INTHANINTHAKSIN JOURNAL
Vol.16 No.1 January - June 2021

MsdvAsIERIUEAINYIRUMSIUSBUIRguUssAnSwavavms
JamismsiSeugiuundunviumsiSeumsdouluuaviaunco
mMisiSguMsdounyIdvNguYlagNs3IASI1:RaNUU

seRIWU WA, 2557-2563'

Synthesis of Research on Comparison of Effectiveness of
Flipped Learning and Traditional Teaching Method on
English Language Teaching and Learning during 2014-2020
through Meta-analysis'

AUNUNT T9A T9971A1° (Dinachandra Singh Chingakham)®

dryTa TeNUI13° (Anchalee Chayanuvat)’
) 1
LHNARMER
a o a a T a = o & = a A

NUFTTLATITTRANURIRRUsEaIANATAN s EANENATBINT
L . 2
ArnsFeuiuUliiesFsunaunisiunisaeuLuunufslulssiiunad o s
ANUNITADLINNITAANITITEUNITAOULL LN DT 8 UNALNIINUse@nsna

snndMsaauLuuauaNvIalal Ty Aingeniseu nsdiau n1se nTne
Tagnnsal AndnwsinazaNlan s aangulatldazuuuaaudNg M

! ummwiﬂudqwﬁw@ﬁmmﬁwuéizﬁuﬁ?mmmﬂ% “UseANTNATDINITFUUNNTAD UL
ﬂﬁUWﬂdluﬂW?G‘ﬂuﬂﬁiﬂﬂuﬂ’]m: mﬁmmzﬁ@ﬁmu 2014-2020”

7 dnAneFyyen, MANgRIANEANANTAETNTN A1UNTTINTTANEY INENALATETELNN
NMANENAETIER Uyuanil 12000, 8ia : chingakham@yahoo.com

P JUouANansnangd, NANGRIANEIAIAATABTUMTR @193 INNTANEY ANUNAUATET LN
NANENAETIER Unuanil 12000, 8ua : chayanuvata@gmail.com

! This article was submitted in partial fulfilment of the thesis entitled “Effectiveness of Flipped Learning
on Language Teaching and Learning: Meta-analysis 2014-2020.”

 Doctoral Student, Doctor of Education Program in Educational Studies Suriyadhep Teachers
College, Rangsit University, Pathumthani 12000, E-mail: chingakham@yahoo.com

® Assistant professor, Doctor of Education Program in Educational Studies Suriyadhep Teachers
College, Rangsit University, Pathumthani 12000, E-mail: chayanuvata@gmail.com

“Corresponding author: E-mail : chingakham@yahoo.com

Received: January 13, 2021; Revised: June 12, 2021; Accepted: June 18, 2021

79



SN e
undannBruds

80 | &7 77 16 At 1 ansax - fiquneu 2564

Anutamutlsmaiiuaassziu e nsAnmlussauAuLAENTANEN I UTTALIAS
ANTLALTIUTINTBYAAINIUTAE 211 9 UTEnddt] 2057-2063 ATELAQN
~ Ao A 1 o o ° = v °
25 1A NNUIENEIUNITAALADN A1 70 17849 memmj@miﬂ
Uszanananaviam 81 Tan17a2alisunsa RevMan 5.4.1 i ldaLAT1£AL UL
Random-effects model settings (M72ANNWWLILINUALRIUNTUYL LN WYNG)
AMUUALTATLYNAINITBNY 95% (p < 0.05) NANITALATIZUNLINNNTEDY
LULALANHU L AN BNANINNINNITAANITIT L UNNTRAULLLV AT UNAUN LU
nnyinee winunldidsdayiuineeneiduynsziuresnsAnmesausu
TognnsailunnsAnm sz AUGILATTNHEAUAANTLUNNTBEUITEAUGY INUAAY
fuilifluilsglaminuagdaeulunisidanisnisdannisFaunisaauliuaneiu
UFUNURIAU T ALAUDUULANMIUNNUITENITILAT Iz TIan N1 uATIAallAS
Ao Y ~ 1 v = = Y Y, =
nsadengudeyantvulussaussanAnELazNTFEUIN B UM LAY

AEIATY @ NIFEULLILNALNIY, NNTIATIZTTIRNNNY, AZLULANONENG,
BNTADULULAILAN, NTALATIZALLEMN

Abstract

This meta-analysis study aims at finding whether Flipped Learning was
more effective than traditional teaching method in English language teaching in
seven skill areas of reading, writing, listening, speaking, grammar, vocabulary,
and general English comprehension in achievement test scores, which
were categorized into two variables: lower education and higher education.
The study collected 211 academic studies on Flipped Learning published
from 2014 to 2020 from 25 countries. Eighty-one data entries from 70 stud-
ies were obtained for the meta-analysis. RevMan 5.4.1 software was used
to analyze the data under random-effects model settings with p< 0.05 and
at 95% CI. In the comparison, the traditional teaching method was found
more significantly effective than the Flipped Learning approach in all skill areas,

but it was not significant in listening at lower education, grammar at higher
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education, and vocabulary learning at higher education. The findings might help
the teachers and educators to be able to choose the right teaching approaches
for their contexts, and students would be aware that the traditional method
was more effective for achievement test scores. Further, meta-analysis
studies were suggested with larger data collection at the primary level,

and other aspects of language learning.

Keywords : Flipped Learning, Meta-analysis, Achievement scores, Traditional

teaching method, Content analysis

1. Introduction

Flipped Learning has become popular in English language teaching
(Kostka & Lockwood, 2015: 2-4; Suranakkarin, 2017:1; Wang, An & Wright,
2018: 19-22; Hava, 2021: 389-390). Many educators believed that it was an
effective teaching method for achievement test scores in English language
teaching (Yildinm, 2017: 38 & Alnuhayt, 2018: 241). However, other research
findings also showed the ineffectiveness of this teaching method (Ramirez,
Hinojosa & Rodriquez, 2014: 121-127; Egbert, Herman & Lee, 2015: 13-14;
Yang, 2017: 12-13). English is an important language for international
business, jobs, education, entertainment, traveling, and the Internet (Zazulak,
2017; Clement, 2019) in schools and universities (Sundari, 2017: 147).
Despite such importance, Thai students suffered from low scores in English
(Sripor, 2018). Educators have been trying to improve students’ English scores
by considering the Flipped Learning teaching approach (Yoon, 2013). However,
Flipped Learning has negative feedbacks from scholars (Moran & Young, 2014:
177-180). Therefore, the present study analyzed achievement test scores from
70 previous studies in English teaching using the meta-analysis method to
examine if Flipped Learning was more effective than the traditional teaching

method. The findings of this study would benefit educators who are seeking
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an effective teaching method in comparison to the traditional method, especially
in English language teaching.
1.1 Objectives

There were seven main objectives and each objective was further
divided into two categories as (a) for lower education and (b) for higher
education, thus totaling 14 objectives. They are as follows:

Objective 1

a. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ reading comprehension at lower education.

b. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ reading comprehension at higher education.

Objective 2

a. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ writing skills at lower education.

b. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ writing skills at higher education.

Objective 3

a. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ listening comprehension at lower education.

b. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on
students’ listening comprehension at higher education.

Objective 4

a. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ speaking skills at lower education.

b. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ speaking skills at higher education.
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Objective 5

a. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ grammar comprehension at lower education.

b. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ grammar comprehension at higher education.
Objective 6

a. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ vocabulary at lower education.

b. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ vocabulary at higher education.
Objective 7

a. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ general English comprehension at lower education.

b. To generalize the effects of the Flipped Learning Approach on

students’ general English comprehension at higher education.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Flipped Learning

Flipped Learning is a learner-centered pedagogy using direct instruction
that moves from the group learning space to the individual learning space,
and the resulting group space is transformed into a dynamic, interactive
learning environment where the educator guides students as they apply
concepts and engage creatively in the subject matter (Hamdan, McKnight,
McKnight & Arfstom, 2014: 8). It is a modernized teaching method that learning
starts from home, basically before coming to the classroom (Abdelshaheed,

2017: 9). Such learning is more flexible (Yildinm, 2017: 41), practical and
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hands-on learning (Clark, Kaw, Lou, Scott & Besterfield-Sacre,M., 2018).
The teaching method was considered more suitable in modern times
(Hava, 2021: 389-390) and became popular in ESL teaching (Kostka & Brinks,
2015: 2-4).

2.2 Traditional Teaching Method

Traditional teaching is a face-to-face lecture by the teacher in the
classroom, and students listen, take notes and the teacher assigns homework.
This is a teacher-centered, and teacher-control method (Larsen Freeman &
Anderson, 2011: 32-45). This method is considered as grammar-translation
and reading literary texts (Hinkel, 2011: 558). This is considered an outdated
teaching method (Vuong, Tan & Lee, 2018: 1504); however, it was regarded as
a significantly effective method for achievement test scores (Dixon, 2017:
121-132).

2.3 Meta-analysis

Meta-analysis is a synthesis model of quantitative researches on
the same problem that the research studies by using statistics to derive a
more in-depth conclusion than an individual study can provide. Data for meta-
analysis include standard indexes such as effect size index, co-efficient index,
and characteristics of research. ‘Unit of Analysis’ refers to a study of hypothesis
testing. Objectives consist of two aspects. First, the synthesis gives a conclusion
about standard indexes. Secondly, the synthesis is aimed at examining
the causal relationship between dependent variables and standard indexes
(Wiratchai, 1999: 56).



INTHANINTHAKSIN JOURNAL
Vol.16 No.1 January - June 2021 85

2.4 Related Studies

Eighty-five related studies on Flipped Learning in English Language
studies were reviewed. The findings showed a mixture of positive and negative
results. It was considered effective for teaching- speaking, listening, reading,
and writing skills (Leis & Brown, 2018: 64-66 and Zainuddin & Attaran; 2015;
668-669). Studies also reported its effectiveness in reading (Huang & Wang,
2016: 185-196 and Leis & Brown, 2016: 64-66), writing (Umutlu & Akpinar,
2017: 64-65 and Arifani, 2019: 10-12), speaking (Zhang, Du, Yuan & Zhang,
2016: 1344-1345; Wang & Wright, 2018: 23-28 and Abdullah, Hussin & Ismall,
2019:140-145), listening (Roth and Supasetseree, 2016), grammar (Pudin,
2017: 57 and Li, Wang, Wang & Jia, 2017), vocabulary skill (Kim, Kim, Khera &
Getman, 2014: 37-39), and in general English comprehension (Mehring, 2015:
9 and Correa, 2015: 123-124). Meta-analysis studies (Aydin, Okmen & Sahin,
2021: 44-46; Birgili, Seggie & Oguz, 2021: 22-23, and Kozikoglu, 2019: 859-
864) found that this method was more effective in teaching English. However,
other researches also found ineffectiveness of the method in teaching English
grammar (Anwar, 2017:104-102) and speaking (Anwar & Pratama, 2016: 112-
114) and even not suitable for ESL teaching (Egbert, Herman & Lee, 2015:
13-14) and no significant learning outcomes was seen over traditional method
in teaching English (Suranakkarin, 2017:10-16 and Alhamami & Khan, 2019:
79-81). A meta-analysis of Dixon (2017:121-132) found the traditional method
was more effective than Flipped Learning. Thus, there were conflicting
mixed results. Therefore, meta-analysis method was used to ascertain the

effectiveness of Flipped Learning,
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3. Research Methodology

3.1 Research Design

This research was a meta-analysis in which the achievement test scores
of English under Flipped Learning and traditional teaching methods were
analyzed. In a meta-analysis, data were extracted from previous primary studies
(Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007: 291-296). Literature review, selection of
primary studies, data collection, data analysis steps were involved. Revman

5.4.1 software was used for data analysis.

3.2 Research Population and Samples

The population of this study was 70 previous primary studies
sorted out of 211 total studies in language teaching. Eighty-one data were
derived for data encoding. A total of N=3158 learners in Flipped Learning and
a total of N=3092 learners in the traditional method took part in all the primary
studies. As the study was conducted, the researcher did not teach a classroom
lesson, so bias in opinion and attitude could be avoided. Studies included

in the study are shown in Appendix A.

3.3 Data Collection

The primary studies were collected from online database sources such
as Google Scholar, Semantic Scholar, Education Resource Information Center
(ERIC), ProQuest, EBSCO, ResearchGate, and Wiley Online library, websites of
journals and institutions, and online publishers. Primary studies were research
articles, theses, and dissertations from Master and Ph.D. degree, conference
papers including published and unpublished documents. Flipped Learning and
traditional studies in teaching English having mean achievement test scores,
standard deviations of the scores, participant numbers were collected. only
qualified studies were sorted out during data processing. Primary studies were

conducted during (year) 2014 to 2020 in 25 countries.
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E Database sources: Google, Google Scholar, Semantic Scholar, Education Resource Information Center
=
&'f (ERIC), ProQuest, EBSCO, ResearchGate, and Wiley Online library, websites of journals and institutions
E N=211 (Total Flipped Learning Exclusionicriteria;
é studies) W Studies fewer than two case studies
E W Studies without statistical figure of test scores
=3
= Eincomplete data
3 ] i Fespis
§ N=70 (Flipped Learning with Inclusion:critesa;
= SRS TEeR L lastesras W Studies only in English teaching with Flipped Learning
= - and traditional teaching
=
{=]
'S ‘ 81 Included data ‘ M Mean scores, standard deviation, of the achievement test
=} —J
= and population for the experimental and the control group
W Studies durine 2014-2020
Lower education Higher education
Reading, writing, listening, Reading, writing, listening,
speaking, grammar, speaking, grammar,
vocabulary, General English vocabulary, General English

Figure 1 : Data collection and sample processing (source model: (Karagdl & Esen, 2019)
Data Inclusion Criteria

Primary studies in English teaching with Flipped Learning and traditional
teaching having mean scores, the standard deviation of the achievement test,
and population for the experimental and the control group were included

The primary studies were conducted during 2014-2020.

3.4 Data Analysis

Data were grouped into seven skills such as reading comprehension,
writing skills, listening comprehension, speaking skills, grammar comprehension,
vocabulary, and general English comprehension. Each skill was divided
into two variables as lower education and higher education. Data were
analyzed by using Revman 5.4.1 software. The random-effects model setting
was used for data analysis with p < 0.05 and at 95% CI. The Flipped
Learning was assigned as the experimental group and the traditional method

was assigned as the control group in the data entry.
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3.5 Research Findings

The traditional method was more effective than the Flipped Learning
approach in all skills such as reading, writing, listening, speaking, grammar,

vocabulary, and general English comprehension.

Finding for objective 1a & 1b -Reading Comprehension

Objective 1a & 1b, in reading comprehension (Figure 2), the traditional
method was significantly more effective for lower education (Z = 3.39,
p < 0.0007) and higher education (Z = 3.44, p < 0.0006) at 95% ClI.
The black diamond boxes did not touch the no-effect line in the forest plot.

Three studies for lower and five studies for higher education were analyzed.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Lower Education
Cashin, 2016 4531 5.69 73 4413 704 72 O137% 0.28 [-0.09, 0.61] =
Hamdani (a), 2018 N 0.8 38 274 086 39 131% 0.52 [0.07,0.98] [
Hashemifardnia, Namaziandost, & Shafiee, 2018 18.8833 6717 25 14717 5705 25 1214% 0.66 [0.09,1.23] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 136 136 39.2% 0.42 [0.18, 0.66] +
Heterogeneity Tau?= 0.00; ChiF= 1.56, df= 2 (P = 0.46); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect 7= 3.38 (P = 0.0007)
1.2.2 Higher Education
Abaeian, & Samadi (a), 2016 1682 1.546 25 1448 1546 25 120% 1.86(0.81, 219 S
Ahaeian, & Samadi (), 2016 15.32 5422 25 1344 4065 25 115% 0.39[0.17,0.99] Bl
Karimi & Harnzawi, 2017 212 3.58 20, #2712 198 29 108% 2.89[2.08, 3.69] —
Mugroho & Insana, 2018 G087 589 el 1] 6.51 a0 127% 0.57 [0.08, 1.09] [
Suryati etal, 2019 78.58 12058 40 58.48 10008 40 127% 1.80[1.27,2.37] S
Subtotal (95% CI) 145 145 60.8% 1.41[0.61,2.21] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.74; Chi®= 36.47 dr=4 (P = 0.00001); = 39%
Testfor overall effect 7= 3.44 (P = 0.0006)
Total (95% CI) 281 281 100.0% 1.04 [0.51, 1.57] -
Heterogeneity Tau?= 0.51; ChiF= 53.99, df= 7 (P = 0.00001%; 1°= 83% 4 4 3 1
Testfor overall effect: = 3.82 (P =0.0001) Favours [experimentall Favaurs [eontrol

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 538, df=1(P=002.F=81.4%
Figure 2 : The total effect of the Flipped Learning Approach on students’ reading
comprehension achievement for lower and higher education (Forest plot)

Finding for objective 2a & 2b -Writing Skills

Objective 2a & 2b, in writing skills (Figure 3), the traditional method was
significantly more effective for lower education (Z = 2.64, p < 0.008) and higher
education (Z = 3.96, p < 0.0001) at 95% CI than Flipped Learning at 95% ClI.
Four studies for lower and nine studies for higher education were analyzed.

Both diamond boxes did not touch the no-effect line in the forest plot.
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% C1
1.3.1 Lower Education
Abdelrahran, Dewitt, Allas, & Rahman, 2017 114 4875 14 BO3 1817 14 T3% 1.09[0.29,1.89] )
Abedi, 2019 176875 1537 16 15531 1483 16 T4% 1,39 [0.61,2.17] S
Hamdani (&), 2019 284 0789 38 272 105 39 83% 0431032, 0.57] T
Mireille, 2014 6341 0714 22 530848 20 7% 1,31 [0.63,1.99] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 90 89 30.7% 0.9410.24, 1.63]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.38; Chi*=13.30, df= 3 (F=0.004), F=77%
Test for overall effect Z= 2.64 (P = 0.008)
1.3.2 Higher Education
Ahmed, 2016 20184 30 13 130 B1% 5,80 461,689 e
Ekmekei, 2017 7149 B39 23 &83 7O 0 TE% 1.80[1.08,2.82] T
Feng &Feng, 2019 98.266 4378 52 81152 273 54 83% 1.30[0.88,1.72] b
Leis, Tohel, & Cooke, 2015 1555 444 1 97 388 11 BO% 1.35[0.41,2.29] T
Lin Chi-Jen etal, 2018 9588 543 35 68576 545 33 TO0% 202143, 281 e
Mubarak, Gahyono, & Astut, 2019 7062 BEOE 29 G482 821 29 B1% 064[011,1.17] e
Gader & Yalcin Arslan, 2019 17 172 3 53 178 37 8I% 0.49 [-0.00, 0.98) E:
Soltanpour & Valizaden, 2018 4061 138 28 4067 138 7 B1% -0.04 [0.57,0.49] e
YU Zhonggen & Wang Guifang, 2015 7643 398 35 T4A7 4966 36 82% 0.50[0.02, 0.97] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 217 272 69.3% 144[0.73,2.14] -
Heterogeneity, Taw® = 1.06; Chi*= 106,72, df= & (P = 0.00001); F=93%
Test for overall effect 2= 386 (P < 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 367 361 100.0% 1.27[0.74, 1.80] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.83; Chi*= 12265, df=12 (P = 0.00001), = 90% EWU 15 % 1U=

Test for overall effect 2= 4.72 (P < 0.00001)

_ Favours [experimental]  Favours [control]
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 087, df=1(P=0.32), F=0%

Figure 3 : The total effect of Flipped Learning Approach on students™ writing
comprehension achievement learning at the lower and higher education (Forest plot)

Finding for objective 3a -Listening Comprehension

Objective 3a, in listening comprehension (Figure 4) at lower education,

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 Lower Education
Denprapat & Chuavchoowong, 2014 3357 6148 32 2881 6887 35 33.3% 0.75 [0.26,1.25] -
Hamdani ey, 2019 263 0913 g 254 107 39 337% 0.09 [-0.36, 0.54] -
Mansi, 2018 112 1389 42 87.83 954 43 330% 2.01[1.49,2.54] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 112 17 100.0% 0.95[-0.15, 2.04] i

Heterggeneity: Tau®= 0.87; Chi*= 30.08, df= 2 (P < 0.00001); °=93%
Testfor overall effect 7=1.68 {F = 0.09)

Total (95% CI) 112 117 100.0% 0.95[-0.15, 2.04] i
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.87; Chi*= 30.08, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); = 93%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.68(P = 0049

Testfor suboroun differences: Not annlicable

T !
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Figure 4: The total effect of Flipped Learning Approach on students’ listening
comprehension achievement at lower and higher education level (Forest plot)
the traditional method was slightly more effective but not significant at
95% Cl, (Z =1.69, p > 0.09) as the diamond box touched the no-effect line in
the forest plot. Listening comprehension in higher education could not analyze

due to a lack of data available.
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Finding for Objective 4a &4b -Speaking Skills

Objective 4a & 4b for speaking skills (Figure 5), the traditional method

was significantly more effective than Flipped Learning for both levels.

For lower education, traditional method was more significant (Z = 2.31,
p < 0.02) and higher education as well (Z = 3.83, p < 0.0001) at 95% CI. Both

diamond boxes did not touch the no-effect line in the forest plot.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.5.1 Lower Education
Alkhioudary & Alkhoudary, 2019 2795 519 20 188 447 20 TI2% 1.86[1.13, 2.64] e
Asaka, Shinozaki, & Yoshida (a), 2018 648 1608 157 636 1789 156 8.4% 0.07 F0.15, 0.29] 1=
Carvajal & Pauling 2018 91363 0.7 33 7045 0964 33 TE% 236 [1.72, 2.949] T
Hamdani (), 2019 326 0601 38 249 104 38 80% 0.89(0.42,1.36] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 248 248 31.2% 1.27[0.19, 2.34] R

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.12; Chi®= 62.68, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 95%
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.31 (P=002)

1.5.2 Higher Education

AlGhamdi & AlBargi, 2017 74476 2068 21 7433 1865 21 TT7% 0.01 [-0.60, 0.61] =T

Bezzazi (a), 2019 7133803 79 BF31 TH9 39 82% 0.51[0.12,0.90] czal

Kérolu & Gakar, 2017 441 834 23 616 1328 T74% 204133, 2.74] e

Li & Suwanthep, 2017 1389 2677 46 12125 2803 48 81% 0.64 [0.22,1.04] e

Lin & Hwang, 2018 212 126 33 1962 12 16 73% 1.98[1.26,2.71] -
Quyen & Van Loi, 2018 6483 13926 30 45393 11842 30 T78% 0.83(0.30, 1.36] I

Wier-Chi Vivian Wu etal , 2017 8596 550 &0 GGG 6582 80 TE% 334[273,3.94] T
Yegilginar, 2018 131364 2407 11 10B14 1667 11 E67% 118027, 2.12] -

Zhang, Du, Yuan, & Zhang, 2016 o081 443 32 8Y06 &40 32 T4% 0.75[0.24,1.26] o

Subtotal (95% CI) 325 272 68.8% 1.24 [0.60, 1.87] B

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.84; Chi*= 9199 df=8 (P = 0.00001); F= 91%
Testfor overall effect: Z=3.83 (P=0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 573 520 100.0% 1.24[0.72,1.76] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.83; Chi*=170.25, df= 12 (P « 0.00001); F= 83%
Test for overall effect: Z=4.67 (P = 0.00001)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.96). F= 0%

-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Figure 5 : The total effect of Flipped Learning Approach on students’ speaking skills
at the lower and higher education level (Forest plot)
Four studies for lower education and nine studies for higher education

were analyzed.
Finding for objective 5a & 5b -Grammar Comprehension

Objective 5a and 5b in grammar comprehension (Figure 6), the
traditional method was significantly more effective (Z = 2.23, p < 0.03) for
lower education that analyzed four studies at 95% CI. For higher education,
the traditional method was slightly more effective but the result was not
significant as the diamond box touched the no-effect line at 95% CL
(Z =0.83, p < 0.40).
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stuty or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.6.1 Lower Education
Al-Harki & Alshurmaimeri, 2016 333 B8A3 20 30783 849 23 10.0% 033 }0.28,093] T
Alzaytuniva, 2016 20605 5027 30 1241 533 30 101% 155087, 213 — % =
Asaka, Shinozaki, &Yoshida (b), 2018 1572 3883 195 1954 3644 199 117% 0.05[-018,027] Eh 2
Teo Woon Chun, & Sathappan, 2018 925 783 10 2% 1088 10 48% 408242 574 T
Subtotal (95% CI) 215 218 365% 1.22[0.15,2.30] e e
Hetarageneity Tau®=1.02; ChF= 4264, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); = 83%
Testfor overall effect Z=223 (P=0.03)
1.6.2 Higher Education
Berzazi (i), 2018 M58 472 BT TEES  A03 BS MM2% 089[0.63,1.35] —%
Deng, 2018 44 BFI6 32 7B 12384 33 106% 042 007,082 T
Kang(a), 2015 485 296 24 BE4 289 42 108%  -0EODF11,-008) =
Liu, Meyer & Audran 2018 146 247 26 135 28T X4 104%  -0B0F1.38-027 S e
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Figure 6 : The total effect of Flipped Learning Approach on students’ grammar

comprehension achievement at the lower and higher education (Forest plot)

Finding for objective 6a & 6b -Vocabulary

Objective B6a and 6b in vocabulary (Figure 7), the traditional method

was significantly more effective for lower education at 95% ClI, (Z = 2.10,

p < 0.04). At higher education, the traditional method was slightly effective

without any significance at 95% CI, (Z = 0.83, p < 0.40) because the

diamond box touches the no-effect line.

Experimental Control Stel. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,R 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
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Ch, 2017 2822 7.66 61 28.66 7.4 61 143% -0.06 [-0.41, 0.30] TR
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Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 001, df=1 (P=091). F=0%
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Figure 7 : The total effect of Flipped Learning Approach on students’ vocabulary

at lower and higher education (Forest plot)
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Finding for Objective 7a & 7b -General English Comprehension
at Lower Education

Objective 7a and 7b in general English comprehension (Figure 8),
the traditional method was significantly more effective at lower with effect at
95% Cl (Z = 2.98, p < 0.003) and higher education.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.8.1 Lower Education
Gross 2014 802 11.82 18 81.5 12639 12 4.2% -0.10[0.84,0.63] T R
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Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.18, Chi*= 1273, df= 4 (P=0.008), F=71%
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Testfor overall effect Z= 578 (P = 0.00001)
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Figure 8: The total effect of Flipped Learning Approach on students’ General English
comprehension achievement at the lower and higher education level (Forest plot)

For lower education, five studies were analyzed and the traditional
method was significantly more effective at 95% CI (Z = 2.98, p < 0.003) than
the Flipped Learning. Similarly, for higher education too, the traditional method
was more significantly effective at 95% Cl, (Z = 5.16, p < 0.00001). approach

as the diamond box did not touch the no-effect line.
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4. Conclusion, Discussion, and Implication
4.1 Conclusion

The traditional teaching method was overall more effective than Flipped
Learning in achievement test scores in all language skills areas -reading, writing,
listening, speaking, grammar, vocabulary, and general English comprehension
skills. However, listening at lower education, grammar at higher education,
and vocabulary at higher education tend to be as effective as the traditional
method. Supported by these findings, teachers, and learners could use the
Flipped Learning method for Listening as it allows the repeated practice; for
vocabulary, as it enhances visual with multimedia, and grammar with a more

elaborate example from online learning materials.

4.2 Discussion

First, in reading comprehension, the traditional method was more
significantly effective for both lower and higher education than the Flipped
Learning. These findings were in contrast to the findings of Huang & Wang
(2016: 185-196); Zainuddin & Attaran (2015; 668-669) and Kaydet & Ozkan
(2019: 60-61). However, the present findings were similar to the findings of
Egbert, Herman & Lee (2015:13-14) and Alhamami and Khan, (2019: 79-81).
Secondly, in writing skKills, the traditional method was significantly more effective
than the Flipped Learning for both lower and higher education. This finding was
contrary to the findings of Umutlu & Akpinar (2017: 64-65) and Arifani (2019:
10-12). Thirdly, in listening comprehension at lower education, the traditional
method was slightly more effective than the Flipped Learning approach but it
was not significant. This finding was in contrast to the findings of Roth and
Suppasetseree (2016), Zainuddin & Attaran (2015; 668-669) and Kaydet &
Ozkan (2019: 60-61). Fourthly, in speaking skills, the traditional method was

significantly more effective at both levels of education which were in contrast
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to the findings of Wang & Wright (2018: 23-28) and Abdullah, Hussin & Ismail
(2019:140-145) However, these findings were in alignment with the findings
of Anwar and Pratama (2016). Fifthly, in grammar comprehension at lower
education, the traditional method was significantly more effective than the
Flipped Learning but at higher education, it was not significant even though the
traditional method was slightly more effective. The finding again was contrary
to the findings of Pudin (2017: 57) and Li, Wang, Wang & Jia (2017: 258-259.
But the present finding was again similar to the findings of Anwar (2017:112-
114). Sixthly, in vocabulary skills, the traditional method was significantly more
effective than the Flipped Learning at lower education, but at higher education,
the traditional method was slightly more effective than the Flipped Learning
approach without any significance. This was also in contrast to the findings of
Zhang, Du, Yuan & Zhang (2016:1344-1345). Seventhly, in general English, the
traditional method was significantly more effective at lower as well as at higher
education, that the findings were again, in contrast to the findings of Mehring
(2015: 9) and Correa (2015: 123-124).

In previous studies, achievement test scores were better in the traditional
method (Dixon, 2017:121-132; Song,2019:1398-1405).The reasons for lower
achievement test scores with Flipped Learning were indicated from the
literature review that this method was still new and not adapted well as a
teaching method (Xinying, 2017: ;Suranakkharin, 2017:13-16 ; Li, Wang, Wang
& Jia, 2017 : 254, 259).

Despite the lower score, Flipped Learning was good in the affective
domain area of language learning (Alnuhayt, 2018: 238-240). It reduces learners’
anxiety (Tiahrt & Porter, 2016: 88-89; Shi, 2017: 3-5).
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4.3 Implications

e Teachers and learners could focus on traditional teaching methods

if the learning goal is achievement test scores.

e The Flipped Learning approach could be useful as a complementary
teaching strategy and could be more useful for listening and speaking as the

method is a more practical, hands-on learning approach.

4.4 Suggestions

1. Further meta-analysis studies are suggested on similar research with

larger data collection for more accurate and stronger generalization.

2. Meta-analysis for listening at higher education is suggested as the

present study could not find enough data.
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No. |Year |Country Research D Type |Participant Ed.Level |English Skill Mean Std.dev. Pop. Mean Std.dev. |Pop.
X SD n X SD n
1, 2014|Thailand |Denprapat & Chuaych|Article Grade 7 (Lower sec king & Listening(EFL) (33,57 5149 132 28.91 6.887 |35
2| 2014|Dubai Mireille Thesis (M.ed. TESQGrade 12 Writing/ESL 6.341 0.7136 |22 53 0.8491 |20
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16| 2016|China Zhang, Du, Yuan, & Zh|Article Univ peaking (EFL) 90.81 4430 32 87.060 [5.410 |32
17| 2016|USA/Maca Webb, & Doman Article univ General (ESL-EFL) n7m 8.45 39 62.75 9.74 25
18| 2017|Sudan Abdelrahman, DeWitt, AArticle Secondary 1 Writing (ESL) 11.14 4.975 14 693 1.817 14
19| 2017|5.Arabia |AlGhamdi & AlBargi | Article Institute/Higher P g(EFL) 7.4476 2.06534 21 74333 156503 |21
20, 2017|Turkey  |Boyraz, & Ocak Article univ General (EFL)-r 83.12 6.96 17 75.65 7.96 23
21| 2017|Turkey  |Ekmekci Article univ Writing (EFL) 71.49 6.46 23 58.3 7.99 20
22| 2017|Egypt Radwan, & El-Esery | Article Higher institute General (EFL) 15.7 1.57 30 13.4 1.79 30
23| 2017(Turkey  |Erisen Article univ General (EFL)-retention 72.05 7.586 21 62.15 15.513 |20
24, 2017 |Hong KongFeng Teng Article univ General (EFL)-academic perfg83,25 6.15 30 69.14 5.97 30
25/ 2017|Indonesia |Santosa Article Univ General (EFL) 291 0.768 |63 1.390 0.490 88
26| 2017|lran Karimi & Hamzavi Article Institute/higher Reading (EFL) 21.20 3.58 25 12,72 1.98 25
27! 2017|Turkey  |Kurt Article univ General (Eng) 73.38 1464 32 58.8 16.24 30
28| 2017(Turkey | Koroglu, & Cakir Article univ Speaking-ELT 84.41 8.34 23 61.6 13 25
29| 2017|Thailand |Li & h Article univ king (EFL) 11.083 2.667 |46 12125 2803 |48
30| 2017|Korea Oh Article College Vocabulary (EFL) 28.22 7.66 61 28.66 74 61
31, 2017|Cambodia|Nuon, & Champakaew |Article univ Grammar (Eng) 37.62 4.186 40 35.27 14,123 41
32| 2017|S.Korea |Su-Young, & Suk-lin Article univ General (English) 21.88 7.200 24 25.19 3.086 26
33| 2017|Taiwan |Wen- Chi Vivian Wu et dArticle univ king (EFL) 85.96 5.58 50 66.6 5.92 50
34/ 2018/0man  |Al-Hamdani & Brelki | Article Grade 9 Vocabulary(EFL) 9 4.4 25 6.56 3.9 25
35 2018/S.Arabia |Alnuhayt Article univ Vocabulary (EFL) 6.5 1373 24 3.95 1.493 21
36, 2018|Japan Asaka, Shinozaki, & Yost Article/conf Grade 7 Grammar (EFL) 15.72 3993 155 15.54 3.644 155
37| 2018 |Japan Asaka, Shinozaki, & Yost Article/conf Grade 7 Grammar (EFL) 6.48 1.608 157 6.36 1.789 156
38| 2018|USA Cabi Article univ General (Eng) 55.29 16.11 28 56.64 14.79 31
39| 2018/(China Deng Article Univ EFL translation 84.4 8.716 32 79.8 12364 |33
40| 2018|Iran Haghighi, Jafarigohar, KiArticle univ General (EFL)-compedence |42.7 4.85 30 36.37 5.22 30
41| 2018|Iran Hashemifardnia, Namaz Article Junior high school  |Reading (EFL)-Intermediate |18.8833  |6.71727 25 14.7167 |5.70486 |25
42| 2018|5.Korea |Lee, & Wallace Article univ General (EFL}-communicative|60.31 7.97 40 57.19 18.56 39
43| 2018|Taiwan |Lin Chi-len, Hwang Gwo|Article univ Writing (EFL) 96.86 5.43 35 85.76 5.45 33
44| 2018|Taiwan _|Lin, & Hwang Article univ king (EFL) 22.12 1.26 33 19.62 1.2 16
45| 2018(France  |Liu, Meyer, & Audran  |Article Univ (Engineer Inst) |Grammar (EFL) 11.46 247 26 13.5 2,57 24
46, 2018/S.Arabia |Mansi Article Grade 10 Listening (Eng) 112 13.89 42 87.83 9.54 43
47, 2018|Vietnam | Quyen, & Van Loi Article univ/undergraduate |Speaking (EFL) 64.83 13.926 130 53.93 11942 |30
48| 2018|Turkey  |Saglam, & Arslan Article (M.A Thesis{univ Grammar (Eng) 27.1 9.86 29 19.51 18.62 27
49| 2018|Indonesia Nugroho, & Insana Article univ Reading (EFL)-Intermediate |60.87 9.89 30 56 6,51 30
50, 2018|Malaysia |Teo Woon Chun, & Sath| Article Primary (Grade 4) Grammar (ESL)-adj 92.5 7.83 10 25 20.98 10
51, 2018/S.Korea |Song, & Baldwil Article(conf) univ Listening (EFL)-p.211 19.7667  |2.42525 45 20.5761 [2.64148 |46
52| 2018|Iran Soltanpour, & Valizadeh Article univ/higher edu Writing (EFL) 40,61 139 28 4067  |138 |27
53| 2019(China Zhao & Zhang Article Univ General (Eng) 83.04 5.81 18 79.4 5.56 18
54/ 2019|Iran Abedi Article |Intermediate Writing (EFL) 17.6875  |1.53704 16 15.5313  |1.4885 |16
55 2019/0man  |Alkhoudary & AlKhouda Article Secondary school king (EFL) 2795 519 20 180 417 20
56| 2019|Taiwan |Bezzazi Artitcle univ Public Speaking (EFL) 71.33 8.03 79 67.31 7.59 39
57| 2019|Taiwan |Bezzazi (b) Article Univ Grammar (EFL) 81.58 4.72 67 76.69 5.08 65
58 2019|China Feng & Feng Article College Writing (Eng) |BB.266 4.3778 |52 81.152 6.2731 |54
59 2019(Taiwan | Havwini & Wu Article Grade 11 General (EFL) 8231 1644 31 75 13.94 |29
60 2019|Uzbek hadji Article univ General (Eng for academic py79.41 7.35 30 72.04 9.63 30
61| 2019(Turkey |Kirmizi & Komeg (b) Article Grade 10 Vocabulary (Eng) 74.75 14,1333 28 72.75 15.38845 24
62| 2019|Turkey | Yesilginar Article Univ Speaking (EFL) 13.1364 2407 11 10,614 1,567 11
__63] 2019/Indonesia| Mubarok, Cahyono, & A Article univ Writing (EFL) 70.62 8.606 |29 64.82 9.21 29
64| 2019|Iran Moh di, Barati, & YArticle Grade 11 General (EFL communicative-{34.1667  |4.56571 48 28.2128 [9.73996 |47
65/ 2019|Egypt Masoud Article univ General (EFL) 52.1 4.5 30 35.33 4.64 30
66/ 2019|Iragq Qader, & Yalcin Arslan_|Article Univ Writing (EFL) 6.17 172 34 531 1.76 32
67| 2019|Indonesia|Suryati et al. Article univ/Nursing Reading (EFL) 78.58 12.055 |40 58.48 10.008 |40
68, 2019|Iran Solimani, Ameri-Golestan, & Lotfi Adult- General (EFL_IELTs) 2.87 0.12 30 2.46 0.1 30
59[ 2019|Iraq Yahya Article Secondary school General (Eng) 36,2 8.98 35 30.82 9.33 35
70 2019/Iran Hamdani |Article Grade 9 Listening (Eng) 263 0913 38 2540 [1.070  [39
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