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Abstract 

The current study focuses on the impact of Facebook as an online environment on learning 
coherence and cohesion in higher education. It investigates whether using Facebook as an 
academic tool would lead the involved participants — Second Year students of English in The 
Department of English, University of Mouloud Mammeri, Tizi-Ouzou — to write more 
coherent essays. It also investigates students’ cohesion and coherence problems in English as 
a Foreign Language (EFL) essay writing. To reach this objective, an experimental research 
design has been adopted. It involves the comparison of the essays written by a control group 
(CTR) and an experimental group (EXP) during a pre- and a post-test in terms of cohesion 
and coherence. An additional research tool, namely an online questionnaire has been used to 
get an idea about the participants’ motivation and attitudes towards the use of Facebook as an 
academic learning tool. The results obtained show significant differences between the EXP 
group and the CTR group. The former made a noticeable progress concerning the different 
aspects of coherence and cohesion, whereas the latter did not demonstrate a considerable 
improvement. In other words, the findings validate the idea that the use of web based 
instruction as an additional segment to classical in-class writing instruction is considerably 
more pertinent and appropriate than writing instruction dealing exclusively with traditional 
teaching. 
 
Keywords: Facebook, coherence, coherence, learning, writing, pre-test, post-test, 
experimental group, control group 
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General introduction 

 Statement of the Problem 

The present dissertation explores the effect of using Facebook as a medium for 

teaching and learning foreign languages. More precisely, it aims at checking whether this 

online tool is likely to enhance students’ essay writing in terms of coherence and cohesion. 

An experiment involving the use of Facebook as an online language learning environment has 

been designed with much focus on cohesion and coherence. The choice of the experimental 

research design stems from the fact that one of the challenges that foreign language learners 

face is how to write coherent and well-structured essays.  

Since its introduction in 2004, Facebook has become the most popular social 

networking site in the world (Mazman & Usluel, 2010). This communication tool allows its 

users to build a public or private profile to interact with other people (Boyd& Ellison, 2007). 

There are some reports that students use Facebook to support both their academic and social 

goals even though it is known primarily for social networking activities. Yancy (2009) argues 

that the form of writing used in Facebook is different from the writing done in school for 

academic purposes. Therefore, the use of Facebook in the teaching and learning processes 

helps students to make a link between the writing learned in the classroom and the meaningful 

communication used outside the classroom claiming that this connection is likely to make 

them better writers. Thus, Facebook groups can be created for academic purposes to allow 

students to exchange with their teacher and with other learners using their writing skill.                                                                                                                             

Writing is one of the most authentic and interactive ways of sharing thoughts and ideas 

with others. The capability to express one's thoughts and composing correctly in a second 

language is a significant accomplishment that even numerous local speakers of English never 
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positively ace it (Celce- Murcia, 2001). A long process that obliges much practice and at 

times unequivocal and formal direction is required to compose effectively in a second 

language. For scholars who have not yet procured all the abilities required to make an 

interpretation of their plans into a lucid content, composition is troublesome and effortful. 

Recently, specialists have given impressive regard for how ESL learners compose and what 

issues they generally experience in their composition. Learners' composition must 

demonstrate some manifestation of coherence and cohesion in their presentation of thoughts.  

Almaden (2006) defines coherence as an organization of written discourse of a text in 

which all elements are clearly and logically joined to each other. Since in language pedagogy, 

the assessment of students’ capacities is all based on their writing abilities, great importance is 

given to teaching coherence in writing. Some researches revealed that foreign language 

learners still find difficulties in writing a coherent work. In this respect, Lee (2002) suggests 

that teachers’ observations on textual coherence seem to be too vague and abstract. He also 

suggests that learners should be provided with concrete ideas or guidance on how to improve 

their writing to be coherent by highlighting some aspects like effective introduction, thesis 

statement, paragraph division including topic sentence and relevance, conclusion. Thus, it is 

important that coherence should be taught explicitly to help EFL learners to understand its 

main concepts to be able to produce a good piece of writing. In addition to coherence, 

cohesion is also important in the evaluation of essay quality and it is closely related to essay 

coherence. 

 Many researchers agree that cohesion is concerned with linking ideas and connecting 

sentences and phrases. Hence, cohesion is a set of linguistic devices used to connect ideas. 

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), there are four major grammatical cohesion devices, 

namely: reference which is a device that reminds the reader of an element that has been 
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mentioned before in the text, substitution which is the replacement of one item by another, 

ellipsis, which is the omission of an element that has been referred to earlier, and conjunction 

which makes explicit the semantic relations that exist in a text.  

Both coherence and cohesion are considered as being complicated in teaching. 

Therefore, second language learners need more practice outside the classroom with the help 

of the teacher. Many researches have been conducted about the use of facebook for teaching 

writing in general: (i.e. Muhammad Kamaral Kabilan, 2010; Melor Md. Yunus et al, 2012; 

Monique N. Simpson, 2012). However, none of them have investigated the effect of using this 

online tool for teaching coherence and cohesion in essay writing. 

 Research Questions and Hypotheses  

The present paper addresses this gap in the literature by studying the effect of 

pedagogical interventions using Facebook as an online platform for teaching and learning 

purposes focusing mainly on the aspects of coherence and cohesion in essay writing. To this 

purpose, I will attempt to provide an answer to the following questions:  

1 - Can Facebook improve students’ writing skill in terms of coherence and cohesion? 

2- What are the participants’ perceptions about the use of Facebook for learning purposes? 

In an attempt to answer to these questions, we advance the following working hypotheses 

which are: 

Hp1: Facebook can help students to achieve a more coherent and cohesive piece of writing. 

Hp2: Facebook cannot help students in their composition in terms of cohesion and coherence. 

Hp3: Students have a positive view about the use of Facebook for pedagogical purposes. 
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Hp4: Students have a negative perception about the use of Facebook for pedagogical 

purposes. 

 Means for the Research 

For fulfilling the objectives of this investigation, we have carried out an empirical 

study in which the participants are divided into two groups, a control group (CTR) which 

consists of 15-second year students and an experimental group (EXP) which is similar to the 

control group. The participants of the EXP group were guided by their teacher of the writing 

module at the level of the English Department of Tizi Ouzou, enrolled in the first and second 

semester writing course. They were asked to join a private group on Facebook in which they 

worked on the aspect of coherence in essay writing by posting, interacting, asking questions, 

debating and answering to the different activities provided to them, whereas the participants 

from the CTR group were involved only in the traditional learning style in classroom without 

joining the Facebook community. Both CTR and EXP groups undertook a pre-test in which 

they were asked to write essays at the beginning of the experimentation and a post-test at the 

end of the investigation. The aim of the two tests is to compare the results of the two groups 

and to analyze whether the use of Facebook as an e-learning platform helped students to 

improve the aspects of coherence and cohesion in their essay writing. In an attempt to 

investigate the perception of the participants in regards to the use of Facebook in their 

learning, the participants from the EXP group have been provided with a close-ended 

questionnaire at the end of the experimentation. 

 Structure of the Study 

The present dissertation is divided into four chapters in addition to a general 

introduction and a general conclusion. The first chapter presents the main theoretical learning 
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perspectives. The methodology chapter introduces detailed information about the sample and 

the participants involved in the study. The third chapter presents the results collected from the 

corpus under analysis. The fourth chapter discusses the results of the pre-test in which the 

students’ difficulties in writing a coherent work are identified, it presents the comparison of 

the results of the post-test and the pre-test in order to check the students’ writing 

improvement. In addition, it discusses the main results of the online questionnaire. A final 

conclusion closes this research. 
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Introduction 

This chapter tackles the main theoretical framework to be used in the present research, 

starting by defining the writing skill and reviewing its two main approaches. First, process 

writing approach is an approach to writing, where language learners focus on the process by 

which they produce their written products rather than on the products themselves. Thus, the 

writing process is given a higher priority, this is what enables learners to understand 

themselves more, and find new strategies to enhance their writing performance. Second, 

product writing approach is a traditional approach, in which learners are encouraged to mimic 

a model text, which is provided and examined at an early stage. Moreover, the chapter 

presents the main approaches to coherence and cohesion in essay composition. 

1.1.  Definition of Writing 

Writing is a primordial means of communication; it is vitally required in academic 

contexts. Students elaborate summaries, write reports, do homework, and sit for written 

exams. Most importantly, writing is considered as being the most effective way through 

which the proficiency level of L2 students is evaluated. Their mastery of the grammatical and 

the rhetorical aspects of the target language is highly recommended in their written 

production. 

According to “Oxford Advanced learner’s Dictionary” (1989), writing is to make 

letters or other symbols on a surface (usually paper), especially with a pen or pencil”. Writing, 

in Davies’s point of view, involved two kinds of skills. “The first ones were low- level skill 

such as handwriting or typing, spelling, constructing grammatical sentences, organizing and 

sequencing, structuring, drafting, and editing and the second ones were high level cognitive 
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skills such as gathering ideas, organizing and sequencing, structuring, drafting, and editing.” 

(www.freedocx.com/doc/36-third) 

Byrne (1988) gave a long and complex definition which can be summarized as follows: 

Writing is the act of forming graphic symbols which were arranged according to a certain 

convention to form words which were arranged to form sentences. Then, we produced a 

sequence of sentences arranged in particular order and linked together in a certain way.  

1.2. Product Approach to Writing 

A product approach is a traditional approach in which students are encouraged to 

mimic a model text, usually presented and analyzed at an early stage. For example, in a 

typical product approach-oriented classroom, students are supplied with a standard sample of 

text and they are expected to follow the standard to construct a new piece of writing. Product 

Approach Model, which comprises of the primary goal of product writing is an error-free 

coherent text and this approach involves individual work. The one, which focuses on the steps 

involved in drafting and redrafting a piece of work, (Nunan 1999). Traditionally, studies on 

composition were commonly product-oriented; that is, most of the studies looked at writing 

instructions and their effects on writing ability in terms of the final product. Thus, in the 

product approach to writing, the organization of ideas is more important than the ideas 

themselves. 

1.3. Process Approach to Writing  

More recent studies seek to discover the process of writing itself. In other words, 

researchers are interested in finding out what a writer actually does in the process of writing 

(Pilus 1993). Hence, a process approach tends to focus more on varied classroom activities 

that promote the development of language use, brainstorming, group discussion and rewriting. 

Nunan (2001) clearly states how very different the “process” approach is from the traditional 
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product-oriented approach. Whereas the product approach focuses on writing tasks in which 

the learner imitates, copies and transforms teacher supplied models, the process approach 

focuses on the steps involved in creating a piece of work. In the process approach, Changes to 

literacy pedagogy are gradually occurring in classrooms in response to contemporary 

communication and learning contexts. These changes are diverse as teachers and educational 

researchers attempt to design new pedagogy to respond to the potential of digital technologies 

within existing curriculum and assessment policies. The increased accessibility and mobility 

of social networks, such as Facebook, have rapidly changed the way we communicate and 

these changes intensify the need to clarify the relationship between literacy and technology. 

Therefore, process approach to writing encourages the implementation of Facebook for 

pedagogical purposes. Indeed, Students of today quickly adapt to the navigation potential and 

the processing of different modes within digital texts (Prensky, 2001). This processing itself 

often incorporates a merging and synchronizing of text, images, sound and movement as these 

occur in recent digital products,. We do not know how such processing of messages and texts 

is affecting the way students learn, or if the processes involved in activities such as texting, 

blogging, or communicating online are developing different cognitive abilities than those 

required for writing traditional print-based texts. Gee’s research (2003) on video gaming 

suggests that the procedures involved can offer cognitive advantages with intricate literacy 

and learning opportunities. 

1.4. The Notion of Coherence 

Traditional definitions of coherence focus on the idea that the writing product has a 

logical order. Such an order or sequence is thought to be largely related to the connectedness 

between sentences or through using cohesive devices at the paragraph level. Coherence is an 

essential part of writing quality. Thus, it is important for EFL students and teachers to have a 
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clear understanding of its main parameters. Coherence has become the main concern of many 

text linguists to understand and provide diverse interpretations to the notion of coherence in 

writing. To illustrate, Lee (2002), argues that coherence helps the reader to move easily from 

one idea to another without feeling that there is a gap in the organization of ideas. Therefore, 

the interconnection of ideas is what makes coherence in any piece of writing. 

 Law Davies (1993) and Pilus (1996) provided a definition of coherence that 

challenges the traditional one. They agree that coherence is achieved thanks to two decisive 

criteria: text-based coherence and reader -based coherence. The former refers to the internal 

structure of the text itself while the latter is linked to the process of writer- reader interaction. 

In addition to these two primordial aspects, many researches distinguish between local and 

global aspects of coherence. By doing so, other constituents of textual coherence were 

identified. These dimensions of coherence are discussed below in detail.  

 1.4.1. Local Coherence vs. Global Coherence Approach 

In his book Text and Context, van Dijk says, “coherence is a semantic property of 

discourse, based on the interpretation of each individual sentence relative to the 

interpretation of other sentences.” (1977, p.93). He explores two levels of discourse 

coherence: linear or sequential coherence and global coherence. Linear coherence refers to 

“coherence relations holding between propositions expressed by composite sentence and 

sequences of those sentences” (Van Dijk, 1977, p.93). Global coherence is of a more general 

nature, and characterizes a discourse as whole or larger fragments of discourse because 

sequences may be connected without being coherent. Therefore, a text is cohesive if its 

elements are linked together. Nevertheless, a text is coherent only if it makes sense.  It should 

be clear that these are not the same thing. That is, a text may be cohesive (i.e. linked together), 

but incoherent (i.e. meaningless). Moreover, according to van Dijk (1977) each discourse 
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contains an overall semantic structure called macrostructure. Macrostructures are structures 

that organize texts globally, just as microstructures that organize locally. Local Coherence, 

says Van Dijk, “[…] involves semantic relations between sentences, hence, relations between 

propositions expressed by these sentences” (1980:53) and macrostructures or global 

coherence is more concerned with larger fragments of discourse like paragraphs. Similarly, 

Evensen (1990) refers to this as the surface marking of textual superstructure, or ‘pointers’ to 

superstructure. He distinguishes between ‘connectors’ which function locally to connect 

neighboring clauses or sentences, and ‘pointers’ which function more globally to signal 

discourse development or shape.  Bamberg (2002) asserts that if the writer clearly states the 

thesis statement and topic sentences with good organization which indicates the divisions of 

the text then he/ she will be able to produce a coherent piece of writing.  

1.4.2. Text Based Approach vs. Reader Based Coherence Approach 

Johns (1986: 247) maintains that coherence in written text is “a complex concept, 

involving a multitude of reader- and text-based features”. Text-based features mean cohesion 

(i.e., the internal structure of the text and its unity). Reader-based features stand for the 

reader’s interaction with the text depending on his/her prior knowledge (Law Davis, 1993). 

Therefore, when the reader uses his or her knowledge to interpret the text, he or she expects 

that his or her knowledge will correspond to the main organization of ideas within the text 

which contribute to his or her understanding of the text. So, the reader anticipates the main 

information that will be found in the text. If the logical ideas are presented with appropriate 

and well-connected words and sentences, this will facilitate the reader’s comprehension of the 

text (Tannen, 1984) 

Similarly, Rosenblatt (in Frodesen, 1991) is concerned with reader and writer 

interactions and characterizes this interaction as “transactions” which emphasizes the idea that 
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each participant involved in the process “conditions and is conditioned by the others”. 

According to Rosenblatt, the writer constantly transacts with the environment that the reader 

is a part of. Moreover, the writer has two roles in the text production. First, the writer 

evaluates the text in terms of its matching his/her intentions in creating the text. In addition, 

the writer must consider the text through the eyes of the reader so that the reader can interpret 

the text appropriately being aware of the writer’s intentions. That is, the reader must try to 

infer the writer’s intentions. However, since the writer and the reader transact through the 

text, there may sometimes occur mismatches between the writer’s intentions and the reader’s 

interpretations, which causes the reader to evaluate the text as incoherent. 

An alternative point of view has been presented by Brown and Yule (1983), who 

suggests that textual coherence is not a product of specific language features. They maintain 

that it is the reader’s normal assumption that a text will be coherent. “The natural effort of 

hearers and readers alike is to attribute relevance and coherence to the text they encounter 

until they are forced not to” (Brown and Yule, 1983: 66). They therefore suggested that 

coherence does not rely upon overt textual features, but rather, it depends on the reader’s or 

hearers’ effort to arrive at the intended meaning.  

Since coherence cannot be dissociated from cohesion, an analysis of the latter is 

required. According to McCarthy (1991), “cohesion is only a guide to coherence and 

coherence is something created by the reader in the act of the text”. In a word, cohesion 

requires formal linguistic links between sections of a text. These are items that can be listed 

and categorized. The following part introduces cohesion and its main aspects.  

1.5. Cohesion 

Connor (1996) defines cohesion as “the use of explicit linguistic devices to signal 

relations between sentences and parts of texts.” These cohesive devices are phrases or words 
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that help the reader associate previous statements with subsequent ones. Cohesion does not in 

itself create coherence, it may be considered to make an essential contribution to it (Carrell, 

1984). In relation to EFL essay writing cohesion, many researchers agree that cohesion, on the 

macro level is related to linking ideas, whereas on the micro level, it is concerned with 

connecting sentences and phrases. Therefore, they do not separate between coherence and 

cohesion. Similarly, Thompson (1996) states that “Coherence is in the mind of the writer and 

reader: it is a mental phenomenon and cannot be identified or quantified in the same way as 

cohesion”. Cohesion and coherence are in most cases linked in the way that a text, which 

exploits the cohesive resources of the language effectively, is normally considered as being 

coherent. 

Halliday and Hasan (1976) were primarily concerned with the means by which sentences 

are connected in a text. According to them, a paragraph is a semantic unit, rather than a 

grammatical structure, and cohesive ties link the various sections of a paragraph together. 

They provided a typology containing items of grammatical cohesion and lexical cohesion. As 

for grammatical cohesion, it includes four main cohesive devices namely, reference, 

conjunctions, substitution, and ellipsis. Lexical cohesion includes repetition, synonym, super 

ordinate, and general words. 

1.5.1. Types of Cohesive Ties 

1.5.1.1. Reference 

Reference implies the use of language to point to something. According to Hadley 

(1987), “reference is concerned with the identification of a thing, or specific group of things, 

by the use of certain reference items, such as personal pronouns. As these items appear in the 

text for the second or more times, they establish a network of meaning between the various 

sections of the discourse”. Reference constitutes items in the English language which, 
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“instead of being interpreted semantically in their own right, make reference to something 

else for their interpretation” (Halliday & Hasan 1976). There are many types of reference: 

a. personal reference, for example: I, me, you, we, us, him, she, her, they, them, and it 

b. demonstrative reference, for example: the, this, there, that, and those 

c. comparative reference, for instance: same, identical, equal, other, different, more, better 

1.5.1.2. Conjunction 

Halliday and Hassan (1976) maintain that “conjunctive elements are cohesive not in 

themselves but indirectly, by virtue of their specific meanings; they are not primarily for 

reaching out into the preceding or following text but they express certain meanings which 

presuppose the presence of other components in a discourse”. Conjunctions are thus employed 

to link clauses, such as besides, yet, therefore, then, etc, by showing additive, adversative, 

causal, temporal or other different kinds of conjunctive relations. 

1.5.1.3. Substitution 

Substitution is the replacement of one term mentioned previously by another. 

According to the view point of Bloor et al. (1995), substitution is used when “a speaker or 

writer wishes to avoid the repetition of a lexical item and is able to draw on one of the 

grammatical resources of the language to replace the item.” That is, when one item in a text is 

being substituted, it must follow that the substituted item maintains the same structural 

function as the presupposed item. It can be used to substitute nominal, verbal or clausal items. 

For example, when an item is mentioned for the second time, it is more likely to be replaced 

by one(s) or it (them) to avoid unnecessary repetition. 

1.5.1.4. Ellipsis 

Ellipsis involves the omission of an item or a part of a sentence on the assumption that 

an earlier sentence will make the meaning clear. In other words, an item is replaced by 

nothing. There is nominal, verbal and clausal ellipsis. 
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1.5.1.5. Lexical Cohesion 

The last category of cohesive devices of Halliday and Hasan’s cohesion theory is the 

lexical ties. To achieve lexical cohesion, we can use repetition, synonym, near synonym, 

superordinate, general words, antonyms, and members of the same lexical set or any words 

from the same semantic field (Halliday and Hasan, 1976).  

More importantly, L2 students while composing their essays must take into 

consideration coherence and cohesion in order to write pertinent ones. A well-structured essay 

is the one that is well organized and shows the reader, clearly and logically, how the student 

reached his/her conclusion. Thought-provoking ideas and good arguments will lose their 

impact because of a badly structured essay. The next part introduces the framework of an 

academic essay.  

1.6. Essay Composition 

Writing an academic essay means fashioning a coherent set of ideas into an argument. 

Because essays are essentially linear, they offer one idea at a time. They must present their 

ideas in the order that makes most sense to a reader. Successfully structuring an essay means 

attending to a reader's logic. The focus of such an essay predicts its structure. It dictates the 

information readers need to know and the order in which they need to receive it. Thus, an 

essay usually has three to ten paragraphs. Each paragraph discusses one idea, often stated in 

the topic sentence of the paragraph. This idea is related to the topic of the whole essay. The 

topic sentence of a paragraph can be located anywhere, but the most common place is at the 

beginning of the paragraph.Any structure is necessarily unique to the main claim it makes. 

There are different kinds of essay such as process, narrative, comparison, cause effects, and 

argumentative (Oshima & Hogue, 2007).  
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The essay structure is very formulaic, which makes it easy to produce. The standard 

style of essay consists of an introductory paragraph, three paragraphs that flesh out the ideas 

raised in the introduction and a concluding paragraph, which summarizes the main points of 

the essay and reaffirms the thesis that was established in the introduction. The paragraphs also 

follow a particular structure.  Each paragraph consists of a topic sentence, several points to 

explore the topic and a concluding sentence, which is designed to tie the paragraph to the rest 

of the essay (Oshima and Hogue, 2007).  For a well-written essay, it is important for the 

paragraphs to be coherent not only in terms of making sense within themselves, but also by 

fitting coherently with the other paragraphs in the essay. A good writer should also ensure that 

each sentence follows a correct sentence structure. It should also be cohesive because there is 

a clear and simple structure at the heart of every sentence, paragraph and essay. Another 

essential point is that good writers must be aware of these structures in order to create well-

written essays. (Ibid) 

1.7. Coherence Breaks in Essay Writing 

The term “coherence breaks” adopted by Eleanor Wikborg in the book Coherence in 

Writing: Research and Pedagogical Perspectives written by Connor & Johns (1990:133) is 

used when the reader finds a gap within the written text and the paragraphs of the text 

becomes difficult to understand. In order to investigate students’ problems with coherence in 

writing, Wikborg (1990:33) examined 144 essays and papers written by graduate and 

undergraduate students. In his research, Wikborg identified two major types of coherence 

breaks, namely, topic structuring problems and cohesion problems. 

In relation to topic structuring problems, Wikborg identified four main coherence 

breaks. The first type of break is the unspecified topic and it is related to the topic sentence. 

The latter has the role of stating the main idea and identifying the focus of the paragraph. If 
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the topic sentence is too general, the writer cannot write all the supporting statements in only 

one paragraph. If the topic sentence is too specific, it would be difficult for the writer to write 

enough in the rest of the paragraph. 

The second coherence break identified by Wikborg is the unspecified change of topic 

and this concerns the amount of information presented within one paragraph. This means that 

writers should present only one idea with its supporting statements in one paragraph. If the 

writer chooses to write about different point in a single paragraph, then these points should be 

related to the topic of the whole essay. 

The third coherence break presented by Wikborg is misleading paragraph division and 

this occurs when the writer develops one single point in several paragraphs and there is no 

shift to a new aspect in each paragraph and this interrupts the logical progression of the whole 

text. Wikborg reported that this problem is very frequent in students’ writing. 

The fourth and the last coherence break adopted by Wikborg is irrelevance, he argues 

that students tend to insert ideas that have no relation with the topic of the whole essay and 

this violates the paragraph unity. 

Table 1: The Five Most Frequent Coherence Breaks (Wikborg, 1990) 

1.Uncertain inference tie  

2.Misleading paragraph division 

3.Misleading or missing sentence connection 

4.Unspecified change of topic 

5.Unspecified topic 

Note. From Coherence in writing: Research and pedagogical perspectives (p.134), by U. 

Connor & A. M. Johns (Eds.), 1990, Alexandria, VA: TESOL. 
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To conclude, this chapter has presented the relevant literature, which is used in the 

research. The background information about writing, coherence and cohesion in essay 

composition has been presented. 
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Introduction 

This chapter includes three main parts. The first part focuses on the description of the 

aim, the sample, and the experiment. The second part presents the procedure of data 

collection, and data analysis. Finally, it provides an example of the technique used to calculate 

the rate improvement achieved by the CTR group and the EXP group in the post-test 

compared to the pre-test. 

2.1. Aim  

This study seeks to check whether teaching explicitly the different aspects of 

coherence and cohesion in essay writing using Facebook as an academic tool would lead to 

any improvement in the participants’ writing production. In addition, participants’ perception 

about this online tool is investigated through a short online questionnaire provided to the 

participants at the end of the experiment. The Facebook platform has been chosen because 

students already master the use of this social network. Indeed, students spent much of their 

time connecting on Facebook and it became part of their daily routine; so, the teacher does not 

need to explain to the participants how to perform tasks on the platform. 

2.2. The Procedure 

Our research takes place in the department of English at Mouloud Mammeri 

University of Tizi- Ouzou. Two groups (EXP and CTR group) of second year students from 

different groups are involved in this study. The students are taught during their second year 

essay writing techniques and different types of development, such as narration, cause and 

effect, comparison and contrast, classification and so on. The participants are divided into an 

EXP group and a CTR group, 15 students of each group selected randomly. The members of 

the CTR group attended  only the traditional way of teaching, whereas the members of the 
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EXP group were asked to join a group in which they received assistance and worked on 

coherence and cohesion in essay writing with the help of a teacher of writing on the Facebook 

platform. In fact, the Facebook group was a support in the participants’ learning process in 

order to improve the aspect of coherence in their essay writing through a series of exercises to 

which they are asked to answer at least once a week by each participant.  

2.3. Data Collection 

This research is a true experiment because it includes, pre-post test design, a treatment 

group, a control group, and a random assignment of study for the participants. The 

participants involved in our research are selected randomly from different groups. The study 

involves a mixed method research design. A quantitative method is used in the analysis of 60 

essays submitted by the CTR and the EXP group in the pre-test and the post-test in which they 

were asked to write about different topics on their own. Each group in the pre-test submitted 

15 essays. The improvement of the two groups is compared through the identification of their 

errors in both pre-test and post-test focusing on the aspects of coherence and cohesion in 

essay writing. Collecting students’ essays is an effective way to find out the real situation of 

coherence and cohesion achievement in English essays written by the students. Moreover, a 

qualitative method is used in the interpretation of the results of the questionnaire submitted to 

the participants from the EXP group. 

2.3.1. The Pre-test 

In the pre-test, the participants of the EXP group have not joined the Facebook group 

yet. After they were introduced to the main writing techniques of essay writing in general, 

second year students dealt with the comparison and contrast essay. They were taught the main 

techniques of writing this type of essay starting from the introduction, the thesis statement, 
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topic sentences, supporting ideas and conclusion. Later on, both CTR group and EXP group 

were asked to write a comparison and contrast essay about a chosen topic. 

2.3.2. The post-test 

After the participants have joined the Facebook group, they were provided with more 

practice and writing techniques, especially working on essay writing. Then, both CTR and 

EXP group were asked to choose a topic and to write a cause and effect essay. The latter was 

selected because the participants were familiar with this essay type in the classroom when the 

experiment was launched. Therefore, this choice is motivated by the necessity to avoid 

interrupting the normal preceding of the group sessions.  

2.3.3. Questionnaire 

A short online questionnaire was designed for the purpose of this study and it was 

provided to the students of the EXP group in order to receive their feedback. Respondents 

were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a given statement by way of an ordinal 

scale (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree). Likert-type or frequency 

scales use fixed choice response formats and are designed to measure attitudes or opinions 

(Bowling, 1997; Burns, & Grove, 1997). These ordinal scales measure levels of 

agreement/disagreement of the participants toward the main proposition provided to them.  

The questionnaire is divided into three major parts. The first part consists of four items 

that explore students’ motivation in using Facebook. In the second part, three questions were 

designed to elicit the participants’ attitudes toward the use of Facebook in learning writing in 

general. The last part contains two questions for the participants to give their opinions and 

perceptions about the use of Facebook in the module of writing and other modules. The 

questionnaire was administered at the end of the last semester (the students would have 
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already completed the writing course) to get their feedback on the effectiveness of the project 

in developing their English essay writing, The responses were analyzed using descriptive 

statistics in the form of percentages. 

2.4. Data analysis 

Analyzing students’ errors is a valuable source of information concerning the 

transitional state of the learners’ competence and weaknesses. Preliminary analysis of the data 

involved the separation and classification of errors in relation to coherence and grammatical 

cohesion in students’ essays. Coherence in students’ essays is examined according to the main 

parts of the essay as presented by Oshima and Hogue, which are necessary for achieving 

coherence in essay writing and paragraph writing. These aspects are introductory paragraph, 

thesis statement, and paragraph division, including a topic sentence, supporting sentences and 

relevance, conclusion. Moreover, cohesion in English specifies four major classes of cohesive 

ties and numerous sub-classes as presented by Halliday & Hasan. In the analysis of cohesion 

which follows in the next chapter, we will be concerned only with the four major classes of 

grammatical cohesion namely, reference, conjunctions, substitution and ellipsis. 

2.4.1. Description of the  Statistical Method 

The number of errors will be calculated in percentage. In each group (CTR and EXP ), 

100% represents the total number of errors made in the two tests in each aspect and then , the 

percentage of errors made by the CTR group in the pre-test and the post-test is compared to 

the one made by the EXP group in the two tests. 

Example:  

The CTR group made 8 errors in terms of the thesis statement in the pre-test and 7 in 

the post-test (8+7=15)   15 then represents 100% of errors made by the CTR group.  
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In order to calculate the percentage of errors made by the CTR group in the pre-test we 

proceed as follows: 

X represents the percentage of errors made by the CTR group in the pre-test 

X= = 53% 

X= 53% 

The same procedure is used to calculate the number of errors made by the CTR in the post-

test: 

X=  = 47% 

X= 47% 

The CTR group has committed 53% in the pre-test and 47% in the post-test in terms of 

the thesis statement. Since the percentage of errors has increased in the post-test, this means 

that the CTR group has not known any improvement. These results are compared to those of 

the EXP group to check which group has improved in this aspect. 

In conclusion, this chapter presented the research design of the research. It started by 

highlighting the aim of the study before introducing the setting and the sample of the research. 

It then describes the data collection procedure and data analysis.  
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Introduction 

This chapter presents the results obtained in the study. It is divided into two parts: 

results of the experiment and results of the questionnaire.  

I- Results of the Experiment 

  This section presents a close and detailed examination of the results obtained in 

the pre-test and the post-test by The EXP group and the CTR group involved in the study with 

the aim of providing an exhaustive account of each aspect of coherence and cohesion. It aims 

also at identifying the areas of coherence and cohesion problematic to the participants, and of 

setting grounds for a later description of their improvement 

3. 1.Coherence 

3.1.1. The Amount of Errors Made by the EXP Group in Terms of Coherence 

 

 Number of errors 
made in the pre-test 
 

Number of errors 
made in the post-
test 

Total % 

Thesis 
statement 

9 2 11 100% 

Topic 
sentence 

16 
 

11 27 100% 

Supporting 
sentences 

45 
 

43 88 100% 

Relevance 13 
 

9 22 100% 

Conclusion  13 10 23 100% 

 

Table 2: The Number of errors made by the EXP group in the pre-test and the post-test 

The above table presents the total amount of errors made by the EXP group in the pre-

test and the post-test for each aspect. It is revealed that there is a slight improvement in the 

post-test for each aspect. 
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3.1.2. The amount of errors made by the CTR group in terms of coherence 

 

 Number of errors 
made in the pre-test 
 

Number of errors 
made in the post-
test 

Total % 

Thesis 
statement 

8 
 

7 15 100% 

Topic 
sentence 

14 
 

12 26 100% 

Supporting 
sentences 

38 
 

37 75 100% 

relevance 10 
 

8 18 100% 

conclusion  12 12 24 100% 

Table 3: The number of errors made by the CTR group in the pre-test and the post-test 

Table 2 presents the total number of errors made by the CTR group in the pre-test and 

the post-test for each aspect. There is a minor improvement in terms of topic sentence, 

supporting sentences, relevance and conclusion. 

3.1.3. The percentage of errors made by the two groups in the pre-test and the post-test 

in terms of thesis statement 

 

Diagram 1: distribution of the number of errors in percentage per group found in the 
pre-test and in the post-test in the thesis statement composition 
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Diagram 1 shows that the percentage of errors made by the EXP group in the post-test 

in terms of thesis statement has considerably decreased compared to the CTR group, which 

includes a higher percentage of errors. Indeed, the EXP group made 82% of errors in the pre-

test and 18% of errors in the post-test. Whereas, the CTR group made 53% of errors in the 

pre-test and 47% in the post test. This means that the EXP group made a considerable 

improvement while the CTR group has known a slight improvement in the post-test. 

3.1.4. Paragraph division 

Errors related to paragraph division occur at the level of topic sentences, supporting 

sentences and relevance. 

3.1.4.1. Topic sentences 

CTR EXP

pre-test 54,00% 59,00%

post-test 46,00% 41,00%

0,00%
10,00%
20,00%
30,00%
40,00%
50,00%
60,00%
70,00%

 

Diagram 2: error distribution among the participants of the CTR and EXP group found 
in the pre-test and in the post-test in terms of topic sentences. 

Diagram 2 indicates that the number of errors found among the EXP group was higher 

than the one in the CTR group in the pre-test. However, the results have been inverted during 

the post-test. Indeed, the EXP group has made 16 errors in the pre-test and 11 in the post-test. 

On the contrary, the CTR group has made 14 errors in the pre-test and 12 in the post-test. 
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3.1.4.2. Supporting sentences 

CTR EXP

pre-test 51% 51,00%

post-test 49,00% 49,00%

48%
49%
49%
50%
50%
51%
51%
52%

 

Diagram 3: distribution of the number of errors found among the CTR and the EXP 
group during the pre-test and the post-test in terms of supporting sentences 

As shown in the above diagram, the results obtained by the EXP group are similar to 

the ones obtained by the CTR group in the two tests. Indeed, there is a slight improvement 

noticed in the two groups in the post-test. 

3.1.5. Relevance 

CTR EXP

pre-test 56,00% 59,00%

post-test 44,00% 41,00%

0,00%
10,00%
20,00%
30,00%
40,00%
50,00%
60,00%
70,00%

 

Diagram 4: distribution of the number of errors made by the CTR and the EXP group during 
the pre-test and the post-test in terms of relevance 

The diagram shows that there is a considerable difference between the total numbers of errors 

found among the CTR and the EXP group during the post-test comparing to the pre-test. Students 

from the CTR group have made 10 errors of relevance in the pre-test (56%) and 8 errors in the post-



27 

 

test (44%) while students of the EXP group have made 13 errors in the pre-test (59%) and 9 errors in 

the post-test (41%). 

3.1.6. Concluding paragraph 

 

 

Diagram 5: distribution of errors made by the CTR and the EXP group in the concluding 
paragraph during the pre-test and the post-test . 

The above diagram shows that the EXP group has known a slight improvement in the post-test 

whereas the CTR group obtained the same results in both the pre-test and the post-test. The EXP group 

made 13 errors (56.52%) in the pre-test and 10 errors (43.47%) in the post-test. Whereas the CTR 

group made 12 (50%) errors in the pre-test and 12 errors (50%) in the post test. 

3.1.2. Grammatical cohesion 

Grammatical cohesion can be analyzed in terms of referents, conjunction, substitution and 
ellipsis 
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3.1. 2.1.The amount of errors made by the EXP group in terms of cohesion                             

 

 Number of errors 
made in the pre-test 
 

Number of errors 
made in the post-
test 

Total % 

reference 85 
 

70 155 100% 

conjunction 58 
 

51 109 100% 

substitution 35 38 73 100% 

ellipsis 16 
 

17 33 100% 

  

  Table 4: The number of errors made by the EXP group in the pre-test and the post-test 

Table 3 presents the number of errors made by the EXP group in the pre-test and the 

post-test in terms of cohesion. Our research revealed that the EXP group has seen an 

improvement in the aspects of reference and conjunctions. In fact, the number of errors has 

considerably deceased in these two aspects. However, there is no improvement found in the 

aspects of substitution and ellipsis and the number of errors has even increased in the post-test 

comparing to the pre-test. 

3.1.2.2. The amount of errors made by the CTR group in terms of cohesion 

 

 Number of errors 
made in the pre-test 
 

Number of errors 
made in the post-
test 

Total % 

reference 78 
 

73 151 100% 

conjunction 56 
 

54 110 100% 

substitution 30 
 

26 56 100% 

ellipsis 15 
 

19 34 100% 

 

Table 5: the number of errors made by the CTR group in the pre-test and the post-test 
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Table 4 indicates that the CTR group has made a remarkable improvement in the 

aspects of reference, conjunction and substitution but no improvement has been found in the 

aspect of ellipsis. 

3.1.2.3. Reference 

CTR EXP

pre-test 52,00% 55,00%

post-test 48,00% 45,00%

0,00%
10,00%
20,00%
30,00%
40,00%
50,00%
60,00%

 

Diagram 6: distribution of the number of errors made by the CTR and the EXP group in the 
pre-test and the post-test in the use of reference. 

Diagram 6 indicates that there is a decrease in the number of errors made by the EXP group in 

the post-test, comparing to the CTR group, which shows a minor improvement in the post-test. Indeed, 

the EXP group made 85 (55%) errors in the pre-test and 70 errors (45%) in the post-test. Whereas, the 

CTR group made 78 errors (52%) in the pre-test and 73 (48%) in the post-test. 
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3.1.2.4. Conjunctions 

 

CTR EXP

pre-test 51,00% 53,00%

post-test 49,00% 47,00%

44,00%

46,00%

48,00%

50,00%

52,00%

54,00%

 

Diagram 7: distribution of the number of errors in the use of conjunctions by the CTR and the 
EXP group during the pre-test and the post-test 

The above diagram shows that the improvement made by the CTR group in the post-test is 

lower than the one made by the EXP group. In fact, the EXP group made 58 errors (53%) in the pre-

test and 51 errors (47%) in the post-test. In contrast, the CTR group made 56 errors (51%) in the pre-

test and 54 errors (49%) in the post-test. 

3.1.2.5. Substitution 

 

CTR EXP

pre-test 54,00% 48,00%

post-test 46,00% 52,00%

42,00%
44,00%
46,00%
48,00%
50,00%
52,00%
54,00%
56,00%

 

Diagram 8: distribution of the number of errors in the use of substitution by the CTR and the 
EXP group during the pre-test and the post-test 
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The above diagram indicates that the EXP group has not seen any improvement in terms of 

substitution. In fact, the number of errors has increased in the post-test. The EXP made 35 errors 

(46%) in the pre-test and 38 errors (52%) in the post-test. On the contrary, our research revealed that 

the CTR group has known a considerable improvement in the post-test. Indeed, the CTR group made 

30 errors (54%) in the pre-test and 26 errors (46%) in the post-test. 

3.1.2.5. Ellipsis 

CTR EXP

pre-test 44,00% 48,00%

post-test 56,00% 52,00%

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

 

Diagram 9: distribution of the number of errors found in the pre-test and the post-test in the use 
of ellipsis by students of the CTR and the EXP group 

Diagram 9 reveals that the results obtained in the post-test by the EXP group are similar to the 

ones obtained by the CTR group. No improvement has been noticed in the two groups, the number of 

errors has even increased in the post-test comparing to the pre-test. Indeed, the CTR group made 15 

errors (44%) and 19 errors in the post-test (56%). Moreover, the EXP group made 16 errors (48%) in 

the pre-test and 17 errors (52%) in the post-test. 

3.2. Results of the questionnaire 
 

The following part deals with the results of the participants’ questionnaire. It includes 

nine questions; each one of them analyzes the participants’ feedback about using facebook as 

an online environment for learning. Their perceptions at the end of the experiment are 

considered as being decisive in shaping a final thought about the appropriateness of Facebook 

as an academic platform.  
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3.2.1. Facebook is easily accessible to students 

 

Diagram 10: students’ abilities in using facebook 

All the participants had positive views concerning their abilities to use facebook 

groups in general. 10 participants (71%) responded that they strongly agree with the fact that 

facebook groups are easy to use and 4 participants (29%) answered with agree. 
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3.2.2. The role of Facebook in making students more assertive in asking questions 

 

Diagram 11: The role of facebook in increasing students’ self-confidence to ask 
questions 

  6 participants (43%) strongly agree with the view that facebook helps to increase self-

confidence among students to ask questions and 5 participants (36%) responded that they do 

agree with that.Nevertheless, 1 participant (7%) expressed his/her disagreement and 2 

participants (15%) responded as being neutral. 

3.2.3 The importance of Facebook  in the  implementation  of group studies among 
students 

Diagram 12: The effectiveness of facebook in the implementation of group studies 
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8 participants (58%) expressed their positive view about the effectiveness of using 

facebook for implementing group studies, among them, 4 participants (29%) answered with 

“strongly agree” and the 4 remaining participants responded with “agree”. However, 2 

participants responded with “disagree” (13%) and 4 other participants (29%) remained 

neutral. 

 

3.2.4 The role of Facebook  in developing positive teacher-student relations 

 

Diagram 13: facebook facilitates student’s teacher interaction 

All the participants expressed their agreement with the view that facebook improves 

communication between students and teachers, 7 participants (50%) responded that they 

strongly agree and 7 participants (50%) answered with “agree”. Moreover, none of them 

disagreed. 
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3.2.5  The importance of Facebook to captivate students in learning writing 

 

Diagram 14: students’ perception about the use of facebook in learning writing 

The majority of the participants (57%) express their agreement with the view that 

facebook makes learning writing more interesting, and 4 of them (29%) responded that they 

strongly agree. Only 2 participants (14%) answered as having no opinion and none of them 

disagreed.  

3.2.6.  Students’ feedback enhances coherence and cohesion in their writing 

composition  

 

Diagram15: The impact of students’ feedback for improving coherence in essay writing 
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7 participants (50%) expressed their agreement with the view that their friends’ 

feedback helps them to compose a more coherent essay. Among them, 3 of them (21%) 

responded that they strongly agree and 4 participants (29%) responded with “agree”. In 

addition, half of the participants (50%) responded as being neutral and none of the 

participants expressed his/her disagreement. 

3.2.7. Students’ perceptions about  the effectiveness of the online feedback provided by 
their teacher to write a coherent essay 

 

Diagram 16: the role of the online feedback provided by the teacher in improving 
coherence in essay writing 

All the participants (100%) expressed their agreement about the view that the online 

feedback provided by the teacher helps them in composing a more organized and coherent 

essay. Among them, 8 participants (57%) responded with “strongly agree” and 6 participants 

(43%) responded with “agree”. 
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3.2.8. Students’ opinion about joining a new facebook group to practice writing next 

year 

 

Diagram17: students’ motivation in using facebook for writing practices 

All the participants expressed a high motivation in the use of facebook in writing. 12 

participants (86%) responded with “strongly agree” and 2 participants (14%) answered with “agree”. 

3.2.9. Students’ opinion about extending the use of the Facebook platform in other 

modules  

 

Diagram 18: students’ motivation towards the use of facebook in other modules 
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All the students had positive views about the use of facebook in other modules. 10 

participants (71%) answered with “strongly agree” and 2 participants (29%) responded with 

“agree”. 

To conclude, this chapter is divided into two main parts. In the first part, we have 

presented the main results of the pre-test and the post-test reached by the CTR group and the 

EXP group in terms of coherence including thesis statement, topic sentence, supporting 

sentences and conclusion. In the second part, we have presented the main results of the pre-

test and the post-test obtained by the two groups in terms of cohesion which includes the 

aspects of reference, conjunctions, substitution and ellipsis. We have also introduced the 

results of the online questionnaire provided to the participants from the EXP group.  

Our results indicate that the EXP group has known a noticeable improvement in terms 

of coherence and cohesion comparing to the CTR group, which shows a minor improvement. 

Moreover, results of the questionnaire show that the participants from the EXP group have a 

positive view about the use of facebook in learning writing. These results will be discussed in 

the following chapter. 
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Introduction 

This chapter is divided into two parts: the first part analyses coherence and cohesion as 

found in the essays written by the participants. Moreover, this first part will evaluate 

grammatical cohesion in students’ essays as discussed by Halliday and Hasan (1976). The 

second part discusses the types of errors and deviations committed by students in terms of 

coherence and their occurrences within the framework of Oshima and Hogue about the 

different parts of a coherent essay (2006) and Wikborg’s analysis on coherence breaks in 

Connor& Johns (1990:133). The results of the pre –test are compared to those of the post –test 

in order to reveal the effect of using  Facebook as a tool for teaching coherence on 

participants’ writing performance. The second part of this chapter provides a discussion of the 

main findings of the questionnaire submitted at the end of the experimentation to the 

participants involved in this research.  

4.1. Coherence 

As a reminder, coherence refers to the logical development of ideas within a text and it is an 

important sub skill for students to be aware about. Coherence in essay writing can be analyzed in 

terms of: introductory paragraph that includes opening sentences and thesis statement, topic 

sentences followed by its supporting ideas, paragraph division, relevance and conclusion.  

 4.1.2. Introductory paragraph 

An introductory paragraph must introduce the topic of the essay and present its main 

ideas. According to Oshima and Hogue (2006), an introductory paragraph must have two 

main parts namely a general statement, which attracts the reader’s attention, it introduces the 

topic and other statements that provide background information on the topic. The second part 

consists of a thesis statement stating the specific topic of the essay. Oshima and Hogue 

(2006:67) maintain that“a thesis should not be a simple announcement”.    
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This kind of introduction is a problem to many students. Indeed, all the participants 

have difficulties to start with a general statement and maintain relevance at the same time. 

Some students wrote the thesis statement in the opening sentence of the essay, and this 

violates the general-specific pattern and makes the essay looks like an outline. Carpenter and 

Hunter (1981:426) maintain that "The discourse processes in creating a coherent overall 

organization for a composition or paper generally prove to be the most elusive skills to master 

for students in advanced writing classes." This is due to their inability to elaborate on the 

main topic of their essay, which will be followed by its sub-topics. In the following example, 

the participant started his/her introduction by the following sentence: 

“Lemons and apples have obvious differences in terms of the vitamins that they contain and 

the health benefits that they provide.” 

Another error, which is found in many papers, is the unclear thesis statement. 

Sometimes, students write a thesis sentence that is too vague and does not fit with the main 

ideas that are developed in the body paragraphs. “Authoritarianism and bureaucracy are the 

two major causes that pushed Arabic people to burst against the political regime. This is 

called the “Arabic spring”. The thesis statement in this excerpt is confusing, it is not clear 

whether the writer is going to write about the Arabic spring in general or about its two main 

causes that are “authoritarianism and bureaucracy”. 

In an effort to have enough to write about, students often choose a thesis with a large 

scope. Yet a ‘big’ thesis cannot be developed in a small essay. It is something that would take 

a longer article (or a book) to address properly. “The great development recognized in Europe 

divided the world into two parts: a world which is highly developed and another which is less 

developed. There are great differences between the two in a lot of branches.” In this example, 

the topic chosen is just too big to cover in a small essay; the writer needs a narrower focus. 

Maybe he/she should focus on one or two suggestions that seem to be essential. 
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In the pre-test, some of the students from both EXP and CTR group have found 

difficulties to elaborate a thesis statement that indicates the subdivisions or general method of 

organization used in their essays. However, the post- test revealed that many students from 

the EXP group have ameliorated their thesis statement; this was the case in 5 papers unlike 

the CTR group in which there were only 2 students who showed a progress in this aspect. 

These results were expected because the participants from the EXP group received online 

assistance from their teacher. Indeed, students from the EXP group received training on 

writing effective thesis statements and opening sentences by showing the differences between 

them.  

The following extract illustrates the improvement made by one of the participants 

from the EXP group in writing the thesis statement: 

Pre-test:                                                  

“It is impossible to deny that traditional teaching was greatly the best way for students to 

acquire good knowledge.” 

Post-test: 

“There are miscellaneous causes that lead to divorce such as dishonesty, fanatical and 

communication problems.” 

The thesis statement written in the pre-test is too vague because it does not determine 

the main ideas to be developed in the whole body of the essay. However, in the post-test, the 

student wrote a more precise thesis statement that summarizes the three main points to be 

developed in the body of the essay. 

Apart from this, students from the EXP group show a significant improvement in their 

introduction writing in general compared to those from the CTR group. The following 

extracts of writing show how the same student progressed in his/her written work. 
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 Pre-test: 

“There are various differences between living life in rural and urban area. People today have 

the choice of living in a city or in countryside. Some prefer to live in the overpopulated cities 

while others prefer to live in urban areas. Both of city and countryside offer ways of life that 

are very different.” 

Post-test: 

“Nowadays people are predisposed to several health problems. Obesity has been a major 

problem in USA and in many countries in the world. Over 60% of the population is 

overweight and this constitutes one of the major issues that the world undergoes. This 

phenomenon has a strong impact not only on individuals but also on the whole modern 

societies. Obesity can be caused by three main factors, inappropriate diet, life style and 

heredity.” 

The introduction written in the pre-test is redundant and unclear, the main concern of 

the essay is not clearly presented comparing to the introduction found in the post-test in which 

the participant has written a well-elaborated introductory paragraph. Indeed, the participant 

started by providing some background information about the subject in general before moving 

to the final statement that announces the main points covered by the essay. 

4.1.3. Paragraph division 

Oshima and Hogue (2006) point out that the important point to remember is to arrange 

ideas in a logical order to make the reader accustomed to the English way of writing. The 

body of an essay should consist of several supporting paragraphs that support the thesis. In 

other words, each supporting paragraph develops one point about the subject. Moreover, each 

paragraph should begin with a topic sentence that is supported with specific details, facts, and 

examples. Therefore, it can be said that a good body of an essay is determined by its 

supporting details. 
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4.1.3.1. Topic sentences and supporting sentences 

A topic sentence introduces the topic in a general manner and sets up the rest of the 

paragraph for detail-oriented sentence also called supporting sentences. A topic sentence is 

claimed to be the most important sentence in a paragraph, stating the main idea of the whole 

paragraph. The corpus shows that the participants from both the CTR and he EXP group 

construct unspecified topic sentences. The following extract reveals some mistakes found in 

the corpus under analysis: 

“Many diseases which appeared with pollution cause the death of many people every year , 

for instance breath illness caused by air pollution, there is also pollution of the sea , this kind 

of pollution poison the fishes then affect the human health.” 

 

The above paragraph has an unspecified topic because the topic sentence is not clear, 

and  all relating sentences have been explained in it which makes readers confused to decide 

what the main topic is and what should the supporting sentences are going to talk about. 

Wikborg (1990) used the term ‘unspecified topic’ to refer to the topic which is too general or 

‘too specific’ in a case where all supporting details have been written in a topic statement. 

Unspecified change of topic can drift the topic because they may produce more than one focus 

to be discussed that consequently make the reader difficult to decide which main topic 

intended by the writer.  

The pre-test shows that students tend to write topic sentences with no supporting 

sentences. 10 participants from the two groups wrote a paragraph containing only one 

statement and then he/she moved directly to a new paragraph. The following example is a 

paragraph written by one of the participants: 
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“Another point is that students in university have freedom; they are not obliged to be 

present in all the courses. However in secondary school students have to justify their 

absence.” 

 The example stated above includes only one statement and it does not contain 

supporting sentences. Students usually do not provide sufficient information about the topic 

sentence, this explains the length of their paragraphs which are very short. The latter may be 

provoked by the lack of language proficiency. Myers (1997) suggested that ESL/EFL students 

need to be helped with vocabulary and sentence-level syntax when writing L2 composition. 

From her experience in teaching ESL writing, Myers affirmed that her students’ real problem 

is insufficient linguistic knowledge to write fluently in the target language, but not lack of 

ideas to write. Thus, they only put the content into the paragraph without expanding on their 

ideas, so their paragraphs were short and unclear. They only paid attention to content that 

prevented them from writing a detailed paragraph. This is why teachers’ feedback is needed at 

the early stage of training.  

 The post-test indicates that there is a great improvement among the EXP group in 

terms of topic sentences, and this was the case in 7 papers in which we noticed that the 

participants wrote more precise topic sentences. In addition, one of the participants from the 

EXP group has improved his/ her paragraph division. In the pre-test, he/she declared in the 

thesis statement that he/she is going to speak about the main consequences of the overuse of 

the internet, which are health problems, social problems and the waste of time. He /she 

developed these three main points in only one paragraph. While, in the post test, the same 

participant stated in the thesis statement that he/she is going to write about the main 

differences between bulimia and anorexia and then he/she developed these ideas in two 

paragraphs by providing more supporting ideas and examples. Thus, he/she wrote better using 

more meaningful contents within well-organized paragraphs. This progress may be due to the 
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positive outcome of the introductory lessons to the general essay writing that we displayed on 

the Facebook platform in which we provided a general map of an essay by explaining its main 

parts. These findings confirm the idea that the use of web based instruction as a supplement to 

traditional in-class writing instruction was significantly more effective than writing 

instruction depending on traditional teaching alone.  

4.1.4. Relevance  

Oshima and Hogue (2006) indicate that “unity” means that a paragraph discusses one 

and only one main idea from the beginning to the end. A disunified paragraph is the one that 

digresses or deviates from its target topic. If a writer departs from the topic, the resultant 

paragraph will be choppy; these kinds of shifts generate what seem to be gaps in the writer's 

thought flow. 

The corpus shows that the participants insert irrelevant ideas into their writing. 

Therefore, this insertion influences the unity of thought, and thus weakening coherence as it 

diverts the reader's attention and causes discontinuity in meaning. In addition, the sentences in 

the paragraphs did not directly relate to the main idea. The following excerpt illustrates this 

point “The developed countries are productive and consumer at the same time, whereas the 

undeveloped ones are just consumer in addition to this, they have no practice of democracy in 

their system.” The example lacks coherence because the student is inserting an idea that is of 

no relevance to the first idea that speaks about the “democracy system” 

 The post-test indicates that students from the EXP group succeeded to achieve 

paragraph unity in their essay writing. A considerable progress was found in 6 papers from 

the EXP group and only 2 participants from the CTR group. These results were expected 

because the Facebook page was devoted to the different aspects of coherence in writing and 

the participants were provided with various techniques to avoid irrelevance in their writing. 
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4.1.5. Concluding paragraph 

According to Oshima and Hogue (1999), a concluding paragraph should consist of a 

summary of the main points, or a restatement of the thesis in different words, and a final 

comment on the subject based on the information provided. The conclusion should follow 

logically from the body of the essay, as it should summarize the whole essay not only one or 

two points. 

 It has been noticed in the pre-test that most of the students do not follow the main 

principles of an effective conclusion. In fact, students tend to end their essay by providing 

only their comment about the subject and tend to ignore to restate the main ideas that have 

been discussed in the whole essay. Moreover, some participants started a new topic at the end 

of their essay and this has affected the relevance of their written composition. 

“In conclusion, fast-food can have serious effects on health, thus, people should learn to 

choose what to eat carefully.” In this example, the participant wrote a conclusion that 

contains only one statement and this is not enough as a conclusion. 

 The post-test shows that the improvement of the EXP group and the CTR group was 

quite different. In fact, participants from the EXP group wrote a more effective conclusion, 

this was the case of 6 papers from the EXP group comparing to 4 papers from the CTR group. 

One of the participants wrote a conclusion consisting only one statement in the pre-test but in 

the post-test he /she chose to reemphasize and restate the main important ideas developed in 

the body of the essay.  

4.2. Cohesion 

As a reminder, Cohesion refers to the grammatical and lexical connections between 

individual clauses. The grammatical links can be classified under three broad types:  

a) Referents (pronouns, the article “the”, demonstratives)  
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b) Ellipsis (leaving out of a words or phrases where they are unnecessary)  

c) Conjunction (a word that joins phrases or clauses together) 

4.2.1. Reference 

Our corpus shows that the aspect of reference is considered as being very problematic 

in students’ writing. Indeed, students tend to use referents inappropriately and this leads to the 

lack of clarity for the reader. In the following example, the participant used the pronoun “this” 

instead of “these” to refer to the two ways of life. 

“Some people like the way of living in farm while others prefer living in city .this two ways of 

life are too different” 

In the following example, the use of the pronoun “them” is confusing and the pronoun “them” 

has no antecedent to refer to: 

“A person can be born with physical beauty and some few may need improving the way they 

dress as they get older in order to increase their physical beauty. Another difference between 

them is that” 

Another error, which is common among the participants, is the useless repetition of 

referents. This example illustrates this recurrent error by students: 

“The developed countries have more cultivated societies, they can adapt easily and rapidly 

with the new technologies which are developed only by this part of the world this is why they 

have all necessary living conditions unlike the undeveloped countries which are less 

cultivated and have less chances to adapt with these new technologies because they have not 

made any effort to produce or create no things and this doesn’t means that they have no 

capacities to do so but they have not good conditions.” 

 Although the pronoun “they” is appropriate to refer to the cultivated societies, the 

repetition of this pronoun has affected the logical development of the ideas. 
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The post-test shows that the participants of the EXP group have improved their use of 

referents; this was the case of 9 papers out of 15. These results are expected because the 

members of the EXP group have received an online feedback that has been provided by their 

teacher of writing. Indeed, the correction of some errors related to referents was necessary to 

improve students’ writing performance. The following extract illustrates the improvement 

made by a participant from the EXP group who used referent wrongly in the pre-test, but in 

the post-test his/her use of the same referent was correct: 

Pre-test: 

“Television is important, it reduces stress, it informs people about interesting news and it 

educates children. This are the main benefits of television”. 

 Post-test: 

“Algeria suffers from many problems such as unemployment and educational system these 

are due to the lack of government interventions” 

The study undertaken by Diez, Halbach and Rivas (2000) investigating 17 students 

taking a three-month course on only consciousness- raising about cohesive devices with no 

follow-up exercises, found there was no obvious change of the quantity between students’ use 

of cohesive devices before and after the course. They maintained that such transfer may not 

be automatic and production exercises are needed. Different from Diez, Halbach and Rivas’ 

instruction, the current research did not only raised students’ awareness of referents with 

textual explanation, but also created useful online exercises for students to learn their use in 

context. Hence, the contextualized production-based exercises as designed in the current 

research are required to enhance students ‘writing skill. 
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4.2.2. Conjunctions 

Conjunctions in discourse are used to connect words, sentences, phrases or clauses. 

Halliday and Hasan (1976) assert that: “Conjunctive relations are encoded not in the form of 

grammatical structures but in the looser, more pliable form of linkage between the 

components of a text” (Halliday and Hasan; 1976: 321). Therefore, in written language, 

conjunctions are used to signal the logical connectives between ideas. More precisely, they 

are used to mark discourse structure and various text segments. 

The analysis of the corpus shows that students could not use conjunctions correctly 

because they did not understood their semantic function. In the following example, one of the 

participants started a new paragraph by the conjunction “however” and the pronoun “before” 

has been misused: 

“However, the Algerian society has known too many changes in different fields. Life and 

traditions became more casual. Women became freer then they used to be before” 

The repetition of the same conjunction several times is also a common error in many 

papers. Consider the following extract, which illustrates the overuse of the pronoun “and” 

“Relationship can be successful as it can be a failure. Misunderstanding and the lack of 

money and love are to main causes of divorce.” 

In addition to the overuse of conjunctions, students also tend to use two conjunctions 

at the same time. This is the case in the following passages taken from the papers of two 

participants 

“In the past divorce was rare, but today however the majority of couples break up in few 

years.” 
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“wasting money in drinking has bad impact not only on the drinkers themselves but also on 

their families and environment” 

Moreover, most students did not present a reasonable connection or relation between 

ideas in their paragraphs leading to “coherence breaks” (Wikborg, 1990). They did not use 

transitional words to link the ideas together. The following example illustrates this kind of 

error: 

“Life in the past is very different from life in the present. In the past there was a hard life and 

people used to die. Nowadays humans have all the necessary conditions of life.” 

 

The post-test revealed that many students from the EXP group have improved their 

use of conjunctions. This was the case among 7 participants in the EXP group comparing to 

the CTR group which includes only 2 participants who progressed in this aspect. In fact, the 

useless use of conjunctions has been omitted by some students among the EXP group. Their 

improvement may be due to the explicit writing instructions about the use of conjunctions in 

writing, in addition to the grammar quizzes, which have been provided to them.  

Tseng and Liou (2006) performed a similar research. They examined the proficiency 

of 19 EFL university students in Taiwan on the usage of conjunctions after spending 4 weeks 

of practice. The results showed that the participants scored higher in the post-test when 

compared to their scores in the pre-test. Tsang and Liou claim that this difference was due to 

the students’ practice doing the online exercises on conjunctions which helped them to 

understand their usage. Similarly, Yen-Chu Tseng and Hsien-Chin Liou (2006) conducted a 

research to investigate the effects of online practice (conjunction) on students’ written 

production. The results indicated that the error rates of both categories did reduce in the post-

instruction writing compared with those in the pre-instruction writing. 
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4.2.3. Substitution and ellipsis 

Substitution and ellipsis are grammatical cohesive devices. Not many researchers treat 

them separately because they both represent a relation within the text. A substituted item has 

the same grammatical function as the word it substitutes; although it is more general and 

vague (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 88). Halliday and Hassan claim that ellipsis can be interpreted 

as ‘the form of substitution in which the item is replaced by nothing’ (1976: 90). 

The pre-test shows that some students tend to repeat some words, phrases and even 

sentences several times. This problem is noticed in 11 papers from the EXP group and 13 

papers from the CTR group, the omission of some words and even statements are necessary to 

avoid repetition. In the following examples, the statement written in bold should be omitted. 

“Lack of communication is also one of the common causes of divorce; because of lack of 

communication people are unable to resolve their problems” 

“Humans should cut trees to have wood; they have such a behavior which is the cutting of 

trees because they are unconscious.” 

In some papers, it has been found that students often use wrongly ellipsis in order to avoid 

repetition. This is the case in the following extract in which the students omitted the word 

“life” in order to avoid its repetition and this led to confusion. Indeed, it is not clear whether 

the student is comparing countryside to large cities or simply comparing the two ways of life: 

“Another way of contrasting between life in countries and life in large cities is safety. 

[ellipsis]The country is more secure than life in large cities”  

Our corpus shows that there is an absence of the use of ellipsis in students’ papers and this 

leads to several errors related to the unnecessary repetition in students’ production. The  post-

test indicates that there was no considerable difference between the CTR group and EXP 

group.  
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The participants often use substitution to avoid repetition incorrectly. The most usual 

form of substitution found in students’ papers is the nominal substitution i.e. a pronoun 

substituting for a noun. Notice how the repetition of the pronoun “it” makes the following 

passages awkward: 

“The most important difference between animals and humans is language .humans use 

language to express their ideas, and it is characterized by their productivity activity and 

duality. Humans acquired it in a social environment” 

“Pollution spread in many places on the earth especially in large cities with a lot of 

industries and care smoke causing it” 

In the first example, the pronoun “it” is used as a substitution to avoid the repetition of the 

word “language”. This led to the repetition of the pronoun “it” several times. However, in the 

second example, the participant used the pronoun “it” at the end of the sentence.  

Only 3 participants from the EXP group have solved the problem of repetition in their 

writing. The difference between the improvement of the CTR and the EXP group is not 

significant, even though, we have provided the participants with diverse indications 

concerning the use of ellipsis and substitution.  

4.3. The questionnaire 

This part deals with the analysis and interpretation of the participants’ questionnaire. It 

includes three subsections, each one of them collects information on a particular aspect. The 

first section entitled “students’ motivation toward the use of Facebook in their academic 

context”, aims at investigating participants’ perception in using Facebook in their learning. 

the second subsection entitled “students view about the use of Facebook for writing 

practices”, seeks to identify and to explore students’ opinion about the effectiveness of using 

the Facebook platform to practice their writing skill. Finally, subsection three is entirely 
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devoted to explore students’ perceptions about the use of Facebook in the module of writing 

and in other modules.  

A) - Students’ motivation toward the use of Facebook in their academic context 

The first item has confirmed that no respondent has difficulties in using Facebook 

groups. All of them respond that they found the use of Facebook groups easy. Thus, all 

respondents are familiar with Facebook groups and this means that they are also familiar with 

the features in Facebook groups. They have spent some time either reading posts or dropping 

comments. All the participants are aware of the different ways of sharing on Facebook groups 

like posting a photo, sharing links to websites and posting documents. Our findings were 

expected because Facebook is considered as being the most popular social network in the 

world and this confirms the findings of Robliyer et al (2010) who found that university 

students are very open to the possibility of using Facebook and similar possibilities to support 

classroom work. Moreover, Blattner and Fiori (2009) suggest that “joining groups in which 

users share similar interests has pedagogical advantages that can be utilized in language 

classes in varieties of constructive manners” (Blattner and Fiori, 2009: 19-20). Therefore, it is 

from online communities that Facebook users are able to sustain meaningful and dynamic 

educational experiences. 

Most of the participants have positive opinions regarding Facebook as an environment 

to facilitate group studies. This could be explained by the fact that online platforms such as 

Facebook provide information from a variety of sources, such as videos, slideshows, quizzes, 

etc. Such positive experience in their learning process provides them with several 

opportunities to practice their writing by commenting, asking questions, and receiving 

feedback from each other and from their instructor as well. Rosen (2010) suggests that social 

networks allow for direct exchange with large numbers of people and communication 

encourages collaboration and discussion of course material and promotes immediate sharing 
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and development of written, audio and visual content. However, there is a small number of 

students who disagree with the view that Facebook facilitates group studies. This is explained 

by the fact that some students prefer using this tool for individual learning. These unexpected 

findings support the ones of Junco and Cotton (2011) claiming that the use of instant 

messaging negatively affected learning outcomes and Junco (2012) found that the use of 

Facebook diminishes students’ engagement and encourages individual learning. 

B) - Students view about the use of Facebook for writing practices 

In terms of writing, nearly all the participants think that the use of facebook makes 

writing instruction more interesting. Besides, there is an average of 4 comments posted by 

peers on every writing activity. This indicates a good interaction between students. The 

members of the group seem to give feedbacks to their friends’ writing in English. 

Understanding a student’s preferences is essential for student-student interaction, as well as 

student teacher interaction on Facebook. To be clearer, improving students' relationships with 

teachers has decisive social development. Those students who have positive and supportive 

relationships with their teachers and their friends will attain higher levels of achievement than 

those students with more problematic relationships. Positive teacher-student relationships 

draw students into the process of learning and promote their desire to learn.   

 Yancy (2010) proposes that the use of facebook in helping students make that link in 

order to make them better writers. The researcher also believes that Facebook, and 

specifically Facebook groups, have the potential to improve students’ writing skills by being 

the link between academic “writing” and outside “communication”, providing learners with 

an authentic and personalized context. The peers not only respond to their colleague’s writing 

through comments, but some also went directly to the post and edited the writing.  

When asked if reading the comments and entries of their peers on the facebook wall 

helped them to learn and improve their own essay writing in terms of coherence, 50% of 
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participants expressed their positive agreement and none of them expressed their 

disagreement. The participants, in this study, expressed that Facebook can be an online 

environment for enhancing their writing and more particularly essay writing. Thus, it could be 

claimed that giving feedback to peers is an effective way to improve students’ writing skill. 

The results indicate that learning from others’ work and receiving feedback may allow 

students to enhance their writing style and essay quality  remarkably within a relatively short 

time. The online peer review, compared with oral comments, has the following advantages: 

time and place independent, no pressure to quick respond, and the power to control 

conversations. However, the other half of the participants remained neutral with this view; 

this maybe due to their reticence to criticize their friends' writing compositions and because 

they were not convinced of the pedagogical benefits of their peers’ feedback.  

 These findings may support those reached by Ellison and Wu (2008) who indicated 

that students in their study expressed frustration with the shallow or shoddy quality of peers' 

entries, which made giving feedback difficult. 

C) - Students’ perceptions about the use of Facebook in the module of writing and in 
other modules 

All the students responded that Facebook increases self-confidence to ask questions 

using the English language and this because language learning has grown beyond the 

classroom with the growth of the new technologies. Facebook, therefore, is a significant 

environment for English language practice this confirms the findings of Mohamed and 

Mohamed Shariff (2011) who showed that Facebook based learning has increased students’ 

motivation and understanding and this is because students’ acquire more self-confidence in 

the facebook environment. Similarly, Kabilan et al.(2010) conducted a research investigating 

if Facebook can be a useful and meaningful learning environment that could support or 

enhance students’ writing skill. Their findings show that in terms of affective factors, 
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students’ motivation and attitudes improved significantly. Furthermore, they claim that 

students claim that using Facebook has boosted their confidence and made them more daring 

to use the language especially in terms of writing. Overall, Facebook has been shown to 

motivate and foster a positive attitude towards English language learning. Thus, all the 

participants want to join other Facebook groups to practice their writing the next year and all 

the students are interested in joining Facebook groups in other modules. This shows their high 

motivation in using Facebook for pedagogical purposes. 

In conclusion, this chapter has interpreted and discussed the results of the pre-test and 

the post-test submitted by the participants of the CTR group and the EXP group. The corpus 

has been analyzed in the light of Oshima and Hogue theory of achieving coherence in essay 

writing and Wikborg’s analysis on coherence breaks in Connor& Johns (1990:133) by 

focusing mainly on introduction, thesis statement, paragraph division, including topic 

sentences, supporting sentences and relevance, conclusion. This analysis has applied the 

theory of Halliday and Hasan (1976) which provides a model of analyzing some cohesive 

aspects, more particularly grammatical cohesion in students’ essay writing, namely reference, 

conjunctions, substitution and ellipsis. 

  Experimental study shows that the two groups of students who received two different 

models of teaching were all making significant progress. The results also show significant 

differences between the CTR and EXP groups in favor of the EXP group. This suggests that 

Facebook was effective in improving students' writing abilities in general. This could be due 

to the fact that students' motivation to learn increases when they are given the same material 

in different ways using technology. Therefore, the significant difference between the CTR and 

the EXP group in their writing performance can be attributed to the teachers' employment of 

more writing tasks since all the online tasks are additional ones related to the same topics 

discussed in class. According to Hedgcock (2005), the procedural aspects of writing 
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instruction for students are often insufficient. In particular, the writing assignments performed 

in class do not always provide the information students need in order to develop effective 

writing strategies. The students involved in the experiment were provided with more 

activities. Furthermore, this chapter has discussed the main results of the questionnaire 

submitted to the participants from the EXP group, which revealed that students are highly 

motivated concerning the use of Facebook groups in their learning and more particularly this 

helped them to improve their essay writing. This online tool provides new opportunities for 

teachers and students because it is flexible. 
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 Our study has been conducted in the light of Oshima and Hogue’s theory of coherence 

in essay writing (2006) and Wikborgs’ analysis of coherence breaks in Connor& Johns 

(1990:133) to measure participants’ improvement in their essay composition, focusing mainly 

on the aspects of thesis statement, topic sentence, supporting sentences, relevance and 

conclusion. Furthermore, grammatical cohesion has been analysed within the framework of 

Halliday and Hasan (1976) by focusing on four major aspects of grammatical cohesion 

namely, reference, conjunction, substitution and ellipsis. Our corpus consists of 60 essays 

written by 30 participants (15 participants from the CTR group and 15 other participants from 

the EXP group). 15 essays were submitted by each group (CTR group and EXP group) in the 

pre-test before the experimentation and 15 other essays in the post-test at the end of the 

experiment. The improvement of the two groups is compared through the identification and 

the analysis of their errors in both pre-test and post-test focusing on the aspects of coherence 

and cohesion in essay writing.  

The results revealed that the EXP group improved their writing in all aspects of 

coherence, namely thesis statement, topic sentences, supporting sentences, relevance and 

conclusion, unlike the CTR group who did not show a significant improvemnt in the post-test. 

In terms of cohesion, our results revealed that the participants of the EXP group have 

improved their use of referents and conjunction compared to the participants from the CTR 

group who improved only their use of substitution. However, no improvement has been 

noticed among the EXP group in terms of substitution and ellipsis during the post-test.  

As far as the participants’ perceptions about the use of Facebook for learning purposes 

are concerned, the results of the online questionnaire revealed that most of the participants 

expressed their positive view about the use of Facebook for writing purposes and all of them 

answered that they want to join this kind of  Facebook groups in the writing module, or other 
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modules next year. Therefore, the conclusion that can be drawn from our investigation is that 

facebook can improve students’ writing skills and build their confidence as writers. By using 

facebook, students can take ownership of their writing, become better observers and critical 

towards others’ writing, and develop a more powerful understanding of audience. Thus, 

Facebook encourages experimenting and risk-taking.  

The participants of the present investigation were second year students at the 

university of Mouloud Mammeri of Tizi Ouzou. Accordingly, the study conducted is a case 

study. Therefore, the results obtained cannot be generalized to EFL learners as a whole. Thus, 

further studies can investigate to what extent the results made here can apply to other EFL 

students. Moreover, results of the current investigation raise important questions 

for further researches to explore the use of Facebook groups in learning other language skills 

such as reading, listening, and speaking.  
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