices becoming outdated before 

comprehensive studies can be conducted (Shi & 

Fan, 2021). 

While the literature discusses the effects of 

technology on teaching and learning, only a 

limited number of empirical studies confirm the 

benefits of integrating technology (Attewell, 

2005). Many studies are funded by technology 

companies, which can impact the validity and 

objectivity of the research findings (Hsu, 2021). 

Additionally, the slow pace of comprehensive 

research struggles to keep up with rapid 

technological evolution (Chinnery, 2006). 

Nevertheless, large-scale studies, such as Project 

RED, have provided valuable insights into the 

educational impact of technology, 

recommending strategic uses of digital tools in 

learning environments and highlighting the need 

for further exploration of their full potential 

(Project RED, 2010). 

Motivation, a key element in second language 

learning, has garnered increased attention over 

the past few decades (Boo et al., 2015). Various 

models, such as Dörnyei’s L2 motivational self-

system and Gardner’s socio-educational model, 

have been proposed to enhance understanding 

of learners’ motivation (Dörnyei, 2009; 

Gardner, 2010). Despite millions of students 

enrolling in online courses (Allen & Seaman, 

2010), the impact of these instructional 

approaches on learning motivation has been 

rarely studied. Rajaee Harandi (2015) noted that 

e-learning can positively influence students’ 

motivation. However, there are few studies that 

emphasize the complex and multidimensional 

nature of the relationship between technology, 

teaching methods, motivation, and language 

learning outcomes (Aysu, 2022; Boo et al., 

2015). 

Numerous research studies have investigated 

the differences between online and face-to-face 

instruction, yielding mixed or contradictory 
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results. Some studies indicate that online 

instruction can be more effective (Bourelle et 

al., 2016; Khoshnud & Karbalaei, 2014; 

Mahmoudi Dehaki, 2017), while others find no 

significant difference or better performance in 

face-to-face classes (Ni, 2013). For instance, Ni 

(2013) conducted a comparative study on the 

performance of EFL learners in online versus 

face-to-face classes over two years and found that 

student performance was independent of the 

instructional method, although there were 

higher dropout rates in online classes. 

Khoshnud and Karbalaei (2014) reported 

significant language development in students 

who interacted online via social networking sites. 

Bourelle et al. (2016) found that online students 

outperformed their face-to-face counterparts, 

potentially due to timely formative feedback. 

Mahmoudi Dehaki (2017) noted improvements 

in listening abilities and more positive attitudes 

toward learning as a result of online video 

watching. Paul and Friginal (2018) explored the 

impact of social media on Chinese learners' 

writing, revealing different patterns of 

interaction and feedback. Peeters (2018) 

examined autonomous learning in online 

environments, enhancing social interaction and 

effective communication among learners. 

Rahmawati (2019) found that EFL learners 

preferred blended instruction, which positively 

affected their listening and speaking skills. Xu et 

al. (2019) demonstrated that technology-

enhanced blended programs improved 

outcomes in English courses and enrollment-

teacher ratios. Alipour (2020) reported that 

blended and online participants outperformed a 

control group in vocabulary improvement. 

Kohnke (2020) researched vocabulary learning 

apps and concluded that they significantly 

increased participants' motivation for vocabulary 

learning. Rombot (2021) observed an increase 

in reading comprehension scores following 

blended instruction, while Yudhana (2021) 

reported higher reading comprehension 

outcomes in a blended mode. 

The existing literature reveals a scarcity of 

studies comparing different instructional 

approaches specifically regarding listening and 

speaking skills. Additionally, there is a limited 

focus on the effectiveness of blended 

instruction, particularly concerning online 

instructional modes. Few studies have also 

examined learners' motivation across different 

instructional methods. Therefore, this research 

aims to explore the effects of virtual, blended, 

and traditional instruction on Iranian upper-

intermediate EFL learners' oral/aural skills and 

motivation. The research questions guiding this 

study are: 

1. Do virtual and blended methods of teaching 

listening skills differ in their impact on 

Iranian upper-intermediate EFL learners' 

performance? 

2. Do virtual and blended methods of teaching 

speaking skills differ in their impact on 

Iranian upper-intermediate EFL learners' 

performance? 

3. Do virtual and blended methods of teaching 

listening and speaking skills differ in their 

impact on the motivation of Iranian upper-

intermediate EFL learners? 

 

Method 
Research Design 

The present study utilized a quasi-

experimental explanatory sequential mixed 

methods design, allowing for the collection and 

analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data. 
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This approach facilitated data triangulation, 

enabling a comprehensive understanding of the 

research findings by emphasizing the mutually 

reinforcing nature of quantitative and qualitative 

data (Clark, 2011). This methodology aligns 

with Creswell's (2012) perspective on integrating 

diverse data collection and analysis techniques 

within a single study. 

The independent variables included 

instructional lessons in listening and speaking, 

delivered through three different methods: 

virtual, blended, and face-to-face instruction. 

The dependent variables comprised the 

listening and speaking scores, as well as the 

motivation levels of the EFL learners. 

 

Participants 

Participants were selected from Iranian EFL 

learners enrolled at Zaban-Gstar and Aryan 

language institutes in Yazd, Iran. A total of 127 

candidates participated in the selection process. 

To ensure a homogeneous sample, the Oxford 

Quick Placement Test (OQPT) was 

administered to assess proficiency levels. Out of 

the candidates tested, 60 students were classified 

as upper-intermediate learners based on their 

OQPT scores (ranging from 40 to 50). Outliers 

were omitted from the analysis, ensuring that 

only the scores of the selected participants were 

considered. 

The participants, aged between 16 and 22, 

included both male and female learners, and 

they were randomly assigned to three groups (20 

participants each) for the experimental and 

control conditions. Additionally, demographic 

information was collected regarding their first 

language (L1), prior English studies, and 

experiences in English-speaking countries. This 

information was gathered through a 

demographic questionnaire administered 

alongside the OQPT. The homogeneity of the 

participants was confirmed, and all learners had 

been studying English for two to four years, with 

English considered a foreign language for them. 

 

Instruments and Materials 

This section outlines the research instruments 

used for data collection, along with their validity 

and reliability considerations. 

 

Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) 

The OQPT, consisting of 60 items, was 

administered to participants to determine their 

proficiency levels. The test was allocated 30 

minutes for completion, and candidates scoring 

between 40 and 50 were classified as upper-

intermediate learners. The OQPT served as an 

initial classification tool, with its validity 

supported by alignment with established 

language proficiency standards in previous 

research. 

Listening and Speaking Tests 

Listening and speaking tests were developed 

and administered at both the beginning and end 

of the term for the experimental and control 

groups to evaluate participants' performance 

and progress. The tests were adapted from the 

Touchstone Book and were collaboratively 

prepared by the researcher and treatment 

teachers. A pilot test with ten upper-

intermediate students was conducted to identify 

potential issues affecting test results and scoring 

rubrics. The pilot study yielded valuable 

insights, leading to minor revisions of test items 

and scoring criteria. Content validity was 

established through the expertise of experienced 

teachers at the institutes. Reliability was assessed 

using internal consistency measures, resulting in 
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Cronbach's alpha values of 0.78 for the listening 

test and 0.85 for the speaking test. 

 

Speaking Production Test 

The speaking production test utilized a 

picture description task as both a pre-test and 

post-test. Participants were asked to create a 

short story based on three different pictures. All 

participant responses were recorded and 

analyzed for accuracy, complexity, and fluency. 

The test was designed to align with widely 

accepted language learning standards and 

curriculum goals to ensure content validity. 

Strong inter-rater reliability was established, with 

a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.89, 

indicating a high level of agreement between the 

scores assigned by different raters. 

Listening Comprehension Test 

The pre- and post-treatment listening test 

comprised four audio-based texts, each followed 

by five multiple-choice questions requiring test-

takers to select the correct answer from three 

options. The difficulty levels of these listening 

tests were assessed, with item difficulty rates 

estimated at 47% and 52%. The topics included 

in the test were "Egypt Travel Guide," "Neither 

Lender nor a Borrower," "Black Friday," and 

"Chinese New Year." The audio monologues 

were provided to students via compact discs 

distributed by the institute. The reliability of the 

internal structure for the listening test was 

computed using Cronbach's alpha analysis, 

yielding a value of α = 0.87. 

Motivation Questionnaire 

The Motivation-Attitudes Scale 

questionnaire, designed by Aysu (2020), was 

employed to assess participants' motivation. 

This instrument combined elements from 

Demir's (2005) Motivation-Attitude 

Questionnaire, Gardner's (2004) 

Attitude/Motivation Test Battery, and Genç 

İlter's (2009) study on the motivational effects of 

technology, along with modifications made by 

the researcher. The questionnaire consisted of 

45 items on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 

"Totally Agree" (5) to "Totally Disagree" (1). 

The Motivation-Attitudes Scale included five 

sub-scales: 

1. Six statements assessing attitudes toward the 

English language. 

2. Six statements exploring attitudes regarding 

learning the English language. 

3. Seven items addressing attitudes toward 

learning about the target culture. 

4. Ten items measuring motivation before and 

after the experiment. 

5. Sixteen items concerning attitudes toward 

the use of technology in language learning. 

Reliability of the questionnaire was confirmed 

through Cronbach's Alpha analysis, yielding a 

value of α = 0.89. 

 

Interview 

The researcher-developed semi-structured 

interview aimed at the full exploration of 

perceived experiences and perceptions of EFL 

learners who went through blended or virtual 

English classes. The structure of the interview 

was carefully formulated to include a set of six 

structured questions (as representing six sections 

of the questionnaire). Expert review confirmed 

the intended alignments and reduced biases. 

Construct validity was assured through the 

categorization of questions into sections that 

explored different aspects, thus allowing a 

comprehensive exploration of participant 

perceptions. Moreover, to maintain reliability, 

the interviewer had collaboration with some 
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experienced educators and instructors to ensure 

that the questions had interactions mode and 

could result in consistent revealing of 

participants’ views. 

Educational Material and Technological Tools 

Experimental group participants used 

electronic devices, usually their cell phones, to 

access listening audios and record speaking 

exercises. The teacher prepared ten listening 

audios and speaking topics for the participants 

in all three groups during the treatment period. 

The online and blended group participants 

accessed them through online sources, while the 

face-to-face participants encountered the 

materials during the classroom sessions. The 

educational material, sourced from the 

Touchstone series by Cambridge University 

Press, existed in both online and print versions. 

It is worth mentioning that these versions were 

identical in terms of content and learning tasks. 

Procedures 

In order to select the intended participants, 

the OQPT was administered among the EFL 

learners studying at the upper-intermediate level 

in two of the language institutes in Yazd. The 

ones obtaining a score between 40 to 50 were 

chosen to participate in this research project (in 

line with the guidelines provided by the OQPT 

developers). Then, the selected participants 

were divided into three (two experimental and 

one control) groups based on the class 

timetables of the institutes (each class will be 

taken as a group). It is worth mentioning that 

some listening and speaking tests were designed 

by the researchers based on the contents which 

were covered during the course. Later, some 

pilot testing was carried out to check the 

difficulty level of the tests and their flaws (it was 

attempted to develop the tests with a similar 

difficulty level and minimum number of flaws). 

After dividing the participants into the 

designed groups, all students were scheduled to 

take a listening and speaking pretest. The face-

to-face, blended, and online classes were taught 

by the same instructor. Students, in all three 

conditions, were exposed to the same content 

and had the same learning objectives. 

Students in the face-to-face classes received 

instruction in the classroom 4 hours a week for 

10 weeks for a total of 40 hours of instruction, 

plus 4 hours for the mid-term and final exams. 

The class format included lectures, group 

activities, individual timed activities, in-class 

workshops, contests, games, presentations, and 

class discussions. The students in the online 

group were instructed to spend the same hours 

studying at the web-based learning management 

system of Touchstone. Each online unit had an 

instructional section, workbook exercises, video 

activities, interactive games, unit tests, and 

discussion forums. Students were required to go 

to the unit discussion forum to post a point and 

reply to other students’ points, based on the 

instructions that the teacher would give in the 

site and forum. The students participating in 

blended-method sessions were exposed to the 

online instruction for 20 hours (ten sessions). 

The rest of the sessions were set for the students 

to attend face-to-face classes (in the language 

institute) in person. 

One week after the last instructional session, 

the listening and speaking posttests were 

administered to the participants in the groups. 

Moreover, the motivation scale was delivered to 

the students in all groups at the last session of 

the treatments. However, at the posttest session, 

the interviews were conducted among five 
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virtual and five blended group participants to 

collect confirmatory results on motivation. 

 

Results 
The first research question was proposed to 

compare the effect of virtual and blended 

methods on the listening skill of Iranian upper-

intermediate EFL learners' performance. An 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted 

to assess the differences in pre-listening scores 

among the instructional groups. The mean pre-

listening scores for the three instructional groups 

were as follows: Traditional (M = 8.30, SD = 

2.56), Virtual (M = 7.70, SD = 2.49), and 

Blended (M = 8.15, SD = 2.91). The ANOVA 

revealed that there were no statistically 

significant differences in pre-listening scores 

among the groups (F (2, 57) = 0.276, P = 0.760). 

Moreover, the mean differences and associated 

confidence intervals further supported the lack 

of significant differences. 

After the implementation of the intended 

treatments, the scores of the three groups on the 

listening post-test were compared by running 

another one-way between-group ANOVA. The 

EFL learners participating in the virtual (M = 

9.05, SD = 2.82) and blended (M = 14.40, SD = 

3.27) groups seemed to have higher grades in 

the listening post-test compared with those in 

the control group (M = 8.35, SD = 2.62). 

Table 1 demonstrates the significance of the 

difference between these three groups in 

listening post-tests. 

 

Table 1  

Multivariate Comparison of Listening Post-Tests in All Groups 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Between Groups 438.100 2 219.050 25.781 .000 

Within Groups 484.300 57 8.496   

Total 922.400 59    

 

As it is represented in Table 1, there was a 

significant difference in post-test scores of 

experimental and control groups in listening, F 

(2, 57) =25.781, p ≤ .000 (two-tailed). However, 

the mentioned table could not provide a two-by-

two comparison between the groups to help 

identify the main different one. Therefore, a 

post-hoc comparison is presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2  

Multiple Comparisons of Listening Post-Tests in All Groups 

Bonferroni   

(I) group (J) group 
Mean 

Difference (I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

traditional virtual -.70000 .92176 1.000 -2.9737 1.5737 

blended -6.05000
*

 .92176 .000 -8.3237 -3.7763 

virtual traditional .70000 .92176 1.000 -1.5737 2.9737 

blended -5.35000
*

 .92176 .000 -7.6237 -3.0763 

blended traditional 6.05000
*

 .92176 .000 3.7763 8.3237 

virtual 5.35000
*

 .92176 .000 3.0763 7.6237 
 



Language, Identity and the Digital Realm 15(1), 2025 Page 85 of 92 

 

Effects of Virtual vs. Blended Instruction on the Development             M.J Rezai, M. Sedghi  

As illustrated in Table 2, post-hoc 

comparison using the Tukey HSD test indicated 

that the blended instruction can significantly (p 

≤ .000) improve the listening performance of 

EFL learners compared to the other two groups. 

Moreover, the virtual treatment also could result 

in significant improvement compared to the 

control group (p ≤ .000). 

The second research question was proposed 

to compare the effect of virtual and blended 

methods on the speaking skill of Iranian upper-

intermediate EFL learners' performance. An 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted 

to assess the differences in pre-speaking scores 

among the instructional groups. The mean pre-

speaking scores for the three instructional 

groups were as follows: Traditional (M = 9.45, 

SD = 2.96), Virtual (M = 8.75, SD = 3.62), and 

Blended (M = 9.05, SD = 2.99). The ANOVA 

revealed that there were no statistically 

significant differences in pre-speaking scores 

among the groups (F(2, 57) = 0.239, p = 0.788). 

Moreover, the mean differences and associated 

confidence intervals further supported the lack 

of significant differences. 

After the implementation of the intended 

treatments, the scores of the three groups on the 

speaking post-test were compared by running 

another one-way between-group ANOVA. The 

EFL learners participating in the virtual (M = 

10.70, SD = 2.65) and blended (M = 14.80, SD 

= 3.07) groups displayed higher grades in the 

speaking post-test compared with those in the 

control group (M = 9.75, SD = 3.02). 

Table 3 demonstrates the significance of the 

difference between these three groups in 

speaking post-tests. 

 

Table 3  

Multivariate Comparison of Speaking Post-Tests in All Groups 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 288.100 2 144.050 16.855 .000 

Within Groups 487.150 57 8.546   

Total 775.250 59    

 

As it is represented in Table 3, there was a 

significant difference in post-test scores of 

experimental and control groups in speaking, F 

(2, 57) = 16.855, p ≤ .000 (two-tailed). However, 

the mentioned table could not provide a two-by-

two comparison between the groups to help 

identify the main different one. Therefore, a 

post-hoc comparison is presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4  

Multiple Comparisons of Speaking Post-Tests in All Groups 

(I) group (J) group 
Mean 

Difference (I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

traditional virtual -.95000 .92447 .925 -3.2304 1.3304 

blended -5.05000
*

 .92447 .000 -7.3304 -2.7696 

virtual traditional .95000 .92447 .925 -1.3304 3.2304 

blended -4.10000
*

 .92447 .000 -6.3804 -1.8196 

blended traditional 5.05000
*

 .92447 .000 2.7696 7.3304 

virtual 4.10000
*

 .92447 .000 1.8196 6.3804 
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As illustrated in Table 4, post-hoc 

comparison using the Tukey HSD test indicated 

that the blended instruction can significantly (p 

≤ .000) improve the speaking performance of 

EFL learners compared to the other two groups. 

However, the virtual treatment could not result 

in significant improvement compared to the 

control group (p = 0.925). 

The third question in the current research 

dealt with the effect of virtual and blended 

methods of instruction on the motivation of 

Iranian upper-intermediate EFL learners. In 

order to compare the effect of each treatment 

on the motivation of the participants, a One-

Way Between-Group ANOVA was used. The 

descriptive results obtained by conducting a one-

way between-group ANOVA revealed that there 

was a difference between the scores of the 

blended (M = 84.25, SD = 12.27), virtual (M = 

51.00, SD = 17.51), and traditional (M = 53.50, 

SD = 20.13) groups. 

In order to discover the significance of the 

difference between the motivation scores of all 

groups, the numerical results on the comparison 

between the groups are provided in Table 5. 

 

Table 5  

Multivariate Comparison of Motivation Test Scores in All Groups 

 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 13715.833 2 6857.917 23.837 .000 

Within Groups 16398.750 57 287.697   

Total 30114.583 59    

 

The numerical findings of Table 5 reveal that 

there was a significant difference between the 

experimental and control groups F (2, 57) 

=23.837, p ≤ .000 (two-tailed). However, the 

mentioned table could not provide a two-by-two 

comparison between the groups to help identify 

the main different one. Therefore, a post-hoc 

comparison is presented in Table 6. 

 

Table 6  

Multiple Comparisons of Motivation Scores in All Groups 

(I) group (J) group 
Mean 

Difference (I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

traditional virtual 2.50000 5.36374 1.000 -10.7307 15.7307 

blended -30.75000
*

 5.36374 .000 -43.9807 -17.5193 

virtual traditional -2.50000 5.36374 1.000 -15.7307 10.7307 

blended -33.25000
*

 5.36374 .000 -46.4807 -20.0193 

blended traditional 30.75000
*

 5.36374 .000 17.5193 43.9807 

virtual 33.25000
*

 5.36374 .000 20.0193 46.4807 

 

As illustrated in Table 6, post-hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 

indicated that the blended group (p ≤ .000) 

significantly improved the motivation of EFL 
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learners compared to the other two groups. 

However, the virtual treatment did not result in 

significant improvement compared to the 

control group (p = 1.000). 

In order to confirm the results obtained from 

the questionnaire, interviews were conducted 

with five participants from the blended group 

and five participants from the virtual group. The 

responses of the interviewees were transcribed 

and analyzed qualitatively. 

During the interviews, blended group 

participants provided the interviewer with 

profound information regarding their 

experiences. They mentioned several benefits of 

in-person interaction. They highlighted that 

viewing classmates and instructors created a 

sense of community and belonging among 

them. Zahra from the blended group said, “I 

enjoyed the moments when we came together in 

class. The opportunity to meet my peers in 

person and discuss topics motivated me to be 

more participative.” 

A highly emphasized issue emerging from the 

blended group interviewees was the interactive 

nature of group discussions and activities. 

Mohammad, one of the members of the 

blended group, described in-person interactions 

as follows: “We had these heated debates in 

which we could share our ideas at that very 

moment. It was intellectually stimulating and 

motivating to listen to different perspectives and 

present our arguments.” 

The blended group participants also provided 

rich insights regarding their experiences. They 

mentioned benefits in the blending of virtual 

and face-to-face interactions, suggesting that this 

was one reason for their higher motivation. 

Often, they expressed that the combination of 

both modes created a unique and enriching 

learning environment. The following remark 

from Maryam in the blended group underlined 

the convenience of the virtual components 

complementing the face-to-face classes: “Having 

online resources and discussions in addition to 

our classroom sessions was fantastic. That 

allowed me to revisit topics that we had gone 

over in class, and I could even contribute to 

discussions outside of our scheduled meetings.” 

The flexibility afforded by blended learning 

was one of the most dominant themes 

mentioned by the participants in the blended 

group. According to Sima, another blended 

group interviewee, “The mix of virtual and in-

person classes gave us flexibility. If I missed 

something in the online class, I knew I could 

catch it in the face-to-face classes. It reduced 

stress and helped me stay motivated.” 

Participants also highlighted how virtual 

components supported continuity beyond the 

classroom. Mohammad explained further: “We 

had these virtual study groups where we 

discussed our assignments even when we weren't 

actually there. It created a sense of ongoing 

engagement and kept me motivated to keep up 

with the coursework.” The blended group 

interviewees also often referred to the diversity 

in learning experiences that this approach 

provided. 

On the other hand, interviews with virtual 

group participants revealed a few common 

challenges. Some of the interviewees mentioned 

limited social interactions and feelings of 

isolation. Maryam, a participant in the virtual 

group, described it thus: “Being alone in my 

room during virtual classes made it harder to 

stay motivated. I missed the interactions and 

discussions we used to have in a physical 

classroom.” 
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Technical issues also negatively impacted 

motivation for this virtual group. Arman, 

another virtual group interviewee, shared: 

“Sometimes my internet was not good, and I 

couldn't engage fully. The frustration with the 

technical problems led to me being less 

motivated.” 

These interview insights remarkably 

correspond to the results of the questionnaire. 

The higher motivation scores of the blended 

group participants can be explained by the 

positive aspects they mentioned during the 

interviews. Their descriptions of flexibility, 

continuity, and the dynamic nature of blended 

learning echo the higher reported motivation 

levels in the questionnaire responses. 

The interviews of the participants, in a 

nutshell, support and further expand the 

quantitative results. The rich tapestry of their 

stories unveiled how different learning 

modalities within the blended approach satisfy 

different motivational dimensions. In fact, their 

oral testimonies point to the role of the blended 

approach in creating an engaging and supportive 

learning environment that contributes to their 

motivational level. 

Such qualitative triangulation provides a far-

reaching perspective in the investigation by 

adding depth and substance through these 

interview narratives to the findings from the 

questionnaires, capturing the lived experiences 

of participants. It allows for a deeper 

understanding of what exactly drives 

participants' motivation within a blended 

learning environment. 

 

Discussion 
This study was carried out to explore the 

effect of virtual, blended, and traditional 

instruction on Iranian upper-intermediate EFL 

learners' oral and aural skills, as well as their 

motivation. In this section, the obtained findings 

will be contextualized and interpreted in 

comparison with the existing literature. This 

study aligns with a blended-learning approach 

and its transformative potential, particularly 

when compared with previous studies. As found 

by Alipour (2020), the blended group 

demonstrated higher achievement compared to 

the traditional group, not only in listening but 

also in speaking. The combination of face-to-

face and online elements, along with 

collaboration and various learning modes, has 

become a driver for enhanced language learning 

processes, as revealed in the interviews with 

Zahra and Mohammad. This supports the idea 

that a blend of traditional and virtual elements 

produces a dynamic learning environment for 

language acquisition. 

Regarding motivation, the current study aligns 

with Dörnyei's (2009) multi-dimensional 

motivational perspective. The higher motivation 

level of the blended group is consistent with the 

literature on the social nature of learning and 

collaborative activities, as evidenced by the 

interviews with Zahra and Mohammad. This 

finding is also in line with the research of Rajaee 

Harandi (2015) and Rahmawati (2019), which 

highlights the motivational benefits of blended 

learning for language acquisition. In contrast, 

the virtual group reported difficulties related to 

feelings of isolation and technical problems, as 

noted by participants such as Maryam and 

Arman. This finding is consistent with the 

literature suggesting that purely virtual teaching 

may hinder social interaction and decrease 

motivation (Bourelle et al., 2016; Khoshnud & 

Karbalaei, 2014). 
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When comparing the results of the present 

study with those examining solely virtual 

instruction, the researchers found that the virtual 

group's performance in listening and speaking 

skills did not significantly differ from that of the 

traditional group. This aligns with Ni's (2013) 

observations regarding performance disparities 

between online and face-to-face EFL classes. 

Although the motivational scores of the virtual 

group did not differ significantly from those of 

the traditional group, this finding is inconsistent 

with the positive motivational results reported by 

Rajaee Harandi (2015). This discrepancy may 

be attributed to contextual factors and teaching 

methodologies that were uniquely different in 

this study. Qualitative insights from interviews 

reveal the complex nature of technology's effect 

on language learning. These findings emphasize 

the importance of context, instructional 

approaches, and the interplay between 

technology and human interactions. 

Complemented by the empirical evidence 

provided by the quantitative analysis, the 

qualitative component of this study offers a 

deeper understanding of motivational dynamics 

and enriches our comprehension of learners' 

experiences. 

 

Conclusion 
     This research supports a balanced 

perspective on using technology to enhance 

learning. The current study reinforces the 

development of context-aware, pedagogically 

sound instructional designs facilitated by 

technology, fostering appealing and motivating 

learning environments. This research 

synthesizes quantitative results with qualitative 

insights, providing educators and institutions 

with a comprehensive understanding of the 

multifaceted nature of the impact of technology 

on language learning. It emphasizes thoughtful 

integration regarding the evolution of education 

in the digital era, with a view toward fostering an 

empowered, engaged, and motivated cohort of 

language learners. 

 

References 
Alipour, P. (2020). The effect of online vs blended 

learning on vocabulary development among 

intermediate EFL learners. Cogent Education, 

7(1), 3-50. 

Allen, I., & Seaman, J. (2010). Class differences: 

Online education in the United States. The Sloan 

Consortium, 1-26. 

Alvarado, M., & Calderon, I. (2013). Diagnóstico 

estadístico y tendencias de la educación superior 

a distancia en Colombia. En La Educación 

Superior a Distancia y Virtual en Colombia: 

Nuevas realidades (pp. 31-47). 

ACESAD/VIRTUAL EDUCA 

Attewell, J. (2005). Mobile technologies and 

learning: A technology update and M-learning 

project summary. Learning and Skills 

Development Agency. 

Aysu, S. (2020). The use of technology and its effects 

on language learning 

motivation. Journal of Language Research (JLR), 

4(1), 86-100. 

Boo, Z., Dornyei, Z., & Ryan, S. (2015). L2 

motivation research 2005–2014: Understanding a 

publication surge and a changing landscape. 

System, 55, 145 – 157.  

Bourelle, A., Bourelle, T., Knutson, A. V., & Spong, 

S. (2016). Sites of multimodal literacy: Comparing 

student learning in online and face-to-face 

environments. Computers and Composition. 

International Journal for Teachers of Writing, 39, 

55-70. 

Brown, H. D. (2015). Principles of language learning 

and teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 14(2). 

DOI:10.2307/3586319. 

https://www.researchgate.net/journal/System-0346-251X
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/TESOL-Quarterly-1545-7249
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3586319


Language, Identity and the Digital Realm 15(1), 2025 Page 90 of 92 

 

Effects of Virtual vs. Blended Instruction on the Development             M.J Rezai, M. Sedghi  

Burns, A., & Joyce, H. (1997). Focus on speaking. 

National Center for English Language Teaching 

and Research. 

Chen, C. C., Li, H., & Huang, H. B. (2019). Effects 

of a mobile game-based English vocabulary 

learning app on learners’ perceptions and learning 

performance: A case study of Taiwanese EFL 

learners. ReCALL, 31(2), 170–188. 

Chinnery G. (2006). Going to the MALL: Mobile 

Assisted Language Learning. Language Learning 

& Technology, 10 (1), 9-16.  

Colley, A., DeGani, R., & Stead, C. (2010). Mobile 

blogs in language learning: Making the most of 

informal and situated learning opportunities. 

ReCALL, 21(1), 96-112. 

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: 

planning, conducting, evaluating, quantitative and 

qualitative research (Fourth Edition). Pearson 

Education Inc. 

De Jong, N. H., & Wempe, T. (2009). Praat script 

to detect syllable nuclei and measure speech rate 

automatically. Behavior Research Methods, 

41(2), 385-390. 

Demir, B. (2005). An investigation into effects of 

motivational factors and attitudes of primary 

school students on learning English as a foreign 

language (Unpublished MA Thesis). 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University, Çanakkale. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language 

learner: Individual differences in second language 

acquisition. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Publishers. 

Ekaningrum, V., Cahyono, B.Y., & Irawati, E. 

(2017). The Effect of Preview, Question, Read, 

and Summarize (PQRS) strategy on Indonesian 

EFL students’ writing ability across working 

memory capacity levels. Applied Research on 

English Language, 6(4), 25-45. 

Ellis, R. (2008). The study of second language 

acquisition (2nd edition). Oxford University 

Press. 

Ellis, R. (2011). Task-based language teaching: 

sorting out the misunderstandings. International 

Journal of Applied Linguistics, 19 (3), 221-246. 

Ellis, R., & Barkhuizen, G. (2005). Analyzing learner 

language (1st ed.). Oxford University Press. 

Estévez, J. A., Martínez, J., & Granobles, H. R. 

(2015). La educación virtual en Colombia: 

Exposición de modelos de deserción. Apertura, 

7(1), 17-29. 

Facer, K. (2004) Foreword to the literature in mobile 

technologies and learning. In: Naismith, L., 

Lonsdale, P., Vavoula, G. and Sharples, M. (eds.) 

Future lab 

report11.http://www.futurelab.org.uk/resources/d

ocuments/lit_reviews/Mobile_Review.pdf. 

Fardy, M., Noori Shorabi, H., & Mohammadi, Y. 

(2012). The effect of using computer-assisted 

language learning (CALL) on the reading 

comprehension of narrative texts for the Iranian 

university male freshmen. Iranian EFL Journal, 8 

(1), 292-300. 

Fauzan, K. (2008). Cell phones in task-based 

learning: Are cell phones useful language learning 

tools? ReCALL, 16(1), 71–84. 

Figura, K., & Jarvis, H. (2007). Computer-based 

materials: A study of learner autonomy and 

strategies. System, 35, 448–468.  

Fransen, J. (2008). Mobile learning: teaching and 

learning English as a foreign language. University 

of Michigan Press. 

Gardener, E. O. (1985). Preservice science and 

technical teachers’ attitude towards the teaching of 

integrated science and teaching methods 

employed by them. Journal of the Science 

Teachers Association of Nigeria, 24 (1, 2), 209-

217. 

Gardner, R. C. (2010). Motivation and second 

language acquisition. Peter Lang Publishing Inc. 

Genç İlter, B. (2009). Effect of technology on 

motivation in EFL classrooms. Turkish Online 

Journal of Distance Education, 10(4), 1-9. 

Hadijah, S. (2014). Listening comprehension 

hindrances of EFL (English foreign language) 

http://www.futurelab.org.uk/resources/documents/lit_reviews/Mobile_Review.pdf
http://www.futurelab.org.uk/resources/documents/lit_reviews/Mobile_Review.pdf


Language, Identity and the Digital Realm 15(1), 2025 Page 91 of 92 

 

Effects of Virtual vs. Blended Instruction on the Development             M.J Rezai, M. Sedghi  

Learners on 2016/2017 academic year in English 

study program at Universities Islam Riau. Journal 

of English for Academic, 4(1), 1109-124. 

Hamilton, V. (2018). Blended learning and second 

language acquisition in the classroom. 

Unpublished Doctoral dissertation, University of 

Northern Iowa. 

Hamouda, A. (2013). An investigation of listening 

comprehension problems encountered by Saudi 

students in the EL listening classroom. 

International Journal of Academic Research in 

Progressive Education and Development, 2(2), 

113-155.  

Housen, A., & Kuiken, F. (2009). Complexity, 

accuracy, and fluency in second language 

acquisition. Applied Linguistics, 30(4), 461-473. 

Hsu, R.L.W. (2021). A grounded theory exploration 

of language massive open online courses: 

Understanding students’ viewpoints. 

Sustainability, 13, 25-77.  

Khoshnoud, K., & Karbalaei, A. (2014). The effect 

of online interaction through social networks sites 

on learning English in Iranian EFL context. 

Journal of Advances in English Language 

Teaching, 2(2), 27-33. 

Kessler, G. (2018). Technology and the future of 

language teaching. Foreign Language Annals, 

51(1), 205–218. 

Kohnke, L. (2020). Facilitating synchronous online 

language learning through Zoom. RELC Journal. 

DOI:10.1177/0033688220937235. 

Krashen, S. (1985). The input hypothesis: Issues and 

implications. Laredo Publishing. 

Kukulska-Hulme, A., & Shield, S. (2008). Will 

Mobile Learning Change Language Learning? 

ReCALL, 21(2), 157-165. 

Liaw, S.-S., Huang, H.-M., & fard, G.-D. (2007). An 

activity-theoretical approach to investigate 

learners’ factors toward e-learning systems. 

Computers in Human Behavior, 23, 1906–1920. 

Mahmoudi Dehaki, M. (2017). The effect of 

watching online videos on listening 

comprehension of Iranian intermediate EFL 

learners in public schools. Journal of Applied 

Linguistics and Language Research, 4(6), 214-

222. 

Martin, F., Ndoye, A., & Wilkins, P. (2016). Using 

learning analytics to enhance student learning in 

online courses based on quality matters standards. 

Journal of Educational Technology. Systems, 

45(2), 165-187. 

Mochida, K., & Harrington, M. (2006). The yes/no 

test as a measure of receptive vocabulary 

knowledge. Language Testing, 23, 73-78. 

Nadij, R. (2013). Analytical study on the relationship 

between discourse markers and speaking fluency 

of Iranian EFL students. International Journal of 

Linguistics and Communication, 2(2), 101-123. 

Ni, A. (2013). Comparing the effectiveness of 

classroom and online learning: Teaching research 

methods. Journal of Public Affairs Education, 

19(2), 199-215. 

Nowbakht, M., & Fazilatfar, A.M. (2019). The 

effects of working memory, intelligence and 

personality on English learners’ speaking ability. 

Journal of Asia TEFL, 16(3), 817-832. 

Pallotti, G. (2015). A simple view of linguistic 

complexity. Second Language Research, 31(1), 

117-134. 

Parreren, C. V. (1983). Primacy of receptive skills in 

foreign language learning. System, 11(3), 249-253. 

Paul, A., & Friginal, E. (2018). An activity theory 

framework for analyzing PDAs as lifelong learning 

tools. Special issue of Learning Media and 

Technology, 30(2), 107-130. 

Peeters, W. (2018). Applying the networking power 

of Web 2.0 to the foreign language classroom: A 

taxonomy of the online peer interaction process. 

Computer Assisted Language Learning, 1, 87-

100. 

Pourhossein Gilakjani, A., & Ahmadi, M. R. (2011). 

A study of factors affecting EFL Learners’ English 

listening comprehension and the strategies for 

improvement. Journal of Language Teaching and 

Research, 2(5), 977-988.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0033688220937235
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Asia-TEFL-1738-3102


Language, Identity and the Digital Realm 15(1), 2025 Page 92 of 92 

 

Effects of Virtual vs. Blended Instruction on the Development             M.J Rezai, M. Sedghi  

Project RED, (2010). The wolistic study on the 

impact of instructor immediacy and presence for 

online student affective learning, cognition, and 

motivation. The Journal of Educators Online, 

7(1), 1-30. 

Rafiei, M., Fakhraee Faruji, L., & Azad, M. (2019). 

The relationship between working memory, 

speaking accuracy and length of utterances of 

Iranian EFL learners. Iranian Journal of Learning 

and Memory, 2(6), 50-60. 

Rahmavati, F. (2019). Blended learning in an 

English listening and speaking course: Freshmen’s 

voice and choice. Advances in Social Science, 

Education and Humanities Research, 353, 57-64. 

Rajaee Harandi, S. (2015). Effects of e-learning on 

students' motivation. Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, 181, 17-25. 

Rombot, O. (2021). The development of a blended 

learning model for reading comprehension 

learning of Bipa students in grade v elementary 

school. lkogretim Online - Elementary Education 

Online, 20 (5), 1155-1164. 

Rost, M. (2002). Teaching and researching listening. 

Pearson Education. 

Shi, J.Y., & Fan, L.D. (2021). Investigating teachers’ 

and students’ perceptions of online English 

learning in a Maritime context in China. SAGE, 

11, 58-72.  

Shibley, I., Amaral, K. E., Shank, J. D., & Shibley, 

L. R. (2011). Designing a blended course: Using 

ADDIE to guide instructional design. Journal of 

College Science Teaching, 40(6), 80-85. 

Skehan, P. (1998). A cognitive approach to language 

learning. Oxford University Press. 

Skehan, P. (2009). Modelling second language 

performance: integrating complexity, accuracy, 

fluency, and lexis. Applied Linguistics, 30(4), 510-

532. 

Sugiono, (2008). Metode Penelitian Kuantitatif 

Kualitatif dan R&D. Alfabeta. 

Vandergrift, L. (2002). It was nice to see that our 

predictions were right. Developing metacognition 

in L2 listening comprehension. Canadian 

Modern Language Review/ Revue canadienne des 

langues vivantes, 58(4), 555–575. 

Webb, S. (2005). Receptive and productive 

vocabulary learning. Studies in Second Language 

Acquisition, 27, 33-52. 

Webb, S. (2008). Receptive and productive 

vocabulary sizes of L2 learners. Studies in Second 

Language Acquisition, 30, 79-95. 

Wolfe-Quintero, K., Inagaki, S., & Kim, H. Y. 

(1998). Second language development in writing: 

Measures of fluency, accuracy, & complexity. 

University of Hawaii Press. 

Wu, Q. (2015). Pulling mobile assisted language 

learning (MALL) into the mainstream: MALL in 

broad practice. PLos ONE, 10, 1–12. 

Xu, D.,  Glick, D., Rodriguez, F., Cung, B., Li, Q., 

& Warschauer, M. (2019). Does blended 

instruction develop language learning in 

developing countries? British Journal of 

Educational Technology, 51(1), 211-217. 

Yudhana, S. (2021). The implementation of blended 

learning to enhance English reading skills of Thai 

undergraduate students. English Language 

Teaching, 14(7), 1-8. 

Zhang, R. (2021). Blended course evaluation in the 

context of English for specific purposes: 

Accountability and development. SAGE, 11, 21-

58. 

Zhou, T., & Zhang, W. (2022). Effectiveness study 

on online or blended language learning based on 

student achievement: A systematic review of 

empirical studies. Sustainability, 14, 2-29.

 

https://www.researchgate.net/project/Effects-of-e-learning-on-students-motivation
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Effects-of-e-learning-on-students-motivation
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Procedia-Social-and-Behavioral-Sciences-1877-0428
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Procedia-Social-and-Behavioral-Sciences-1877-0428
https://bera-journals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Xu%2C+Di
https://bera-journals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Glick%2C+Danny
https://bera-journals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Rodriguez%2C+Fernando
https://bera-journals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Cung%2C+Bianca
https://bera-journals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Li%2C+Qiujie
https://bera-journals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Warschauer%2C+Mark

