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Background and Objectives: Educational research has paid close attention to technology in 
language learning, especially computer-assisted language learning. CALL provides a dynamic 
and interactive platform for students to engage with language learning activities, multimedia 
resources, and communication channels. CALL has immense potential in helping English as a 
Foreign Language (EFL) learners to develop their skills through the summary writing process. 
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) has emerged as a prominent approach in 
language education, utilizing computer technology and interactive materials to support 
language learning. This mixed-methods study aimed to explore the effectiveness of CALL in 
enhancing the summary writing ability of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners, 
compared to a non-CALL integrated assessment.  
Materials and Methods: The study employed a mixed-methods approach, combining 
quantitative data analysis and qualitative insights. Two intact classes of intermediate-level EFL 
learners, comprising 40 participants, were selected based on their intermediate language 
proficiency. Various measures, including placement tests, reading materials, scoring 
guidelines, interviews, and self-assessment reports, were utilized. Data analysis involved a 
One-Way Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) to examine the impact of instructional methods 
on summary writing performance.  
Findings: The findings emphasized the potential of CALL-integrated assessments, highlighting 
personalized instruction, timely feedback, authentic writing practice, collaborative learning, 
integrated language skills development, and effective curriculum design.  
Conclusions: The study's implications extend to personalized instruction, authentic practice, 
collaborative learning, integrated language skills, curriculum design, and formative 
assessment. The results contribute to the ongoing discourse on technology in language 
learning and demonstrate the positive impact of CALL on EFL learners' summary writing 
ability. Integrated assessment approach for non-calls involves self-reflection. Students are 
encouraged to analyze their own writing by examining their own progress, strengths, and 
weaknesses. Students can take ownership of their language learning and learn it in their own 
way. It enables students to set targets and track their progress over time. Reflection on writing 
skills can enhance students' self-awareness and a proactive approach to learning a language.  
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تحقیقات آموزشی توجه زیادی به فناوری در یادگیری زبان، به ویژه یادگیری زبان به کمک رایانه،    اهداف:پیشینه و  

های  کند تا با فعالیتآموزان فراهم میبستری پویا و تعاملی برای دانش  یادگیری زبان به کمک رایانه داشته است.

پتانسیل عظیمی در کمک به  این نوع یادگیری   های ارتباطی درگیر شوند.  ای و کانالیادگیری زبان، منابع چندرسانه

نویسی دارد. یادگیری  هایشان از طریق فرآیند خلاصهبرای توسعه مهارت  آموزان انگلیسی به عنوان زبان خارجی زبان

  زبان به کمک رایانه  به عنوان یک رویکرد برجسته در آموزش زبان ظهور کرده است که از فناوری رایانه و مواد تعاملی

یادگیری زبان به کمک  کند. این مطالعه ترکیبی با هدف بررسی اثربخشی  برای پشتیبانی از یادگیری زبان استفاده می

توانایی خلاصهرایانه   ارزیابی یکپارچه  نویسی زباندر افزایش  با  زبان خارجی  در مقایسه  به عنوان  انگلیسی  آموزان 

 ی مبتن  ی نوشتار یهاتی فعال  ییدرباره کارا   یاستهیشا  ج ینتا  افتیمطالعه به هدف در   کمک رایانه انجام پذیرفت.بدون  

 .پردازدیآموزان مزبان  یبرا یسینوشتن خلاصه در زبان انگل   ییدر بهبود توانا انه یرا  - ریغ کپارچهی  یاب یو ارز  انهی بر را

های کیفی، استفاده  های کمی و بینشترکیبی، شامل ترکیب تحلیل داده  های این مطالعه از رویکرد روش :هاروش

کننده، بر اساس مهارت زبانی متوسطشان انتخاب شدند.  شرکت  40آموزان سطح متوسط، شامل  کرد. دو کلاس از زبان

آزمون از جمله  تعیین سطح، مطالب معیارهای مختلفی  مفاهیم  های  و درک  نمره، دستورالعملخواندن  دهی،  های 

گزارشمصاحبه و  دادهها  تحلیل  و  تجزیه  گرفت.  قرار  استفاده  مورد  خودارزیابی  کوواریانس  های  تحلیل  شامل  ها 

 نویسی بود. های آموزشی بر عملکرد خلاصهطرفه برای بررسی تأثیر روشیک

شده،    یسازیآموزش شخص  یبرگزار  تیقابل  یبا استفاده از فناور  کپارچهی  یهایاب یکه ارز  دادنشان    هاافتهی  ها:یافته

برنامه    یو طراح  کپارچهی  یزبان   یهاهمکارانه، توستتتعه مهارت  یریادگیمتعارف،    ینوشتتتتار  نیموقع، تمربازخورد به

  بودند. را دارا    یدرس

های  ، تمرین اصتیل، یادگیری مشتارکتی، مهارتشتدهستازیپیامدهای این مطالعه به آموزش شتخصتی  گیری:نتیجه

یابد. نتایج به گفتمان جاری در مورد فناوری در  زبانی یکپارچه، طراحی برنامه درستی و ارزیابی تکوینی گستترش می

آموزان  نشان  نویسی زبانرایانه را بر توانایی خلاصه  تأثیر مثبت یادگیری زبان با کمککند و یادگیری زبان کمک می

شتوند تا با  آموزان تشتویق میها شتامل خوداندیشتی استت. دانشدهد. رویکرد ارزیابی یکپارچه برای غیرحضتوریمی

توانند  از  آموزان میهای خود را تجزیه و تحلیل کنند. دانشبررستتی پیشتترفت، نقات قوت و ختتع  خود، نوشتتته

آموزان را قتادر  د بیتاموزنتد. این امر زبتاناستتتتقلال بیشتتتتری  دریتادگیری زبتان برخوردار شتتتونتد و آن را بته روش خو

های نوشتتتاری  ستتازد تا اهدافی را تعیین کرده و پیشتترفت خود را در طول زمان پیگیری کنند. تأمل در مهارتمی

 .تواند خودآگاهی زبان آموزان و رویکرد پیشگیرانه آنها را در یادگیری زبان افزایش دهدمی

 

Introduction 
 

Educational research has paid close attention to 

technology in language learning, especially 

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL). 

CALL provides a dynamic and interactive 

platform for students to engage with language 

learning activities, multimedia resources, and 

communication channels. CALL has immense 

potential   in   helping   English   as   a   Foreign  

Language (EFL) learners to develop their skills 

through the summary writing process [1]. When 

CALL is utilized, students can access a wide 

range of resources such as online text materials, 

audiovisuals, and interactive exercises that 

could facilitate ease in learning summarizing 

techniques and thus improve their overall 

writing ability [2]. This integration of technology 

not only promotes better learning but also 

provides personalized and self-directed 
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learning since students can engage in summary 

writing skills within a supportive and adaptive 

environment. Also, CALL can offer chances for 

immediate feedback, in which learners can 

locate their weak points in writing and thus 

address them. The integration of CALL into EFL 

writing instruction presents a potentially 

promising way of increasing students' 

engagement, motivation, and autonomy as 

learners, leading to more efficient and 

enjoyable summary writing. 

In this respect, integral to the effective 

implementation of CALL in EFL writing 

instruction is the notion of integrated 

assessment. To this end, Lee has postulated 

that integrated assessment is meant to bridge 

the gap between teaching, learning, and 

assessment since these three aspects 

interrelate with each other in order to bring a 

maximum advantage to learners [3]. Integrated 

assessment may bring in a sea change to the 

traditional way of teaching and assessment of 

EFL writing skills if used in harmony with 

technologically assisted learning environments 

like CALL [4]. Due to integrated assessment, one 

can align learning objectives with instructional 

activities and assessment tasks, assuring 

coherence and comprehensiveness when 

evaluating students' summary writing abilities. 

Through integrated assessment, the teachers 

are able to devise writing tasks that are closer 

to real-life situations and involve meaningful 

language use, thus engaging students in using 

their summarization skills in contexts more 

similar to real life. In CALL-based integrated 

assessment, learners instantly receive feedback 

and suggestions for improving their work 

through automatic or semi-automated means. 

Holistic assessment enhances the reliability and 

validity of evaluation practices while creating a 

learner-centered formative learning 

atmosphere. 

 Although CALL and integrated assessment 

individually have been the subject of significant 

research, their combined effect on EFL learners' 

summary writing ability is still a new strand of 

research. Ghanbari and Abdolrezapour propose 

incorporating emotional intelligence in an 

integrated writing assessment to enhance the 

construct validity of assessment practices [5]. 

Besides, integrated assessment can offer a 

more complete picture regarding the summary 

writing skill of students, as well as their 

involvement in writing, by considering learners' 

emotions and affective factors. The 

effectiveness of integrated assessment, as for, 

and of learning was also reflected in Sadeghi 

and Rahmati, within a large-scale exam 

preparation course [6]. There is a 

comprehensive assessment of the development 

of learners, their metacognitive capabilities, 

and their own thoughts and feelings. As for self-

assessments, peer reviews, and teacher 

feedback, learners can know where they are 

strong, where they are weak, and engage in 

reflective practices aimed at continuously 

improving themselves. These studies therefore 

point to the potential benefits of integrating 

CALL and integrated assessment and stress the 

need for expanding research into this area to 

comprehensively understand how these 

variables interact and influence EFL learners' 

summary writing performance. 

 Further investigation is needed to fully 

realize the benefits of the integrated approach 

of CALL, integrated assessment, and summary 

writing skills. Some of the leading works have 

been done in this regard by Plakans et al., 

Uludag et al., and Deane et al. [7, 8, 9]. Plakans 

et al. explored the effects of CALL and 

integrated assessment on EFL learners' 

performance in summary writing, emphasizing 

providing learners with ample opportunities to 

practice summary writing using technology 

[10]. Uludag et al. examined the effect of 
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integrated assessment on learners' self-

regulation strategies while performing the 

summary writing task and discussed how it 

could help develop learners' metacognitive 

awareness by fostering self-directed learning 

[9].  

 According to Deane et al., automatic writing 

assessment tools in the context of computer-

assisted language learning had their own share 

of pros and cons, similar to the evaluation of 

summaries[7]. These, among other studies in 

the field, pave the way for further research to 

investigate the complex relationship between 

CALL, integrated assessment, and summary 

writing skills. Using the interaction between the 

variables and their impact, researchers can 

make evidence-based recommendations for 

designing instructional and assessment 

strategies that support learners' ability to 

develop their summary writing skills in 

technologically advanced learning 

environments. Writing proficiency plays a 

crucial role in language acquisition, enabling 

learners to effectively communicate their 

thoughts and ideas [11]. 

To achieve this goal, it is necessary to employ 

new approaches and teaching methods that will 

allow learners to develop writing skills. 

 This assertion is particularly true since 

technology like CALL has the capacity to 

generate engaging interactive learning 

environments for enhancing students' writing 

proficiency and imbuing them with confidence 

and precision when using the written word to 

express themselves [12]. Through CALL, writing 

experiences are bound to become more 

genuine. It enables the practicing opportunity in 

which the learners become active agents in 

improving their own writing skills [13, 14]. 

Enabling approaches focused on writing 

processes-oriented will ease the process of 

developing writing skills among the learners by 

focusing on the various stages of writing. 

Therefore, enabling students to achieve better 

qualities of written output [15, 16].  

 The existing gap in information on the 

association between CALL, IA, and summary 

writing hinders the development of good 

teaching and assessment strategies for 

enhancing writing skills among students. In this 

respect, it is important to seek innovative 

approaches that can be embedded in a variety 

of activities in language learning classes. Such 

diverse activities as group discussions, project-

based assignments, etc., need to be 

incorporated into the class work for teachers to 

provide a stimulating learning environment that 

addresses the needs of each student. This type 

of approach supports student participation and 

caters to different student learning styles; it 

encourages long-term retention of the 

language content learned. Such an approach 

requires research on whether it will work, and if 

it does, how it would affect language teaching 

and policymakers. The study aimed to provide 

valuable insights into the effectiveness of CALL-

based writing activities and non-CALL 

integrated assessment in improving EFL 

learners' summary writing ability. More 

specifically, this mixed-methods study aimed to 

explore the effectiveness of CALL in enhancing 

the summary writing ability of English as a 

Foreign Language (EFL) learners, compared to a 

non-CALL integrated assessment. The 

researchers formulated the following 

questions: 

- Is there a significant difference between the 

CALL integrated assessment group and the non-

CALL integrated assessment group? 

- Is there a significant difference between the 

CALL non-integrated assessment group and the 

non-CALL non-integrated assessment group? 

- Is there a significant difference between the 

CALL non-integrated assessment group and the 

non-CALL integrated assessment group? 

- Is there a significant difference between the 
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CALL integrated assessment group and the non-

CALL non-integrated assessment group? 

- Is there a significant difference between the 

CALL integrated assessment group and the CALL 

non-integrated assessment group? 

- Is there a significant difference between the 

non-CALL integrated assessment group and the 

non-CALL non-integrated assessment group? 

- What is the students’ attitude toward using 

integrated assessment in teaching summary 

writing?  

 

Review of the Related Literature 

 

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) 

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) 

has emerged as a promising approach to 

enhance language education [12]. Despite its 

potential benefits, there are underexplored 

areas within CALL, particularly in the integration 

of technology into the writing process and the 

use of integrated assessment [17, 18, 19]. The 

integration of technology into the writing 

process is an essential aspect that requires 

further investigation [20]. Research is needed 

to explore how technology can effectively 

support different stages of writing, such as pre-

writing, drafting, revising, and editing. This 

exploration can involve the use of writing 

software, online collaborative platforms, and 

multimedia resources to enhance writing 

proficiency  [17, 19]. Furthermore, the use of 

integrated assessment within CALL is an area 

that needs attention [13]. Integrated 

assessment involves incorporating assessment 

tasks and feedback within the CALL 

environment to provide immediate and 

personalized feedback on writing  [17]. 

However, there is a lack of comprehensive 

studies on the effectiveness of integrated 

assessment in CALL for evaluating writing skills. 

Research into AWE, peer feedback tools, and 

teacher-mediated feedback since CALL will 

provide information that points out how 

integrated assessment could better improve 

the performance of the learners in the 

acquisition of writing skills [21]. Comprehensive 

studies that cover the knowledge deficiencies of 

how technology integration can benefit or harm 

the writing process as well as how integrated 

assessment with the CALL could be put into 

operation within the contemporary 

second/foreign language learning context  [22, 

17] Computer-Assisted Language Learning 

(CALL) has a rich history dating back to the 

1960s when it was first introduced in higher 

education institutions [23]. However, 

widespread implementation of CALL began in 

the 1970s, particularly in European schools   

[23]. Rather than being a standalone 

methodology, CALL is considered a 

supplementary tool that enhances language 

learning  [24]. 

CALL encompasses a wide range of 

definitions and is often described as a process 

in which learners use computers to improve 

their language skills [25]. It is a dynamic 

discipline that combines pedagogy and 

technological advancements, inspiring 

educators to employ innovative techniques for 

teaching language skills [25]. Research in the 

last few decades has shown the positive role of 

digital technology in ESL/EFL learning [26, 27, 

28]. According to Rainie and Horrigan, the 

Internet nowadays is part of the regular 

structure of everyday life in America [29]. 

Crystal also says that the languages used in 

computer-mediated communication might 

develop into the standard ways of communities 

[30]. In Iran, however, despite the large number 

of internet users engaged in educational 

purposes, the adoption of technology in 

language teaching has been slow [31]. 

The integration of CALL into the language 

classroom offers great benefits for both 

teachers and students. CALL enhances 
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motivation, relevancy, authenticity, and 

engagement in language learning [32, 33]. 

Integrating digital technology into language 

instruction, CALL presents interactive and 

dynamic learning experiences that engage the 

students' interest and make language learning 

more enjoyable and meaningful. It offers access 

to authentic materials and real-world contexts, 

allowing students to practice their language 

skills in practical situations. Moreover, CALL has 

become an integral part of language programs, 

promoting learner autonomy and independent 

learning [19, 10]. Through CALL, students will 

access some online resources, language-

learning apps, and some interactive material 

adapted to individual learners' needs, thus 

letting them manage their own process and 

pace of improvement. 

 

Relevant Empirical Studies 

Larsen-Freeman has contributed much to the 

theoretical grounds of CALL [34]. She indicates 

the advantages of integrating technology into 

language teaching, which include increasing 

motivation, promoting learner autonomy, and 

access to authentic language resources. 

Another important figure in CALL is Chapelle, 

who discusses how technology can enhance 

language assessment [17]. Her work shows how 

technology can make assessments more 

authentic and more interactive, thus providing 

a more complex and engaging experience for 

learners. Motteram investigated the use of 

online platforms and virtual environments as 

support for language learning [35]. Online 

language courses, virtual language exchanges, 

and social networking sites might all be used to 

foster an authentic learning environment. Levy 

discussed language learning with computer-

mediated communication Levy [18]. He 

explored how a set of synchronous and 

asynchronous online communication tools 

might aid language acquisition and intercultural 

communication skills. 

 Hailah Alhujaylan, in one of the studies, 

assesses the effectiveness of CALL on the 

students' improvement of writing skills in the 

academic setting with 60 Saudi female 

undergraduate students. In this regard, she has 

divided her subjects into the experimental 

group, which uses CALL, and the control group, 

or the traditional way of teaching. In Task #3, 

the experimental group outperformed the 

control group by a significant score of 78.20% 

against the latter's 72.13%, that is, a difference 

of 6.07% between them. On average, the 

experimental group enhanced their scores by 

9.80% in three assessments, while the control 

group did so by 3.76%. It can thus be inferred 

from this that the integration of CALL indeed 

facilitates improvement in the ability to write 

and enables students to rise above their peers 

even on subsequent tasks. While the limited 

integration of technology in English language 

teaching was indeed confirmed, the study 

showed that if the students are given chances 

to extend their learning out of class, then the 

development in their writing skills is substantial. 

This points out that CALL could be a real tool to 

enhance deeper understanding and mastery in 

writing among EFL learners [36]. 

 In conclusion, these studies collectively 

demonstrate the positive effects of CALL on 

various language skills. However, some gaps 

and limitations call for further investigation. 

Future research should explore specific features 

and types of CALL applications for different 

writing genres, examine individual differences 

in learners' responses to CALL, and include 

larger and more diverse samples. Addressing 

these gaps will contribute to a more 

comprehensive understanding of the benefits 

and optimal implementation of CALL in 

language instruction.  
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Method 

 

Participants 

The study adopted a mixed-methods design to 

delve into the effect of CALL and non-CALL 

integrated assessment on Iranian EFL learners’ 

summary writing ability. The present study 

consisted of two intact classes, comprising 

intermediate-level English as a Foreign 

Language learners. The Oxford Quick Placement 

Test (QOPT) and University of Cambridge Local 

Examinations Syndicate were administered to 

57 Iranian EFL learners. The test was accessible 

online and in the in-person classes. To 

participate, the participants had to score 

between 30 to 39 out of 60 on a general English 

test. The placement test showed that only 40 

participants were qualified as intermediate in 

their language proficiency. Participants for the 

non-CALL classes were from Qom, while 

participants for the CALL classes were from 

different cities. In addition, most of the 

participants were English learners; most of 

them were even English teachers. The last 

sample was randomly divided into an 

integrated assessment group and a non-

integrated assessment group, with 10 students 

in each subgroup. The sample included male 

and female students, aged between 20 and 32 

years old, who were native speakers of Farsi. 

Table 3.1 presents the demographic 

characteristics of these teachers. 

 

Instruments 

The Oxford Quick Placement Test 

One such tool was the Quick Oxford Placement 

Test, as adapted by Smith & O'Leary 2014, 

which was a well-established standardized test 

with acceptable levels of validity and reliability. 

This form of testing would normalize the 

students and provide a measure of the 

students' current levels of language proficiency. 

This comprised, in all, 65 items in multiple-

choice format. Of these, 15 items tested 

vocabulary, 20 grammar, and 30 were cloze 

tests. This test was used by the experimenters 

to reach a common base among the subjects 

and measure their language abilities correctly. 

 

Table 1: Demographic Information of the 

Participants 

 Categories N 

Gender 
Male 

Female 

24 

16 

Age 

20-22 

23-25 

26-28 

29-31 

32-34 

8 

10 

9 

7 

6 

Years of Learning 

Engli 

3-7 

More than 7 

19 

21 

 

The Select Readings Book (Intermediate Level) 

The books entitled Select Readings were used in 

order to effectively carry out the instructional 

techniques of summary writing. Passages of 

equal difficulty were selected with various 

techniques of summary writing. These books 

acted as a milestone in our exploration of 

summary writing techniques and proved to be 

invaluable. We could use the content from 

these books to effectively apply and practice 

the prescribed instructional techniques. 

Compiled by Lee and Gundersen, the Select 

Readings series gives reading books for 

different levels of proficiency: low, 

intermediate, upper-intermediate, and 

advanced. What is more important, each one of 

these books displays a firm grounding in level 

control and great entertaining passages. 

 

The TOEFL-iBT Scoring Guidelines 

The TOEFL-iBT scoring guidelines that the 

researchers used to measure the performance 

of the learners in summary writing were the 

same guidelines employed by Baba (2009) in his 

study. The TOEFL-iBT Scoring Guidelines 

provide a uniform rubric for evaluating 
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participants' writing ability from the 

performance on a summary writing task. These 

criteria were used to score the participants' 

writing skills on the coherence and organization 

of the summary, vocabulary and grammar used, 

and overall effectiveness of writing. 

 

 
Fig. 1. The Process of Data Collection 

 

Semi-Structured Interview 

A semi-structured interview is a research 

method that allows for open-ended questions 

and follow-up questions to explore participants' 

experiences, attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions 

related to a specific topic (Rubin & Babbie, 

2017). A semi-structured interview was 

conducted to get qualitative data on their 

experiences with summary writing and their 

perceptions of integrated assessment as a 

means of enhancing their writing abilities. 

Self-Assessment Report 

A valuable instrument called a self-assessment 

report was incorporated. The design of this 

report was based on Nunan’s template [37]. Its 

purpose was to enable students to track their 

weekly progress and development throughout 

the course. The self-assessment report 

encompassed various essential elements, 

including a reflection on the topics covered and 

learned during the week, an evaluation of the 

students' writing skills in terms of organization, 

content, language usage, and task fulfillment. It 

also provided an opportunity for students to 

identify their mistakes, highlight areas of 

difficulty, specify their learning preferences, 

and outline future learning plans. The 

comprehensive explanation of the self-

assessment report was provided to the 

students, and the teacher demonstrated its 

usage in several instances to ensure clarity and 

understanding. Before its implementation in 

the main study, the self-assessment report 

underwent a pilot test phase to assess its 

validity. This involved seeking feedback from 

two Applied Linguistics professors from 

Lorestan University, who evaluated the report's 

face and content validity, ultimately confirming 

its suitability for the study. Furthermore, the 

report's items were refined based on insights 

gathered from five grade 11 students who were 

asked to write on a given topic and provide 

feedback on any areas of ambiguity. 

Consequently, adjustments were made to 

enhance the report's language and usability in 

the research context.  
 

Data Collection Procedure 

Before the courses began, participants had 

consented, and researchers did not allow them 

to leave unprepared. They outlined all about 

the research being designed to point out the 

reason, manner, and merits accruable by 

improving their performance at places of work 

Administering a proficiency level (QOPT) among 57Selecting 40 participants from the same level of 
proficiency 

Assigning the participants into two groups

CALL Group (20 
learners)

CALL 
Integrated 

Assessment 
Group (10 
learners)

Pre-test

Post-test

CALL Non-
Integrated 

Assessment 
Group (10 
learners)

Pre-test

Treat
ment

Post-test

Non-CALL Group (20 
learners)

Non-CALL 
Integrated 

Assessment 
Group (10 
learners)

Pre-test

Treat
ment

Post-test

Non-CALL 
Non-

Integrated 
Assessment 
Group (10 
learners)

Pre-test

Treat
ment

Post-test



301                                                                                                                                                     Tech. of Edu. J. 19(1): 293-315, Winter  2025 

and staying well. They were mailed an audio 

attachment to illustrate that, through 

involvement in language learning, this 

participation meant something. The 

researchers were aware of any issue that could 

arise and assured participants at all times that 

they might withdraw from the research 

process, highlighting how their participation 

was entirely on a volunteer basis. These 

approaches guaranteed strict confidentiality 

and privacy of information, based on the 

principle of keeping the participants' responses 

and personal data well-guarded. As a result, the 

conditions helped gain trust and freedom 

among the respondents to provide their 

experiences and views openly. 

The research will be qualitative and 

quantitative. Qualitative analysis is used to 

examine the participants' responses to open-

ended questions, identify themes, and extract 

relevant information. Closed-ended questions 

will be analyzed statistically in order of 

significance. The merging of these two methods 

by the researchers aims at a complete 

understanding of the participants about their 

technological proficiency and experiences 

during the study. The researchers hope that the 

results of this study will be helpful in informing 

future practices and interventions in education. 

Their tech literacy will help in finding out areas 

that might need support and training. This could 

be useful in guiding targeted resources and 

workshops to improve technology literacy 

among teachers and students. Researchers look 

to the improvement of the educational 

experience concerning the given technology 

challenges and the better digital skills of the 

participants. 

 

Non-CALL Non-Integrated Assessment 

The non-computer-assisted language learning, 

not integrated assessment classes, required 

four sessions after  a pretest. These classes  had  

been designed to help the students improve 

their summary writing skills with various 

techniques, along with activities. The main 

resource book for these sessions was "Select 

Reading." During each of the sessions, the 

students summarily wrote about different 

techniques. This was to equip students with the 

knowledge of effective summarization of texts 

while developing their writing skills. The 

sessions were organized in such a way that the 

student`s skills in summarizing materials started 

improving gradually. The study was assisted by 

the book "Select Reading"; every session was 

based on different readings of the chapters 

from that book. In that perspective, homework 

was the medium used by the researcher from 

the students in conducting an effective data 

collection method. They were required to read 

an additional chapter from the book and make 

a summary using the technique learnt in the 

session. In this approach, students had to 

individually practice and reinforce the learned 

techniques of summary writing. As these classes 

were not integrated with assessment, the 

activities were different from the integrated 

assistant class. In these non-evaluation classes, 

a supportive learning environment was ensured 

without incorporating formal evaluation 

methods such as peer assessment, self-access, 

self-evaluation, or reflection. However, the 

researchers conducted a final exam in order to 

test the students' overall understanding and 

progress. Another important feature was the 

interactive quizzes given to reinforce the 

summary writing skills learned in the sessions. 

These quizzes were made up of various 

question formats, including multiple-choice, fill-

in-the-blanks, and matching exercises. The 

quizzes were designed to encourage students to 

arrange statements correctly and provide 

instant feedback to help them refine their 

summarization skills. 
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Consequently, the instrumentation in my 

non-computer-assisted language learning, non-

integrated assessment classes took the form of 

four sessions designed to enhance the summary 

writing skills of students. The readings alone 

were the source of information; that is, one 

session equated to one chapter. The 

instrumentation contained summary writing, 

error analysis, summary paraphrasing, quizzes, 

and fill-in-the-blank exercises. The classes 

didn't involve peer assessment, self-access, 

self-evaluation, or reflection components, but 

the experimenters administered a final test to 

assess the overall achievement of the students. 

Students provided feedback on their 

summaries, mistakes, and suggestions for 

improvement. The structured nature of the 

sessions allowed students to first improve and 

then refine their summary writing. 

 

CALL Non-Integrated Assessment 

In the CALL non-integrated assessment classes, 

the students were continuously developed in 

their summary writing skills through various 

activities. The classes were held on the platform 

of Adobe Connect, thus giving the students a 

more dynamic and interactive environment for 

learning. Technology was employed to increase 

the level of student engagement and to 

facilitate efficient communication between the 

instructor and learners. The activities for the 

CALL non-integrated assessment classes were 

again similar to the previous class, namely, 

summary writing, error analysis, summary 

paraphrasing, quizzes, and fill-in-the-blank 

exercises. However, technology made them 

more accessible and enjoyable to the students. 

Students were asked to write summaries as 

emails and submit them to the instructor for 

their homework assignments. Assignments are 

easy to submit this way and to track. The 

instructor provided the feedback by recording 

audio messages and sending them back. The 

personal approach of giving feedback not only 

allowed for the timely delivery of the feedback 

but also resulted in an interactive and more 

engaging learning process for the students. 

Computer-assisted language learning non-

integrated assessment classes still maintained 

quizzes and tests as a part of the assessment. To 

make the assessments more interactive, the 

assessment was made using the 'Poll Box' 

feature on the Adobe Connect platform. This 

enables the instructor to include engaging 

quizzes and tests that the students can 

participate in during the live sessions. Real-time 

feedback and immediate results through the 

Poll Box feature allowed for friendly 

competition and excitement among the 

students. In these classes, most activities were 

to be done individually in breakout rooms. 

Breakout rooms in Adobe Connect facilitated 

collaborative and interactive learning 

experiences. Then, students were divided into 

breakout rooms, where they had the chance to 

work independently on the activities. This led to 

focused engagement and active participation. 

The instructor moved from breakout room to 

breakout room to give each student 

personalized feedback and guidance. This 

approach guaranteed personalized attention 

and created an interactive and supportive 

learning environment. 

The results of the non-integrated 

assessment classes in the computer-assisted 

learning mode of languages were nothing less 

than astonishing. Putting the children on 

technology, with all its various activities and 

individual performance feedback, brought forth 

phenomenal progress in the summary writing of 

students. Interactive quizzes, breakout rooms 

for group activities, and timely feedback-all 

these made up an environment where every 

participant wanted to participate with 

maximum zeal. The progress and achievements 

of the students far exceeded expectations, with 
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amazing outcomes that left everyone involved 

dumbfounded. 
 

Non-CALL Integrated Assessment 

The researchers applied an integrated model to 

improve students' writing summary skills in my 

non-computer-assisted integrated language 

learning assistant classes by using rubric 

criteria, metacognitive questions, peer 

assessment, self-evaluation, self-reflection, and 

self-assessment. First, the instructor explained 

a detailed rubric in class. The rubric specified 

the characteristics of what constitutes a good 

summary and included aspects such as content, 

organization, coherence, and grammar. By 

giving the students this kind of rubric, this 

instructor gave students a mandate to self-

assess work and understand standards met and 

unmet. 

The instructor developed my students' 

metacognitive skills in summary writing by 

incorporating a series of thought-provoking 

metacognitive questions. Before they started 

writing, the instructor asked my students to 

consider questions such as: "What is the 

purpose of your summary?" This question 

helped my students understand the goal of 

summarizing, which is to condense and convey 

the main ideas of the original text concisely. 

"What do you do to get the main ideas of the 

original text?" This question invited the 

students to reflect on effective reading 

strategies such as skimming, scanning, and 

identifying key information. 

While the students were writing, the 

instructor encouraged them to engage in 

metacognitive reflection by asking questions 

such as: "How will you ensure that your 

summary is concise and effectively captures the 

key points of the original text?" This question 

prompted them to consider the importance of 

conciseness and the need to prioritize the most 

relevant  information.   Another   metacognitive  

question the instructor posed to them was: 

"Are you monitoring the clarity and coherence 

of your summary as you write and making 

necessary adjustments?" This question 

reminded them to continuously self-monitor 

and revise their summaries to ensure 

coherence and logical flow. Peer assessment 

played a vital role in my non-computer-assisted 

language learning integrated assistant classes. 

The participants exchanged summaries and 

provided constructive critiques during the peer 

feedback session. The instructor guided this 

with guidelines for peer assessment that 

included, among others, content accuracy, 

coherence of organization, language, and 

adherence to the requirements as stated in the 

rubric. This peer review process allowed 

students not only to receive multiple points of 

view and insights but also to be motivated to 

make their own judgments based on the 

feedback they received. In commenting 

constructively on their peers' summaries, 

students also learned to develop their critical 

thinking skills and built a deeper understanding 

of what a good summary should be.  

 

Results and Findings  

 
Testing Assumptions 

The remaining five assumptions related to One-

Way Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) will be 

covered in this section. First, inter-rater 

reliability indices were computed for the 

pretest and posttest of summary writing. As 

shown in Table 4.1, there was significant 

agreement between the two raters on the 

pretest (r (38) = .779 representing a large effect 

size, p < .05), and posttest (r (38) = .916 

representing a large effect size, p < .05) of 

summary writing.  
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Table 2: Pearson Correlations for Inter-Rater 

Reliability Indices 

 
Pretest 

Rater2 

Posttest 

Rater2 

Pretest 

Rater1 

Pearson Correlation .779**  

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 40  

Posttest 

Rater1 

Pearson Correlation  .916** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N  40 

 

The collected data should not show any 

significant deviation from normality; i.e., the 

second assumption. Table 3 shows the 

skewness and kurtosis indices and their ratios 

over the standard errors. As shown in Table 3, 

the computed ratios were lower than ±1.96. 

Thus, it was concluded that the assumption of 

normality was retained.  

 

Table 3: Skewness and Kurtosis Indices of 

Normality 

Group 

N Skewness Kurtosis Ratio 

Statisti

c 

Statisti

c 

Std. 

Erro

r 

Statisti

c 

Std. 

Error 

Skewn

ess 

Kurtosi

s 

CALL 

Integrate

d 

Pretest 10 .328 .687 -1.196 1.334 0.48 -0.90 

Postte

st 
10 -.205 .687 .013 1.334 -0.30 0.01 

CALL 

Non-

Integrate

d 

Pretest 10 -.232 .687 -.586 1.334 -0.34 -0.44 

Postte

st 
10 .144 .687 -1.754 1.334 0.21 -1.31 

Non-

CALL 

Integrate

d 

Pretest 10 -.233 .687 -1.001 1.334 -0.34 -0.75 

Postte

st 
10 .234 .687 -1.007 1.334 0.34 -0.75 

Non-

CALL 

Non-

Integrate

d 

Pretest 10 .233 .687 -.369 1.334 0.34 -0.28 

Postte

st 
10 .101 .687 -.011 1.334 0.15 -0.01 

 

One-way ANCOVA assumes homogeneity of 

variances of the groups. The significant results 

of Levene’s tests (F (3, 36) = 3.39, p < .05) (Table 

4.3) indicated that the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances was not retained. 

There is no need to worry about the violation of 

this assumption.  

 

Table 4: Levene's Test of Homogeneity of 

Variances for Posttest of Summary Writing by 

Groups with Pretest 

F df1 df2 Sig. 

3.391 3 36 .028 

 

One-way ANCOVA requires that there be a 

linear relationship between the pretest and 

posttest of summary writing. The significant 

results of the linearity test (F (1, 39) = 33.54, p < 

.05, eta squared = .424 represent a large effect 

size) (Table 5). 

 

Table 5: Levene's Test of Homogeneity of 

Variances for Posttest of Summary Writing by 

Groups with Pretest 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Posttest 

* 

Pretest 

Between 

Groups 

(Combined) 87.660 15 5.844 1.177 .350 

Linearity 33.540 1 33.540 6.758 .016 

Deviation 

from 

Linearity 

54.120 14 3.866 .779 .681 

Within Groups 119.115 24 4.963   

Total 206.775 39    

Eta Squared .424     

  

One-Way ANCOVA requires that there should 

be linear relationships between pretest and 

posttest of summary writing across the four 

groups; i.e., homogeneity of regression slopes 

(Table 6). The non-significant interaction 

between covariate (pretest) and the 

independent variable (F (3, 32) = 1.13, p > .05, 

Partial eta squared = .096 represents a 

moderate effect size) indicated that the 

statistical assumption that the relationships 

between pretest and posttest of summary 

writing were linear across the four groups was 

supported.  
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Table 6: Testing Homogeneity of Regression 

Slopes Posttest of Summary Writing by Groups 

with Pretest 

Source 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Group 2.923 3 .974 3.919 .017 .269 

Pretest 29.714 1 29.714 
119.5

23 
.000 .789 

Group * 

Pretest 
.847 3 .282 1.136 .349 .096 

Error 7.955 32 .249    

Total 9878.875 40     

 

Answering the Questions 

Table 7 shows the four groups’ means on the 

posttest of summary writing after controlling 

for the effect of the pretest. The results showed 

that the CALL integrated group (M = 17.62,         

SE = .159) had the highest mean on posttest of 

summary writing after controlling for the effect 

of pretest. This was followed by CALL non-

integrated (M = 16.44, SE = .160), NON-CALL 

integrated (M = 15.93, SE = .159), and NON-

CALL non-integrated (M = 12.20, SE = .159) 

groups.  

 

Table 7: Descriptive Statistics for Posttest of 

Summary Writing by Groups with Pretest 

Group Mean 
Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

CALL Integrated 17.627a .159 17.304 17.950 

CALL Non-

Integrated 
16.440a .160 16.115 16.765 

Non-CALL 

Integrated 
15.930a .159 15.608 16.252 

Non-CALL Non-

Integrated 
12.203a .159 11.881 12.526 

 

Table 8 shows the main results of One-Way 

ANCOVA. The results (F (3, 35) = 217.93, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .949, representing a large effect 

size) indicated that there were significant 

differences between the four groups’ means on 

the posttest of summary writing after 

controlling for the effect of the pretest. 

 

Table 8: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for 

Posttest of Summary Writing by Groups with 

Pretest 

Source 

Type III 

Sum of 

Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Pretest 29.547 1 29.547 117.483 .000 .770 

Group 164.432 3 54.811 217.932 .000 .949 

Error 8.803 35 .252    

Total 9878.875 40     

 

The significant results of One-Way ANCOVA 

were followed by Bonferroni post-hoc 

comparison tests (Table 9 to Table 14).  

 

Question 1 

The CALL integrated group (M = 17.62) 

significantly outperformed the non-CALL 

integrated assessment group (M = 15.93) on the 

posttest of summary writing after controlling 

for the effect of pretest (MD = 1.69, p < .05) 

(Table 9). 

 

Table 9: Bonferroni Post-Hoc Comparison Tests for 

Comparing CALL-Integrated and Non-CALL-

Integrated 

(I) Group (J) Group 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

Difference 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

CALL 

Integrated 

Non-CALL 

Integrated 
1.697* .225 .000 1.069 2.326 

 

Question 2 

The CALL non-integrated group (M = 16.44) 

significantly outperformed the non-CALL non-

integrated assessment group (M = 12.20) on the 

posttest of summary writing after controlling 
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for the effect of pretest (MD = 4.23, p < .05) 

(Table 10). 

 

Table 10: Bonferroni Post-Hoc Comparison Tests 

for Comparing CALL Non-Integrated and Non-CALL 

Non-Integrated 

(I) Group (J) Group 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

Difference 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

CALL 

Non-

Integrated 

Non-CALL 

Non-

Integrated 

4.237* .226 .000 3.605 4.869 

 

Question 3 

There was no significant difference between 

the CALL non-integrated group (M = 16.44) and 

the non-CALL integrated assessment group (M 

= 15.93) on the posttest of summary writing 

after controlling for the effect of the pretest 

(MD = .511, p > .05) (Table 11). 

 

Table 11: Bonferroni Post-Hoc Comparison Tests 

for Comparing CALL Non-Integrated and Non-CALL 

Integrated 

(I) Group (J) Group 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

Difference 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

CALL 

Non-

Integrated 

Non-CALL 

Integrated 
.511 .225 .178 -.120 1.141 

 

Question 4 

The CALL integrated group (M = 17.62) 

significantly outperformed the non-CALL non-

integrated assessment group (M = 12.20) on the 

posttest of summary writing after controlling 

for the effect of pretest (MD = 5.42, p < .05) 

(Table 12). 

Table 12: Bonferroni Post-Hoc Comparison Tests 

for Comparing CALL Integrated and Non-CALL 

Non-Integrated 

(I) Group (J) Group 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

Difference 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

CALL 

Integrated 

Non-CALL 

Non-

Integrated 

5.424* .224 .000 4.796 6.051 

 

Question 5 

The CALL integrated group (M = 17.62) 

significantly outperformed the CALL non-

integrated assessment group (M = 16.44) on the 

posttest of summary writing after controlling 

for the effect of pretest (MD = 1.18, p < .05) 

(Table 13). 

 

Table 13: Bonferroni Post-Hoc Comparison Tests 

for Comparing CALL Integrated and CALL Non-

Integrated 

(I) Group (J) Group 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

Difference 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

CALL 

Integrated 

CALL Non-

Integrated 
1.187* .227 .000 .551 1.822 

 

Question 6 

The NON-CALL integrated group (M = 15.93) 

significantly outperformed the NON-CALL non-

integrated assessment group (M = 12.20) on the 

posttest of summary writing after controlling 

for the effect of pretest (MD = 3.72, p < .05). 

Figure 2 shows the four groups’ means on 

posttest of summary writing after controlling 

for the effect of pretest (Table 14). 
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Table 14: Bonferroni Post-Hoc Comparison Tests 

for Comparing Non-CALL Integrated and Non-CALL 

Non-Integrated 

(I) Group (J) Group 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

Difference 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Non-CALL 

Integrated 

Non-CALL 

Non-

Integrated 

3.726* .224 .000 3.099 4.354 

 

 

 
Fig. 2. Means On Posttest of Summary Writing by 

Groups with Pretest 

 

Question 7 

The participants mentioned the constraints and 

challenges they faced during the CALL-

integrated class. They highlight technical issues, 

limited access to technology, the need to 

develop digital literacy skills, language barriers, 

individual learning preferences, time 

management challenges, and the lack of 

immediate instructor support. Furthermore, 

they emphasize the instructor's ability to adapt 

the learning style to address individual learning 

preferences and engage them effectively. The 

participants acknowledged the comprehensive 

support, clear instructions, and accessible 

resources provided by the instructor and the 

institution in overcoming these constraints and 

challenges. They also emphasize the 

transformative nature of the experience, the 

enhancement of language proficiency, and the 

acquisition of valuable digital literacy skills. 

Participant 1: "The CALL-integrated class was 

an exceptional learning experience that 

exceeded our expectations. Technology, online 

platforms, and digital tools made it possible to 

learn a new language. Interactive activities gave 

us immediate feedback, enabling us to practice 

and improve our language skills with precision. 

Technology not only prepared us for the digital 

future but also provided us with valuable digital 

literacy skills that are now highly valued in the 

21st century. The seamless integration of 

technology and language learning was 

incredibly empowering." 

Participant 2: "The CALL-integrated class was 

a captivating and engaging learning experience 

that kept us engaged from the outset. 

Technology enabled us to have highly personal 

learning experiences, tailored to our individual 

interests and needs. Using collaborative tools 

and online resources, we were able to build a 

sense of belonging among our peers, connect 

with each other, and learn from each other with 

ease. Technology has given us the skills for 

future language learning and digital native skills 

for the job." 

Participant 3: "We were exposed to a world 

of language learning opportunities through the 

CALL-integrated class. Interactive activities and 

multimedia resources made complex language 

concepts accessible and comprehensible. 

Technology allowed us to work with others 

without a problem, learn from our classmates, 

and get immediate feedback that significantly 

improved our language proficiency. The impact 

of this experience, and the transformation that 

it has brought, is that it highlights the 

transformative and immense benefits of 

integrating technology into language learning." 
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Participant 4: "We had to take a class called 

integrated, and it was a revelation of 

knowledge. We had technical problems, 

glitches, compatibility issues with online 

platforms, and software. Technology also 

hindered some of us from engaging and 

participating. And the process of becoming a 

digital liar was a tough one; we had to use and 

navigate a range of digital tools and platforms. 

Language barriers made it harder to understand 

instructions and interact with digital resources 

during our learning. The reward is a dreamlike 

flower that we work very hard to obtain in many 

areas in order to motivate ourselves. However, 

our teacher was able to adjust his teaching style 

to motivate us with remarkable ease and thus 

make his teaching more meaningful. We 

struggled with managing time for online 

activities, assignments, and self-study, but the 

instructor and institution provided us with 

ample resources and made it easy to access 

materials when needed. This has helped us with 

our language skills and digital literacy skills." 

Participant 5: "The CALL-integrated class 

changed our language learning path and 

changed our language learning. We had to learn 

to use computers, the Internet, and software 

compatibility issues, etc. We didn't get to go to 

class and we didn't get to go to class. Besides, 

the process of becoming literate online was a 

significant challenge due to the variety of media 

we were exposed to. Language barriers made it 

harder to understand instructions and use 

technology. Besides, we all learn differently and 

may not be able to get the same things in class, 

which leads to less motivation. Despite 

everything, our instructor's exceptional 

adaptability and expertise allowed them to truly 

alter the learning approach, adjusting it to our 

requirements and engaging us thoroughly. We 

struggled with managing time for online 

activities, assignments, and self-study, but the 

instructor and institution provided us with 

comprehensive guidance, accessible resources, 

and efficient support. This has helped us learn a 

lot of languages and given us the digital literacy 

we need to live our lives." 

 

Groups on Pretest 

Table 15 shows the results of the One-Way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) on the pretest of 

summary writing. The results (F (3, 36) = .342, p 

> .05) indicated that there were no significant 

differences between groups’ means on the 

pretest of summary writing. The four groups’ 

means on the pretest were 11.05, 11.57, 11.25, 

and 11.15. 

 

Table 15: One-Way ANOVA for Pretest of 

Summary Writing by Groups 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 
1.555 3 .518 .342 .795 

Within 

Groups 
54.506 36 1.514   

Total 56.061 39    

 
 

Discussion 

 
Whereas both combined experiments yield a 

few key differences in the groups, posttest 

results showed the non-CALL nonintegrated 

group performed better than the CALL 

nonintegrated group, with the CALL approach 

improving this ability to write summaries. It was 

also found that the CALL-integrated group 

significantly outperformed the non-CALL non-

integrated group and the CALL-integrated 

group, indicating the added value of including 

assessment in the CALL approach. There is no 

statistically significant difference between the 

non-CALL integrated group and the non-

integrated one. Findings point to the very 

important fact that the integration of 

technology and integrated assessment has the 
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potential to enhance the practice of giving EFL 

writing instructions. This is because the features 

involved in CALL result in more interactive 

learning and increased learners' involvement.  

The present study, along with Zaghlool [38], 

finds the encouraging attitudes of university EFL 

learners toward CALL online writing activities 

helpful, motivating, and enjoyable since they 

allow access at all times and from anywhere. 

This research also verifies that there is a positive 

attitude toward the integration of CALL online 

writing activities in writing instruction. 

Integration of assessment provides the learners 

with on-time feedback, enabling their language 

development. From the above, it is evident how 

the CALL-based practices and measures added 

value to the ESL students' written expression in 

enhancing their learning process. These findings 

were further corroborated by the qualitative 

investigation into the error patterns and 

samples of writing through the delineation of 

areas where improvement needed to be made 

in students. 

The identified issues regarding coherence, 

organization, lexical use, and grammar helped 

provide information that contributed to 

conducting instructional interventions and 

giving individual feedback. In addition to the 

quantitative and qualitative analyses, the 

current study also prepared a questionnaire 

related to perceptions and attitudes of the 

participants toward different types of 

instructional approaches. The open-ended type 

of question and Likert scale items allowed the 

respondents to present their opinions and also 

give some feedback regarding their learning 

experience. Indeed, most people in the CALL 

and non-CALL groups described the teaching 

methodologies as favorable; the technology-

enhanced telephone approach kept them more 

interested and motivated than the simple 

traditional uncalled group; activities of CALLs 

were interactive by participants themselves; 

there is an appreciation of the immediate 

feedback from the computer programmers. 

Those who participated in the CALL integrated 

group also welcomed the assessment featured 

in the learning process. Through regular critique 

and feedback, it provided them with a way of 

pinpointing their strengths and weaknesses in 

summary writing. The information like that 

paved the way to spot aspects that needed 

improvement and monitor progress over time. 

Less problematic features for them were the 

inability of teaching activities to present as 

many instances of interactivity as well as the 

lack of variation. They said that the method 

somehow limits their opportunities for practice 

and participation in using it. Yet, there were 

some voices in a non-CALL group expressing 

favor when speaking about simplicity and 

familiar structure on the traditional classroom 

site.  

A follow-up questionnaire and interview 

were also used to gauge things like pre-

computer literacy, language acquisition 

strategies, and motivation.    Results indicated 

that the CALL approach benefited students with 

greater computer skills and greater self-

management skills. This is because such 

students are in a better position to utilize the 

interactive features of the CALL programs. 

Students who had never used a computer 

before had some initial difficulties with the CALL 

process.  

Nevertheless, these hurdles were overcome, 

and they made full use of the technology-based 

learning environment. The research also 

analyzed the teacher's role in these varying 

approaches to instruction. For interviewing the 

teachers of English in charge of the sessions, 

their opinions have been presented. As the 

approach of CALL has evidenced in the words of 

teachers themselves, it made them more 

personalized, turning them into better mentors 

and facilitators. CALL programs made tracking 
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and providing feedback easier for students. On 

the other hand, there is a need to weigh 

technology use with authentic face-to-face 

interaction and classroom activity. CALL, an 

integrated assessment, has been applied to 

improve summary writing skills of EFL learners 

at the intermediate level. 

The research showed that with intervention, 

the CALL approach and assessment significantly 

enhanced the improvement in learners' ability. 

A technology-rich learning environment 

nurtures engagement and interaction and 

fosters immediate feedback, impacting 

positively upon learner motivation and success. 

This is reflected in a study by Mathews-Aydinli 

and Elazi   [11], which found that teachers 

believed their students were more motivated 

during interactive whiteboard (IWB) lessons. 

Turkish EFL students and teachers also reported 

positive attitudes toward this technology, 

feeling comfortable and recognizing its 

effectiveness. 

Its implications can also be exploited by 

practitioners for their particular needs in their 

classroom teaching practices and the language-

learning environments. Non-CALL integrated 

assessment is an approach that would enhance 

the students' language through various 

approaches. Rubrics, metacognitive questions, 

peer review, and self-assessment are all 

important components of this approach that 

help students develop their language skills. 

Integrated assessment that involves non-CALL; 

the main focus would revolve around rubrics. 

They provide clear-cut guidelines and 

specifications as to what proficient writing 

means. This enables the student to 

independently review his or her work. The 

rubric helps the student point out his strengths 

and weaknesses as a writer, which in turn helps 

him upgrade his language. Also, elements such 

as grammar, coherence, organization, 

vocabulary usage, and ability of critical thinking 

have been highlighted on writing rubrics. One of 

the distinctive features of the non-CALL-

integrated assessment approach is the 

metacognitive questions. These questions get 

students thinking about writing. Students can 

think about the purpose of writing, the methods 

used, clarity of ideas, and effectiveness of 

communication, among other aspects. This is a 

tool that can be used by students to get insight 

into their own learning and developing writing 

skills through metacognitive reflection. The 

non-CALL integrated assessment approach 

makes use of peer evaluation as an effective 

tool. The student is allowed to comment on the 

work of others. This peer assessment method 

provides the writer not only with a means to 

evaluate a composition but also gives rise to 

shared learning. The acquisition of writing 

styles, ways, and tactics amongst the students 

is of use to the overall language learning. Peer 

counseling also makes students think critically 

by examining other students' work, criticizing 

constructively as well, and taking part in 

constructive dialogues. Integrated assessment 

approach for non-CALL involves self-

assessment. 

It also provides students with the 

opportunity to reflect on their own writing, 

considering their progress, strengths, and 

weaknesses. This encourages students to take 

responsibility for their language learning, 

allowing them to personalize their approach. By 

setting targets and monitoring their progress 

over time, students enhance their motivation. 

This aligns with insights from Pinner [33], who 

highlights the significant relationship between 

student and teacher motivation, noting that 

students’ perceptions of computer-assisted 

language learning (CALL) can greatly influence 

their engagement and decision-making. 

Reflection upon writing skills enhances 

students' self-awareness and proactive attitude 

in language learning. The non-integrated 
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approach mainly aims at writing proficiency 

but, in effect, boosts vocabulary acquisition. It 

is through writing that the students can 

interrogate various texts and pick out 

information relevant to their needs. Their 

vocabulary becomes developed through 

reading of many texts because the new words 

and phrases find their way into writing. 

Students are also bound to choose appropriate 

vocabulary while attempting to summarize 

information and express ideas, which leads to 

new vocabulary. The non-CALL integrated 

assessment method helps students develop 

critical thinking skills through metacognitive 

questions about their purpose, strategy, and 

clarity in their work. However, this approach 

differs from the findings of Al-Mansour and Al-

Shorman [32], who examine the effects of 

computer-assisted instruction on Saudi 

university students' English learning. Their 

study suggests that using technology alongside 

traditional teaching methods leads to better 

student achievement. This shows a contrast 

between focusing on assessment without 

technology and integrating technology to 

enhance learning. Moreover, peer assessment 

and collaborative group activities help students 

critically evaluate and give constructive 

feedback on peer work, thereby fostering 

critical thinking. This will also help the students 

in thinking more critically and help them to 

write with confidence. They can also develop 

the ability to think critically about their own 

work and that of others, and enhance their 

critical thinking skills, which are helpful in 

language development. The non-CALL 

integrated assessment approach also 

recognizes the need for providing constructive 

feedback to students. Feedback allows students 

to make improvements in their language and 

writing growth. In addition, feedback is not 

confined to instructor feedback but also 

involves peer feedback and self-reflection. This 

kind of feedback coming from different sources 

enables the student to understand better 

where his or her strengths and weaknesses are, 

observe patterns in their writing, fix problems, 

and focus on specific areas of improvement. 
 

Conclusions 
 

The non-CALL classes were not tech-intensive, 

but some students showed interest in the 

possible benefits of integrating technology into, 

for example, computer-assisted language 

learning CALL classes. They realized the benefits 

and opportunities that technology brings about 

in enhancing teaching, facilitating interactive 

activities, and creating an immersive and 

interactive language learning environment. 

Good, non-CALL classes were face-to-face 

interaction; still, a great understanding exists 

that the role of technology has to be 

encouraged for enhanced language learning, 

engagement, interaction, and language 

development. Overall, the preliminary results of 

some points about the current situation of CALL 

and non-CALL integrated assessment methods 

within an EFL learning class pedagogically 

involve instructional practice, curriculum 

design, and assessment strategy implications, 

especially regarding teaching summary writing.  

Individualized Instruction: CALL integrated 

assessments allow for individualized 

instruction. In this case, teachers can use 

technology to help students by offering 

immediate feedback regarding the specific 

areas that the students need to work on in 

summary writing. The personal nature of such 

feedback makes it easier for the students to 

realize their points of strength and weakness.  

Timely Feedback: Summary writing is one of 

the skills that really require feedback, both CALL 

and non-CALL. The students can get immediate 

feedback regarding their summaries and thus 

give a second look at their writing to make 
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modifications. The feedback will be on time to 

keep the students learning and writing a 

summary.  

Authentic Writing Practice: Integration of 

technology in CALL assessments has facilitated 

the students to get authentic writing practice 

opportunities. For example, students can use 

online activities or any writing software to 

summarize something in contexts similar to 

real-life situations. This type of authentic 

practice will help in enhancing the student's 

skills to summarize different types of texts 

appropriately.  

Cooperative Learning: Non-CALL integrated 

assessment, especially face-to-face interaction, 

can enhance cooperative learning in summary 

writing. It is feasible that the teacher designs 

group activities to let students cooperate to 

summarize the texts and give feedback to 

peers. In this way, critical thinking ability is 

promoted, and peer learning and classroom 

coexistence are encouraged.  

Integrated Language Skills: The language skills 

in summary writing can be gauged by the CALL-

integrated assessments and the non-CALL-

integrated assessments. In these, the writing 

skill, reading comprehension, vocabulary, and 

grammatical proficiency of the students can be 

brought out. The integrated approach goes well 

with the overall nature of language learning 

itself and helps develop a raft of language skills.  

Curriculum Design: The findings of this study 

can be used to enhance the design of the 

curriculum by underlining the need for both 

CALL and non-CALL integrated assessment 

methods to be included throughout the EFL 

learning curriculum at appropriate times. This 

balance, in fact, brings a balance between 

technology-enhanced assessment and face-to-

face interactions for a holistic learning 

experience and caters to diverse learning 

preferences and needs.  

Formative Assessment: CALL and non-CALL 

integrated assessment methods can be used 

formatively to inform instructional practices. 

Results of the assessment will help the educator 

to identify areas where students need extra 

support, adjust their teaching methods, and 

apply targeted interventions to enhance their 

summary writing skills. Pedagogical 

implications can play a very significant role in 

teaching and learning summary writing in EFL 

contexts. 

The limitations of the present research were 

significant. Firstly, self-flattery syndrome might 

have caused the biased conclusion because 

researchers often subconsciously emphasize 

their work in a positive light. The reactive effect 

most likely impacted subject behavior, as 

awareness of being studied could have altered 

subject responses and compromised data 

veracity. Besides, generalizing findings was 

limited because they can only be applied to 

specific circumstances and a sample 

population. The small sample size constrained 

statistical power and reliability, making 

definitive conclusions challenging. Finally, the 

cost imposed on the researcher restricted the 

study's scope, as limited funding hindered 

comprehensive data collection and analysis. 

These factors necessitated cautious 

interpretation of the results and indicated a 

need for further research. 

Based on the current research and 

contributing to the field of integrated 

assessment methods in EFL summary writing 

instruction, several recommendations for 

future studies can be considered. A longer-

lasting longitudinal study would provide 

valuable insights into the long-term impact of 

integrated assessment methods on EFL 

learners' summary writing skills, allowing the 

exploration of the sustainability of observed 

effects. It will, therefore, go a long way towards 

studying  the  effect  of  integrated  methods  of  
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assessment across various levels of language 

proficiency. Therefore, inclusion of all the levels 

of language proficiency in the study would 

ensure that the interpretation for the different 

categories of learners is obtained. The approach 

can be mixed methods with more data 

collection techniques, such as observation or 

document analysis, which will give a fuller 

understanding of the experiences of the 

learners, integrated assessment in summary 

writing. This will be a far more complete 

understanding of the processes and 

mechanisms at play. Having a greater sample 

size, the research can be generalized, and the 

larger, more diverse sample would enhance 

research findings, allowing more sound 

conclusions on how well integrated assessment 

methods work. 
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