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Abstract 
This study aimed to examine the effects of the integration of blended learning with traditional 
writing instruction for the university level English Essay Writing course in Thailand by focusing 
on the students’ ability to use cohesion devices and students’ attitude towards the integration of 
Facebook as blended learning. The participants were sixty mixed-ability English-majored 
students which were recruited with purposive sampling method and were divided into the 
experimental group and controlled group. Both groups received the same lessons on narrative 
essay writing in class for eight weeks. Apart from the in-class instruction, the experimental group 
was required to participate in the online practice provided through Facebook which serves as 
blended learning. To compare the use of cohesion devices in writing of both groups, the essay 
writing pretest took place before the first lesson and the essay writing posttest took place after 
the last lesson.  Moreover, the questionnaire and the interview were also used with the 
experimental group after the posttest for evaluating their attitudes towards the blended learning. 
According to the quantitative findings, the comparison indicates that even though the use of 
cohesion devices in writing improved in both groups, the experimental group showed 
significantly greater improvement. The qualitative findings from the questionnaire and the 
interview also underlined the effectiveness of the blended learning in terms of its convenience, 
more opportunities for learning, and sources of writing references.  
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Introduction 
In English as Foreign Language context, problems regarding cohesion in writing were 

reported in many studies (e.g., Connor & Kaplan, 1987; Hinkel, 2001; Lee, 2004; Leki, 1999; 
Sofer & Raimes, 2002). Even if some types of cohesion have been taught and included in many 
official textbooks, the English language students cannot make use of them efficiently (Hinkel, 
2001; Leki, 1999; Sofer & Raimes, 2002). This results in the incohesive text production. 
Particularly, cohesion in writing is one of the problems addressed as major challenges in Thai 
EFL context since many students failed to achieve the appropriate use of cohesion in their 
composition (Noonkhan, 2012). Thai EFL students were found struggling in drawing paragraph-
level cohesion as they practiced creating cohesion only in sentence level (Shokrpour; 2007). The 
issues regarding cohesion were also supported by several studies reporting problems found in 
Thai EFL students’ written texts (Boon-Long, 1998; Srinon, 1999; Lush, 2002). Therefore, the 
additional practices of cohesion in writing are needed for students’ writing improvement.  

Apart from in-class instruction, one of the ways to facilitate EFL learners in learning to 
write cohesively is to integrate technology in writing teaching (Al-Jarf, 2005; Alpala & Peña, 
2014).  Specifically, Facebook, a social-networking site, has been used as a blended learning tool 
for teaching writing because it is found beneficial in many studies in terms of developing 
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students’ writing ability (Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012), providing opportunities 
for gaining new knowledge (Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012; Yunus & Salehi 2012; 
Chang, 2014), allowing the students to discuss with peers and teachers (Kantasin, 2014), 
providing accessible and up-to-date resources (Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012), and 
boosting the students’ motivation (Kantasin, 2014). Therefore, this study aimed to explore 
students’ writing improvement by focusing on their understanding of cohesion in writing after 
participating in the Facebook-based lessons on cohesion. 

 
Objectives 
1. To examine the effects of Facebook-based lessons on EFL students’ cohesion in writing. 
2. To investigate EFL students’ attitudes towards using Facebook-based lessons on 

cohesion.  
 
Research Questions 
1. What are the effects of Facebook-based lessons on EFL students’ cohesion in writing? 
2. What are EFL students’ attitudes towards using Facebook-based lessons on cohesion? 

 
Literature Review 

Cohesion in Writing 
Halliday and Hassan (1976) proposed taxonomy of the types of cohesive relations that 

can occur within texts which can be categorized in five types below.  
 
Reference. Reference is an act of indicating information from elsewhere using personal 

and demonstrative pronouns and comparatives.  
Substitution. Substitution is replacement of one component by another device which can 

be in three types including nominal (one, ones, and some), verbal (do), and clausal substitution 
(so and not).     

Ellipsis. Ellipsis is to omit a component where it is possible without losing the sentence’s 
meaning or to substitute a nominal item, verbal item, and clause, with zero (Ø) (Halliday & 
Hasan, 1976).  

Conjunction. Conjunction refers to words or phrases indicating a specific link in the 
discourse which guides readers to the way that the writer organizes ideas such as coordinating 
conjunctions and subordinating conjunctions and compound adverbs. 

Lexical Cohesion. Lexical Cohesion is the use of lexical items to create cohesion. lexical 
cohesion which can be demonstrated by repetition of a word or phrase, synonyms, antonyms, 
hyponymy, and collocation (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).  
 
Teaching Cohesion in Writing 

Some studies suggested teaching designs specifically for cohesion in writing. Xin-hong 
(2007) outlined the teaching design for cohesion in writing for graduate students which included 
four main stages based on Halliday and Hasan (1976)’s theory of cohesion in English which 
include 1) familiarizing, 2) analyzing, 3) comparing, and 4) composing. Additionally, Lee (2002) 
stated that explicit form-focused instruction which is to define cohesion in the more manageable 
and concrete way is found potential in growing learners’ awareness of cohesion as this form of 
instruction can trigger students’ recognizability of the features in the input and can help them 
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acquire knowledge effectively. Granger and Tyson (1996) also added that authentic sentence 
examples were advantageous to help students comprehend the logical relationships signaled by 
cohesion. In terms of practice, as manifested by Basturkmen (2002), types of the useful exercise 
for non-English writers are gap-filling, sentence combining and reorganizing. 

However, experiencing only in-class writing instruction seems limited in terms of 
learning circumstances (Muangsamai, 2003). As a result, more and more studies (e.g, Al-Jarf, 
2005; Alpala & Peña, 2014; Hegelheimer & Fisher, 2013; Warschauer, 2013) suggested the 
implication of technology in learning cohesion since it is considered a constructive mean for 
many reasons. 
 
Facebook as Blended Learning Environment 
 Blended learning refers to integration of the face-to-face and the online formats to 
achieve more productivity than using either of the modes of learning alone, which also includes 
Facebook (Erdem & Kibar, 2014). The implication of Facebook as the enrichment blended to 
formal education is suggested to have advantages in language learning for: 1) facilitating EFL 
students learning English writing (Kabilan, Ahmad & Abidin, 2010; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010; 
Shih, 2011), (2) making students become more comfortable and increasing their social 
relationships outside of the classroom (Promnitz-Hayashi, 2011), (3) providing the prospective 
for collaboration and cooperation in learning (Shih, 2011; Omar et al., 2012), (4) assisting 
students learn new words (Hiew, 2012), and (5) enhancing learning motivation and enthusiasm 
(Yunus & Salehi, 2012; Yunus, Salehi & Chenzi, 2012). Moreover, several studies have revealed 
that Facebook is beneficial in that it can enhance students’ improvement in writing abilities, 
grammar, appropriate language, and general language abilities (Al-Jarf, 2004; Hegelheimer & 
Fisher, 2006; Sullivan & Pratt, 1996; Warschauer, 1996; Warschauer et al., 2000). 
 
Facebook and Learning Theories  

Social Constructivist. Considering social constructivist learning theory, Vygotsky 
(1978) suggested that instruction will lead to successful learning outcome when learners develop 
in social or group setting. In order to integrate Facebook in teaching and learning environment, 
the tool needs to be able to create collaborative learning rather than separate learners (Chen & 
Bryer, 2012). Unlike traditional learning, social constructivist learning offers 1) interactive 
learning, 2) collaborative learning, 3) facilitating learning, 4) authentic learning, 5) student-
centered learning, and 6) high-quality learning (Huang, 2002); these characteristics match with 
the features of social media software and Web 2.0 tools including Facebook (Ishii, 2003). The 
features of Facebook also support the principles applied in any social constructivist classroom 
(Chen & Breyr, 2012). It is able to form social interaction and collaborative activities among 
learners as the real audiences and the real context, so they can support one another and generate 
their own understanding (Chen & Breyr, 2012). In other words, the use of Facebook in learning 
is considered one of the practices to achieve learning goals in the view of social constructivist. 

Connectivist. Mattar (2010) pointed that the Connectivist learning theory is developed to 
match with the current situation of technology use in education and to support learning that 
occurs outside of learners such as technology-manipulated learning. For designing connectivist 
instruction, Siemens (2004) outlined the principles for connectivist learning that focus on: 1) 
diversity of opinions; 2) connection among information sources; 3) learning outside learners; 3) 
ability to acquire knowledge; 4) connections to facilitate persistent learning; 5) the ability to 
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recognize connections between fields, ideas, and concepts; 6) accuracy and currency of 
knowledge; 7) decision-making led learning; and 8) change of information over time as a result 
of  alterations. From the principles mentioned, Facebook is considered suitable for supporting 
connectivist learning as it provides opportunities for joining networks and communities and 
offers platform towards creation or adaptation of knowledge (Boitshwarelo, 2011; Tinmaz, 
2012). Tu, et al. (2012) suggested implementation for using Facebook in connectivism classroom 
such as to create online discussions allowing learners to express their ideas and knowledge freely 
and to have an experienced person guiding when students need helps. 

 
Methodology 

Theoretical Framework 
Facebook-based Collaborative Learning Model. Linh and Suppasetseree (2015) 

proposed an instructional design model called Facebook-Based Collaborative Learning Model 
(FBCL Model) as a guide for designing writing instruction via Facebook. The model was 
developed based on five instructional models including: (1) ADDIE Model (Analysis, Design, 
Development, Implementation, and Evaluation) proposed by Reiser and Dempsey (2012), (2) 
Dick and Carey Model (2005), (3) Kemp Model by Morrison, Ross (2010), (4) SREO Model 
(Suppasetseree’s Remedial English Online) by Suppasetseree (2005), and (5) OTIL Model 
(Online Task-based Interactive Listening) by Tian (2012). The model includes 6 steps (see 
Figure 1): (1) analyze setting, (2) set instructional goals, (3) design lessons, (4) produce 
instructional package, (5) conduct teaching and learning activities, and (6) conduct evaluation 
and revision of writing instruction. In this study, this model was adopted in planning the lessons 
for the experimental group, which participated n the Facebook-based lessons on cohesion. 

 
Data Collection 

In this study, four research instruments were employed: (1) the essay writing pretest and 
posttest, (2) Facebook-based lessons on cohesion, (3) the questionnaire, and (4) the interview. 
This study used the two-group pretest and posttest, which is commonly accepted as the well-
suited measurement for investigating effects of instructional innovations in educational research 
(Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000). The essay writing pretest took place prior to the treatment 
in order to assess cohesion in writing of the participants in the experimental group and controlled 
group. The participants in both groups were sixty mixed-ability English-majored students in 
Essay writing course which were recruited with purposive sampling and divided into the 
experimental group and controlled group. Both went through the same in-class lessons on 
cohesion in writing for 8 weeks including the essay writing pretest and posttest. While the 
experimental group received extra practice via Facebook, the controlled group only experienced 
traditional in-class lessons. In week 8, both groups took the essay writing posttest to measure 
their achievement of learning from different modes of learning and only the experimental 
completed the questionnaires and interview.  
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Figure 1 Research Procedure 

 
Data Analysis 

The essay writing pretest and posttest were analyzed using cohesion coding guidelines 
adopted from Bae (2001) and cohesion scoring rubrics adopted from Wahby (2014). The 
analytical procedure of the coded data and the scoring rubric obtained from the pre-test and the 
post-test essays was conducted in 3 themes including the differences of pre and post-test within 
group and the comparison of the improvement between groups. The data was interpreted into 
Cohen’s d for the effect size of the modes of learning within groups and partial eta square (ηp2) 
for comparing the effect between groups (Richardso, 2011; Cohen, 1969). The values of effect 
were then interpreted to the effect sizes based on Cohen’s effect size Benchmark (1969).   

 The responses from the questionnaires were analyzed to see the means score and 
the interview was thematically coded and then statistically analyzed. The result from the 
interview would support and cover the missing points in the questionnaires and both provided the 
answer for the research question 2. 

 
  

Week 1: Essay Writing Pretest for Both Groups 

Week 2: Reference 
Experimental Group: In-class Practice, Online practice, Writing 
Assignment, Revision 
Controlled Group: In-class Practice, Writing Assignment, 
Revision 
Week 3: Substitution and Ellipsis 
Experimental Group: In-class Practice, Online practice, Writing 
Assignment, Revision 
Controlled Group: In-class Practice, Writing Assignment, 
Revision 
Week 4: Conjunction 
Experimental Group: In-class Practice, Online practice, Writing 
Assignment, Revision 
Controlled Group: In-class Practice, Writing Assignment, 
Revision 
Week 5: Conjunction 
Experimental Group: In-class Practice, Online practice, Writing 
Assignment, Revision 
Controlled Group: In-class Practice, Writing Assignment, 
Revision 
Week 6: Lexical Cohesion 
Experimental Group: In-class Practice, Online practice, Writing 
Assignment, Revision 
Controlled Group: In-class Practice, Writing Assignment, 
Revision 
Week 7: Review all Types of Cohesion 
Experimental Group: In-class Practice, Online practice, Writing 
Assignment, Revision 
Controlled Group: In-class Practice, Writing Assignment, 
Revision 
Week 8: Essay Writing Posttest for Both Groups 
Experimental Group: Questionnaire and interview 
Controlled Group: - 
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Findings 
Findings from Essay Writing 
 
Table 1 
Effect sizes of learning modes on cohesion and within and between groups 

Categories d F p ηp
2 R2 

Controlled Experimental 

Reference 1.348 .965 .288 .593 .005 .032 

Substitution .815 1.287 9.420 .003 .142 .144 

Ellipsis .730 .418 1.329 .254 .023 .023 

Conjunction 1.210 1.233 .033 .857 .001 .123 

Lexical 1.331 1.373 1.435 .236 .025 .173 

Unresolved .800 1.629 12.958 .001 .185 .252 

Overall 
Cohesion .561 1.406 28.579 .000 .334 .613 

 
Looking at the comparison between groups, the findings revealed that Facebook-based 

lessons had significantly large positive effect on the overall cohesion in the essay writing posttest 
when integrated to the traditional lessons. The result revealed that different modes of learning 
had significantly large effect on the outcome of the learning and it can be seen in the greater 
improvement in overall cohesion of the experimental group (ηp2=0.334, R2= 0.613, p < 0.05). In 
other words, adding the Facebook-based lessons on cohesion as supplement to the traditional 
learning mode could improve the overall cohesion in essay writing posttest more than the 
traditional mode did. 

Some other sources of scores also showed positive results. Despite having large effect 
sizes in both modes of learning, the students’ use of substitution in the essay writing posttest of 
the experimental group had greater improvement than the controlled one (ηp2=0.142, R2= 0.144, 
p < 0.05). Moreover, for unresolved cohesion, the between group comparison revealed the larger 
effect from the Facebook-based lesson in the fewer mistakes made (ηp2=0.185, R2= 613, p < 
0.05). This means that the Facebook-based lessons on cohesion made positive change in the 
improper use of cohesion and the appropriate use substitution. However, the other categories did 
not show significant results. 

 
Finding from the Questionnaires 

The overall satisfactory levels for Facebook-based lessons itself were not high.  Three 
positive statements interpreted as agree were I am satisfied with Facebook-based lessons (M 
=3.47, SD = 0.63), I think that Facebook helps me learn English writing (M =3.77, SD = 0.9), 
and I feel encouraged when my friends “like” my ideas or comments (M =3.53, SD = 1.07). The 
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other five items were interpreted as neutral and the area of those statements included motivation 
to learn writing, positive learning attitudes, help with ideas for writing, comfortableness in 
sharing ideas, and preference of online discussion. There was one negative statement reported 
and interpreted as agree, which is I tend to be distracted by other features of Facebook (M = 3.8, 
SD= 0.96).  

However, the participants’ attitudes towards their learning outcome were very positive. 
All the mean score of the responses given to the statements in this part of the questionnaires were 
interpreted as agree. The highest score was found in the statement I feel that revising for 
cohesion is useful (M= 4.43, SD = 0.77), followed by the statement I think cohesion in my 
writing has been improved after each revision (M = 4.27, SD = 0.58). The other topics included 
improvement in overall writing, ability to write cohesively, understanding in cohesion in writing, 
ability to smoothly connect ideas, and awareness in cohesion when writing. 
 
Findings from the Interview 

Learning and Writing Support. This theme was answered through the answers for the 
question how do the Facebook-based lessons on cohesion support you in learning and 
developing writing skills?. Most of the students mentioned the usefulness of the Facebook-based 
lessons on cohesion in terms of its convenience (48.57%), followed by language skills 
development (28.57%), writing reference (11.42%), and proper characteristics of learning 
context (11.42%). 

Challenges. The challenges of the use of Facebook-based lessons on Cohesion were 
reported through the answers for the questions ‘please describe your problems in learning via 
Facebook-based lessons. How do you overcome the problems?’. Most of the students pointed 
that some features of Facebook were not suitable for educational purposes (42.1%), followed by 
the problems on technical aspect (36.84%), and individual barriers (21.05%). 

Suggestions. This theme was the answers for the ‘what is/are your suggestion(s) after 
you learned via Facebook-based lessons?’. The largest percentage of the suggestions belonged 
to the improvement in strategies used in presenting the content (45%), followed by adding more 
features e.g. multiple choices exercise and rewarding system (35%), and alternative platforms 
(20%). 
 

Discussion 
The overall cohesion showed the impressive outcome of the Facebook-based lessons on 

cohesion which is also seen in some previous studies. The level of cohesion in the students’ 
writing greatly improved after undergoing the Facebook-based lessons on cohesion, and it was 
statistically greater than the outcome from the group learning with the traditional method. In 
other words, this study pointed that the use of Facebook in writing learning worth the effort. The 
similar results were also found in Amicucci (2017), Karal et al. (2017), Razek et al. (2013), and 
Suthiwartnarueput and Wasanasomsithi (2012) which reported the positive outcome of Facebook 
use in writing class on students’ writing performance even though the focused element of the 
writing is different.  

Concerning the frequencies of cohesion devices, the findings provided mixed results as 
some categories showed statistically significant improvement and some categories’ differences 
were insignificant. This part of the result had similar characteristics to Dizon (2016) where the 
group using Facebook in learning writing outperformed the group using traditional writing 
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learning in overall writing, but the effects were not as obvious in lexical grammatical level. 
However, this does not mean that this mode of learning does not have any positive effect in the 
smaller scale. The statistically significant outcome of the Facebook-based lessons was found in 
substitution and unresolved cohesion, which had statistically greater improvement compared to 
the traditional learning mode.  

The attitudes of learners towards to use of Facebook in learning writing found agreed 
with the results from previous studies in several points. Similar to AbuSa’aleek (2015), Kabilan 
et al. (2010), and Naghdipour (2017), this study found that the use of Facebook-based lessons on 
cohesion was helpful in facilitating language learning reduces frustration of having the face-to-
face discussion. However, the negative sides of the use of Facebook for educational purposes as 
stated in other studies were strengthened too. Similar result of the distractive feature, non-
educational characteristics, and technical problems were reported, which was also found in 
several previous studies (Aydin, 2014; Kabilan et al., 2010, Shih, 2011; Tananuraksakul, 2014).  
 
Limitation and Recommendation 

This study was conducted on the English majored students which are usually familiar 
with several devices used for cohesion already, so the same number of class hours might not be 
sufficient for non-English majored learners or anyone who are not originally familiar with the 
devices. Moreover, each type of cohesion devices had considerably limited time allocation 
because the course was only a semester long. It is suggested that further studies focus solely on 
one type of cohesion devices that is usually neglected such as lexical cohesion. It is also 
important to note that this study did not focus on the interaction and did not tie the responses 
from the questionnaires and interview to the scores from essay writing. Some self-reported 
responses might be misleading or have the tendency of presenting untruthful data.   
 

Conclusion 
This study aimed to examine the effect of the use of Facebook-based lessons on cohesion 

as blended learning environment on the improvement of students’ cohesion in writing. The 
research reported 2 main findings including the improvement in cohesion in writing and the 
attitudes towards the learning mode. The improvement in cohesion in writing was found 
significantly more positive in the experimental group even though some categories of the 
cohesion devices did not show the same results. The attitudes towards the learning mode had 
mixed results. Even though some high satisfaction of learning with Facebook-based lessons was 
reported, many drawbacks were reported in terms of distraction and technical challenges. Unlike 
the attitude towards the learning mode, the participant responses about their learning outcome 
were found positive. They answered that they greatly improved after the course in terms of 
overall writing, ability to write cohesively, and awareness and knowledge of the cohesion. All in 
all, this mode of learning showed benefits directly in learning cohesion in writing and indirectly 
some other aspects, yet the implication of Facebook in language learning comes with inevitable 
challenges. Further implication might need to seek solution or adjustment to make Facebook 
more well-rounded for language learning. 
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Appendix A: Cohesion Scoring Rubric adopted from Wahby (2014) 
 

Language production is mostly at the extended paragraph level with variety of 
cohesive devices. Advanced evidence of cohesion is evident by use of a variety of connecting 
or cohesive devices. Logical sequence of paragraphs; transition sentences and cohesion 
markers are used effectively. 

Language production is mostly at the structured paragraph level with occasional 
linked or connected paragraphs. Extended evidence of cohesion is evident by use of multiple 
cohesive devices but could be more effective. 

Language production is mostly at the linked or connected sentences level with some 
occasional paragraph structure. Some evidence of cohesion is evident by use of simple 
cohesive devices. Minimal use of sentence combining or linking transitions to show 
relationships between ideas. 

Language production is mostly at the string-of-sentence level with occasional 
connected sentences. Very few transition sentences or cohesion markers used. 

Language production is mostly at the formulaic sentence or simple sentence level. No 
transition sentences or cohesion markers are used at all. 

 
Appendix B: Cohesion Coding Guideline adopted from Bae (2001) 

 
Code Example 

Reference - R 
 

I, he, she, it (include contractions) 
mine, his, hers, theirs 
this, that, there, the (presupposed in text) 
same, other, else, as + adjective 

Substitution – S 
(used in place of 
repeating words) 

one, the same 
do, be, have, do so, do that 

Ellipsis – E 
(something 

understood from 
the text, but not 

stated) 

Items omitted, but presupposed in text 
The sky is falling…. I know. 
Where should we go? There. 
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Conjunctive – C 
 
 

and, nor, or, yet, but 
so, if, then (a cause of something occurring) 
then, next, soon (external to text) 

Lexical – L 
 

Baseball bat…baseball bat 
baseball…sports 
baseball…bat…base…pitch…hitting… plays baseball 

Unresolved – U 
 

Alex…they 
He hit it. (no indication what ‘he hit’ within 
the text) 
The (not presupposed in the text) 

 


