
 

Arab World English Journal                                                                       www.awej.org 

ISSN: 2229-9327                                                                                                                  

 
 

 

Arab World English Journal (January 2022)                       Theses ID 282                                                    Pp. 1-106  

DOI: https://dx.doi.org/10.24093/awej/th.282 

 

 

The Impact of Telegram on Syntactic Complexity of the Saudi Female EFL 

Undergraduates’ Argumentative, Classification, and Reaction Essays 

 

Lamyaa Falah AlMohaya 

Al-Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University 

Saudi Arabia 

Email: lamyaa.almohaya@gmail.com 

  

 

Author: Lamia Falah AlMohaya 

Thesis Title: The Impact of Telegram on Syntactic Complexity of the Saudi Female EFL 

Undergraduates’ Argumentative, Classification, and Reaction Essays 

Institution: Al-Imam Muhammad Ibn Saud Islamic University 

Degree: Master  

Major: Applied Linguistics   

Year of award: 2020  

Supervisor: Dr. Talal Musaed Alghizzi 

ORCid ID:   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4753-2296 

Keywords: EFL student, learning environment, syntactic complexity, Telegram, text types 

Abstract: 

The aim of this exploratory experimental quantitative is to investigate the impact of the learning 

environment and text types on the syntactic complexity of female Saudi students majoring in 

English language. Specifically, the study seeks to explore how and when the syntactic 

complexity of these students increases/decreases as a whole and across the fourteen measures of 

syntactic complexity (MLS, MLT.MLC.C/S, VP/T, C/T, DC/C, DC/T, T/S, CT/T, CP/T, CP/C, 

CN/T, CN/C) in two learning contexts: traditional learning context (TLC) and blended learning 

context (BLT) across three writing tasks (argumentative, classification ,and reaction). It purports, 

also, to find out when and which learning context leads to the most/least increase/decrease in the 

syntactic complexity (as a whole and across specific measures) of Saudi undergraduate in the 

three writing tasks. To answer such questions, 48 female Saudi EFL undergraduate students were 

recruited from the pool of level six students. The participants were randomly divided into the 

control and experimental groups. The control group consisted of 28 students; while the 

experimental group was comprised of 20 students. The 288 students’ writing productions were 

analyzed according to the fourteen measures of syntactic complex by using a paired t-test and an 

independent t test. For the first question, the results of this study show that there was no 

increase/decrease in syntactic complexity, either as a whole or partially across individual 

measures, for the control group for the three writing tasks (argumentation, classification, and 

reaction). This would suggest that traditional learning method does not reach to level to be 

significant to the participants in the control group. For the second research question, the t-tests 

showed that the syntactic complexity of the participants in the experimental group increased as a 
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whole in both the classification and reaction essays. An increase in complexity was shown across 

the following measures for the classification essay: MLS, MLT, MLC, CN/T/VP/T, and CN/C. 

For the reaction essay, an increase in complexity was shown across MLS, MLT, MLC, and CN/T 

measures. Although the syntactic complexity of these participants did not increase/decrease as a 

whole for the argumentation essay, the CN/T measure did show some increase. Finally, the 

comparison between the results of the two groups revealed that, although the experimental group 

in this study showed more improvement in syntactic complexity than the control group, the 

degree of difference between the two groups was too small to draw any definite conclusion about 

the relative effectiveness of the two methods. This may be due to the comparatively short 

duration of the study: ten weeks. The findings of this research have significant implications for 

academic research and for Saudi EFL teachers at the university level. 
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Abstract 

The aim of this exploratory experimental quantitative is to investigate the impact 

of the learning environment and text types on the syntactic complexity of female Saudi 

students majoring in English language. Specifically, the study seeks to explore how and 

when the syntactic complexity of these students increases/decreases as a whole and 

across the fourteen measures of syntactic complexity (MLS, MLT.MLC.C/S, VP/T, 

C/T, DC/C, DC/T, T/S, CT/T, CP/T, CP/C, CN/T, CN/C) in two learning contexts: 

traditional learning context (TLC) and blended learning context (BLT) across three 

writing tasks (argumentative, classification ,and reaction). It purports, also, to find out 

when and which learning context leads to the most/least increase/decrease in the 

syntactic complexity (as a whole and across specific measures) of Saudi undergraduates 

in the three writing tasks. To answer such questions, 48 female Saudi EFL 

undergraduate students were recruited from the pool of level six students. The 

participants were randomly and unevenly divided into the control and experimental 

groups. The control group consisted of 28 students; while the experimental group was 

comprised of 20 students. The 288 students’ writing productions were analyzed 

according to the fourteen measures of syntactic complex by using a paired t-test and an 

independent t-test.  For the first question, the results of this study show that there was 

no increase/decrease in syntactic complexity, either as a whole or partially across 

individual measures, for the control group for the three writing tasks (argumentation, 

classification, and reaction). This would suggest that traditional learning method does 

not reach to level to be significant to the participants in the control group. For the second 

research question, the t-tests showed that the syntactic complexity of the participants in 

the experimental group increased as a whole in both the classification and reaction 

essays. An increase in complexity was shown across the following measures for the 
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classification essay: MLS, MLT, MLC, CN/T/VP/T, and CN/C. For the reaction essay, 

an increase in complexity was shown across MLS, MLT, MLC, and CN/T measures. 

Although the syntactic complexity of these participants did not increase/decrease as a 

whole for the argumentation essay, the CN/T measure did show some increase. Finally, 

the comparison between the results of the two groups revealed that, although the 

experimental group in this study showed more improvement in syntactic complexity 

than the control group, the degree of difference between the two groups was too small 

to draw any definite conclusion about the relative effectiveness of the two methods. 

This may be due to the comparatively short duration of the study: ten weeks. The 

findings of this research have significant implications for academic research and for 

Saudi EFL teachers at the university level.  

Key words:  EFL student, learning environment, syntactic complexity, Telegram, text 

types. 
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 ملخص الدراسة

االستكشافية إىل دراسة تأثير بيئة التعلم وأنواع النص عىل التعقيد هدف هذه الدراسة التجريبية  ت

ية. و تسىع الدراسة إىل استكشاف كيف   ز ي اللغة اإلنجلير
النحوي للطالبات السعوديات المتخصصات فز

ككل وعير المقاييس األربعة عشر للتعقيد النحوي    طالباتومتى يزداد / ينقص التعقيد النحوي لهؤالء ال

ز  ي سياقير
ي ثالثة أنواع من المقاالتفز

: سياق التعلم التقليدي وسياق التعلم المدمج فز ز مقال  ال) تعليميير

، وتهدف أيًضا إىل معرفة متى وأي سياق تعليمي يؤدي إىل  . مقال رد الفعل(و مقال التصنيف  جدىلي

ي التعقيد النحوي )ككل وعير مقاييس محددة( للط  أقىص / أقل  
ت  ا الجامعي الباتزيادة / نقص فز

ي مهام الكتابة الثالث. لإلجابة عىل مثل هذه األسئلة ، تم اختيار  ياتالسعود
سعودية من    طالبة 48فز

ي وغير متساو إىل مجموعة ضابطة   ات تم تقسيم المشاركثّم  المستوى السادس.  الباتط
بشكل عشوائ 

  ةطالب 20جريبية . بينما ضمت المجموعة التة طالب  28تجريبية. تألفت المجموعة الضابطة من أخرى  و 

ي للط ا للمقاييس األربعة عشر   288البالغ عدده  الباتتم تحليل اإلنتاج الكتائر
ً
النحوي   للتعقيد وفق

أظهرت نتائج هذه الدراسة عدم    األول،المستقل. بالنسبة للسؤال  tالمزدوج واختبار  tباستخدام اختبار 

ي التعقيد 
  الضابطة مجموعةلل الفردية،ئًيا عير المقاييس سواء كلًيا أو جز   النحوي،وجود زيادة / نقص فز

لمهام الكتابة الثالث )الجدل ، التصنيف ، ورد الفعل(. قد يشير هذا إىل أن طرق التعلم التقليدية لم  

ي المجموعة الضابطة. بالنسبة لسؤال    اتعىل المهارات النحوية للمشاركتصل إىل المستوى الذي يؤثر  
فز

ي ، أظهرت اختب
ي    اتأن التعقيد النحوي للمشارك tارات البحث الثائز

ي المجموعة التجريبية زاد ككل فز
فز

ي المقال الجدىلي  بينما لم كل من مقاالت التصنيف ورد الفعل
ي التعقيد   كما تّم  . يزد فز

تسجيل زيادة فز

ي مقاالت التصنيف ورد الفعل والمقال الجدىلي كذلك.  
ي بعض المقاييس فز

 النحوي فز

ي هذه  
ز أنه عىل الرغم من أن المجموعة التجريبية فز ز نتائج المجموعتير ا ، كشفت المقارنة بير ً أخير

ي التعقيد النحوي أكير من المجموعة الضابطة ، فإن
ا فز
ً
ز   الدراسة أظهرت تحسن درجة االختالف بير

ا بحيث ال يمكن استخالص أي استنتاج محدد حول الفعالية النسبية  
ً
ة جد ز كانت صغير المجموعتير

ة   ة أسابيع. نتائج هذا البحث لها آثار كبير . قد يكون هذا بسبب قرص مدة الدراسة نسبًيا: عشر ز للطريقتير

ية كلغة أجنبية  ز  .عىل مستوى الجامعة عىل البحث األكاديمي ومعلمي اللغة اإلنجلير

 

ية كلغة أجنبية، بيئة التعلم، التعقيد النحوي، التلغرام، أنواع  مفتاحيةالكلمات ال  ز : طالب اللغة اإلنجلير

 النص. 
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Chapter one 

Introduction 

1.1.Research Background and Rationale 

The development of students’ writing skills has attracted academic interest for 

many decades. This interest stems from the fact that mastering writing is an essential 

component of language proficiency. It occupies a central place in both first language 

(L1) and second language (L2) acquisition. According to Alghizzi (2017), writing is 

the last skill to be mastered in both L1 and L2, and this mastery comes with its own 

challenges for native and non-native speakers alike. Therefore, Perin (2013), Fadda 

(2012) and Alkhairy (2013) consider writing as the most difficult skill to obtain in 

language learning. English as foreign language (EFL) students in particular often faced 

problems when learning how to write. 

With the advent of technology and social media, approaches to teaching writing 

have evolved. Rahma, Bandjarjani, and Andanty (2018) maintain that language 

learning has hugely benefited from technological advances and social media.  These 

technologies provide language teachers and learners with valuable tools and 

opportunities to master language skills. Therefore, as Shirinbakhsh and Saeidi (2018) 

argue, language teachers face the challenge of incorporating new technologies and 

motivating students to use them and become independent learners.   According to 

Aghajani and Adloo (2018), Telegram is one of the applications that have recently been 

applied in EFL classrooms.  Rahma et al. (2018) have found out that Telegram offers 

language learners and teachers an opportunity to collaborate and communicate 

effectively and helps teachers deliver clear instructions, engage and manage students, 

and give real-time feedback. These benefits make Telegram an appropriate tool to 

incorporate into the teaching writing skills as it endorses students' achievements and 
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saves time in class. Therefore, it is worth investigating the potential of Telegram in 

developing the writing skills of EFL learners. 

Social media offer teachers and learners a flexible and friendly platform where 

extra-curricular activities take place to enhance the learning process. A few studies have 

verified the efficiency of technology in developing students’ writing skills. For 

instance, Al-Jarf (2009) demonstrated that writing can be developed and improved 

through the use of such technologies as mind-mapping software. Allam and Elyas 

(2016) found that teachers’ opinions of the use of social media are mixed. Their study 

also concluded that, for many teachers, the use of social media can motivate Saudi 

college students to learn about writing, while for others, the use of mobile phones and 

social media in the EFL context can be misused. Fattah (2015) and AlSaleem (2013) 

addressed the use of WhatsApp in teaching writing and concluded that it has a positive 

impact on developing the writing of EFL students. Ahmed (2015) investigated the use 

of Twitter and concluded that it has great value in teaching writing to undergraduate 

students. 

Heidar and Kaviani (2016) maintained that Telegram is a particularly effective 

tool for learning English because it can be used on mobile devices as well as computers 

and because it supports audio-visual features. Research on Telegram has shown that it 

improves the overall writing performance of students, in terms of content, language, 

diction, and structure (Aghajani & Adloo, 2018). Heidar and Kaviani (2016) found that 

Telegram offers EFL learners a unique opportunity to develop their vocabulary online. 

According to Shirinbakhsh and Saeidi (2018), Telegram has a positive impact on 

students' motivation when learning reading. Rahma et al. (2018) argued for Telegram’s 

positive influence on learning to write. However, the impact of Telegram on the 
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syntactic complexity of EFL learners remains unexamined. This study seeks to fill a 

gap in the literature by investigating this issue. 

Like all EFL learners, Saudi students often face difficulties when learning how to 

write. Rababah (2003), Hatim (1990), and Ezza (2010) argue that the proficiency levels 

of Saudi EFL students are rather low.  In a study conducted by Grami (2010), Saudi 

International English Language Testing System (IELTS) candidates scored 5.17, 4.97, 

and 5.81 out of nine in listening, reading, and speaking, respectively, and 4.83 out of 

nine in writing. Javid and Umer (2014) studied the writing proficiency of Saudi 

students; one such study found that Saudi students struggle with syntactic problems, 

even at the sentence level.   

Research on the writing difficulties of Saudi EFL students has thus far focused 

on the causes of and factors behind these problems. A study carried out in 2011 in Saudi 

Arabia by Al-Seghayer found that Saudi EFL teachers lacked both language 

competence and language-teaching skills. Al-Seghayer based this research on a study 

carried out by the Saudi Ministry of Education in 2004.  In a later study, Al-Seghayer  

(2015) maintains that EFL teachers in the Arab world are part of the problem, as they 

generally lack the training needed for teaching writing.  Similarly, Fareh (2010) believe 

that EFL teachers tend to focus more on helping students pass their exams than how to 

write effectively. Moreover, Saudi EFL teachers poorly integrate teaching aids 

(projectors, language labs, videos etc.), which is why writing represents a major 

challenge for Saudi students (Abdul Haq, 1982). Most EFL classrooms in the Arab 

world are traditional; in many of them, the implementation of technology is still a 

novelty. 
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1.2.Statement of the Problem 

The teaching of writing seems to be directly affected by technological advances; 

thus, the integration of technology into writing is necessary. The use of Telegram in 

teaching English has become a major subject in academic research. Linguists and 

methodologists are constantly looking for ways to successfully implement Telegram in 

EFL classrooms. The current study maintains that the impact of using Telegram to 

improve Saudi students’ performance in the complexities of syntactic writing is 

significant. Saudi EFL classes are generally traditional. In traditional classrooms, 

teachers do not usually have enough time to deal with each learner individually.  

Therefore, they do not generally have the chance to give each student valuable feedback 

on their work. Without this feedback, it is difficult to trace the development of these 

students’ proficiencies over time. Accordingly, the need to integrate new technologies 

to fill in this gap has become urgent. This thesis seeks to study the impact of Telegram 

on developing syntactic complexity among Saudi EFL students with the aim of 

shedding light on the differences between blended and traditional EFL contexts insofar 

as syntactic complexity is concerned. 

 

1.3.Research Questions 

This thesis is primarily concerned with the effect of Telegram on Saudi EFL 

syntactic complexity. In so doing, the thesis has addressed the following questions:  

1. Did the control group’s syntactic complexity increase/decrease for the three 

writing tasks (argumentation, classification, and reaction) as a whole and/or across 

specific measures? 
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2. Did the experimental group’s syntactic complexity increase/decrease for the 

three writing tasks (argumentation, classification, and reaction) as a whole and/or 

across specific measures? 

3. Did the experimental group outperform the control group in syntactic 

complexity when writing argumentation, classification, and reaction texts and, if so, to 

what extent? 

 

1.4.Research Objectives 

The thesis has two objectives: 

1. To discover which learning context—traditional or blended—leads to better 

development of students’ syntactic complexity in three writing tasks: argumentative, 

classification, and reaction essays. 

2. To measure the effect of Telegram on Saudi EFL students’ syntactic complexity 

in three writing tasks: argumentative, classification, and reaction essays. 

 

1.5.Significance of the Study 

Based on the available literature, the use of Telegram in EFL classrooms has 

recently begun to increase. However, current research regarding the use of Telegram in 

the academic field is still in its infancy. This study will contribute to the discussion of 

using Telegram to develop syntactic complexity within the Saudi context. The 

relevance of this study lies in the fact that it will provide empirical data on how the use 

of Telegram might affect the writing complexity of EFL students. There have been 

some attempts to measure the benefits of using Telegram as a teaching tool. These 

include Yinka and Queendarline (2018) and Nabati (2018). For instance, Yinka and 

Queendarline (2018) conducted research through the use of a questionnaire filled out 

by 300 college students at the University of Port Harcourt, Rivers State. Their study 
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targeted students of different disciplines, including the humanities, curricula, and 

education. The major finding of the study was that Telegram is capable of being a 

valuable extension of classroom activities.   

 

An EFL study carried out by Nabati (2018) explored the benefits of Telegram on 

the writing accuracy and grammar of students. The 20 participants were given writing 

instructions and grammar points exclusively through Telegram.  The results showed 

that the students’ accuracy improved remarkably in the posttest. Sarvari and Ezzati 

(2019) made a similar attempt to determine the role of Telegram in teaching writing in 

an EFL context. Their study included 46 EFL learners who were taught writing through 

Telegram for eight weeks. The results showed significant improvement in the overall 

writing performance of the participants. The current study differs from previous studies 

in two aspects. First, this research would include an experimental group and a control 

group, totaling 48 students. This will allow for comparisons to be made in the posttest 

between the writing skills of the two groups, which will help validate the hypothesis. 

Second, this study would target one area of writing: syntactic complexity. It is much 

easier to measure the development of students in a specific field of writing than to 

measure their overall writing performance. 

1.6.Organization of the Study  

This study is structured as follow: Chapter one is the introduction of the study. 

It offers a brief overview of the study and research questions. Chapter two reviews the 

current literature and discusses the syntactic complexity in the EFL context. Chapter 

three explains the methodology of the study, the research design, the participants and 

the research tool. Chapter four discusses the results of the study. Chapter five 

summarizes and discusses the results of the study. Chapter six concludes the study by 
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discussing the pedagogical implications of the study, the limitations and the 

suggestions for future research.  
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

2.1. Teaching Writing in EFL Context 

Teaching writing in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) education has evolved 

into an important area of academic investigation. It occupies a central place in EFL 

context. This importance is explained, according to Browker (2007), by pointing out 

that writing, as a skill, is needed in many formal and informal contexts. Hidayati (2018) 

believes that, in EFL contexts, writing occupies the center of the learning process. 

According to Brown (2000), writing is a way of life that helps students pass the course. 

In addition, Afrin (2016) states that writing is widely used to assess the academic 

performance of students at all stages of education. Given this importance in the 

academic context, the teaching of writing in first (L1) and second (L2) EFL courses is 

the subject of a substantial body of research that seeks to not only identify the 

difficulties encountered by students, but also to propose viable solutions. Afrin (2016) 

maintains that the difficulties students encounter in writing vary according to learner 

differences, cultural contexts, and the teaching approach. As new technologies emerge, 

EFL classrooms become more and more dependent on them. This chapter reviews the 

literature on the teaching of writing in EFL education in general and in Saudi Arabia 

specifically. To get a better idea of the development of the theories in this field of 

research, this chapter covers both the traditional and the blended approaches to the 

teaching of writing. 

 

2.1.1. Traditional Classroom Environment 

 

Teaching writing in the EFL context is a crucial task because it is the foundation 

of communicative and linguistic competence. Thuy (2009) explains that the process 
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poses several difficulties for both learners and teachers. Teachers are expected to be 

proficient in L2, to be able to develop the writing abilities of learners, and to have a 

thorough knowledge of various relevant techniques. Leki, Cumming, and Silva (2008) 

maintain that the challenge of teaching writing in the EFL classroom is largely due to 

the constant development of new teaching techniques. Studies conducted in this field 

cover both traditional and modern techniques of teaching writing in EFL classrooms. 

The available literature distinguishes between traditional classroom environments, as 

defined by Yitong ,Yinghui ,Hao, and Jianqing (2017) as face-to-face (FTF) teaching, 

and blended learning, described as ‘the integration of traditional classroom methods 

with online activities (termed “e-learning”)’ (Yitong et al., 2017, p. 219). 

The process of writing is a cognitive activity. According to Babalola (2012), 

writing is a complex activity of cognition in which the learner could handle several 

variables at the same time and turn them into a product that is both coherent and 

cohesive. These variables include spelling, sentence structure, content, word choice, 

and grammar. In a similar vein, Kellog (2008) maintains that writing is a ‘cognitive 

challenge’ (p. 7), because it involves not only the use of language, but also memory and 

the ability to reason. Therefore, writing is not a natural skill. Harmer (2001) defines it 

as an acquired skill that requires the learner to possess a certain degree of verbal ability 

to ensure cohesion and coherence in the text. Kellogg (2008) and Harmer (2001) agree 

that this verbal ability is not possible without a good command of grammar, diction, 

punctuation, syntax, spelling, topic sentences, coherence, and the techniques of 

synthesis and argument.  

Given this complexity, teaching writing skills is of the utmost importance in the 

contexts of both L1 and L2. Harmer (2001) identifies four paramount motives for 

emphasizing the teaching of writing to EFL students: reinforcement—producing 
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sentences using new language structures; cognitive operation—the construction of text; 

as a tool for teachers to identify the learning style of each student in order to devote 

individual time accordingly; and because it is one of the four fundamental skills that 

learners must master. 

Despite its recognized importance, according to Alghizzi (2017), writing is the 

last mastered skill in L1 and L2, and this mastery comes with its own challenges for 

native and non-native speakers alike. Writing is considered the most difficult skill to 

acquire in language learning (Richards & Renandya, 2002; Alsamadani, 2010; Perin, 

2013; Hashim, 1996; Rababah, 2003; Al-Khairy, 2013; Fadda, 2012; Javid, Farooq, & 

Umer, 2013). Some researchers, such as Al-Buainain (2009), ascribe this difficulty to 

the fact that writing is the least practiced skill in L1 and L2. In the following sections, 

we shall examine various approaches proposed in the literature that build upon and 

complement each other. These include product, process, genre, process–genre and 

writing assessment. 

 

2.1.1.1. The Product Approach 

 

One of the early approaches to teaching writing is the product approach. As the 

name indicates, this approach focuses on students’ final written product. 

Tangpermpoon (2008) states that this approach is used to develop and enhance the 

writing skill of the learner in the target language through an emphasis on grammatical 

and syntactic structures. Accordingly, Badger and White (2000) maintain that this 

approach places significant emphasis on syntax, vocabulary, and cohesion. Hasan and 

Akhand (2010) explain that this approach presents students with a model text to analyze 

and mimic in their writing. The model is a standard text that students can follow, but 

Jackson (2006) points out that it does not require students to be innovative, as the final 
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product matters more than the writing process. For example, while students may learn 

new words from the model text, when asked to produce their own writing, they rely on 

the same words and phrases from the model. On the other hand, Pasand and Haghi 

(2013) have observed that students mimic, duplicate, and transform the model text to 

produce a coherent and error-free piece of writing.  

The product-based approach is commonly practiced around the world. Its 

proponents, such as Nunan (1999), feel that its focus on the final product helps L2 

students learn to write. According to Saeidi and Sahebkheir (2011), the product 

approach based on modelling encourages students to design their writing according to 

a text with which they are familiar and serves as an effective tool for overcoming lexical 

and grammatical difficulties. Tangpermpoon (2008) explains, ‘Students will start from 

pre-writing to composing and to correcting. In this approach, what is emphasized is 

raising students’ awareness, especially in grammatical structures’ (p.5). Badge and 

White (2000) identify the following four stages of the product approach: 

 

2.1.1.1.1. Familiarization 

 

In this stage, students are presented with a model text introduced to them as a 

standard text. Students read the text and identify the features of its genre, such as the 

stylistic and grammatical features. For example, if the model text is a story, the teacher 

focuses on the techniques employed to render the story interesting. Once the techniques 

are identified, students are then required to track these techniques in the text and 

understand how they are used. As the name suggests, this stage seeks to familiarize and 

equip students with specific genres and their techniques. They can then mimic these 

techniques when they produce their own writing. 
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2.1.1.1.2. Controlled writing (practice) 

 

This stage takes students from theory to practice. The teacher gives the learners 

a series of exercises related to the grammatical and lexical features of the model text. 

While the first stage familiarizes students with these features in the context of the text, 

this stage requires students to understand and practice them in isolation. For instance, 

if the model text is a formal letter, this stage may focus on the linguistic structures used 

to make formal requests, suggestions, and inquiries. 

2.1.1.1.3. Guided writing 

 

This is the most important stage, because it involves the organization of ideas. 

Ghufron (2018) believes that organizing ideas is as important as language control in the 

second stage and more important than the ideas themselves. 

2.1.1.1.4. Free writing 

 

During this stage, students practice free writing. They write a text similar to the 

model but in their own style. This is the end-product of the learning process. The aim 

is to demonstrate the students’ fluency and competence in the language. To achieve 

this, students rely on the grammatical and lexical features of the model text. The major 

criticism of the product approach to teaching writing is its focus on the end product, 

neglecting the process that leads to this product. 

2.1.1.2. The Process Approach 

 

The process-based approach emerged as a reaction to the old product-based 

approach and became widely used in EFL classrooms. The 1970s and most of the 1980s 

witnessed a shift from a product to a process approach in teaching writing. In a process 

approach, emphasis falls on the various activities that lead to the production of a text. 
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Muncie (2002) and Feez (2001) believe that these activities, which include planning, 

drafting, editing, and revising, occur in the pre-writing stage. However, this approach 

also met with criticism, as many researchers argued that it merely complements the 

product approach—that the process is an integral part of achieving the end product.  

Muncie (2002) claims that the lack of an exact definition of the process approach 

makes it difficult to evaluate its effectiveness. For Feez (2001), the process approach is 

a form of creative writing that needs time, patience, and constructive feedback to 

succeed. The EFL teacher no longer assigns a topic to students and waits for the finished 

product; there is a good deal of teacher involvement in the process. According to Steele 

(1992), the teacher intervenes in a variety of classroom activities, such as group 

discussion and brainstorming, to develop language use. These activities are meant to 

involve students in the steps of producing a work of writing and to raise their awareness 

that, while no writing is perfect, these help them come closer to perfection. This is done 

mainly through brainstorming, reflecting, drafting, and revising. According to Fowler 

(1989), the process approach was developed to mimic the process of writing in L1 and 

allow students to express themselves better in L2. These ideas about the process-based 

approach testify to the fuzziness of the approach and the controversy it evoked.  

Unlike the product approach, the process approach treats writing in terms of 

organizational skills, such as drafting and editing. Linguistics skills like grammar and 

vocabulary are relegated to a secondary position. The process approach follows a 

number of steps. Available literature suggests that there is no widely accepted 

framework to follow, but Tribble (1996) delineates four steps in this approach: pre-

writing, drafting (sometimes called composing), revising, and editing. Badger and 

White (2000) argue that this process is cyclical, as writers continuously go back to the 

pre-writing stage after editing and revising. In the pre-writing stage, students may 
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engage in brainstorming about the topic, while the drafting stage requires students to 

select and organize the results of the brainstorming. In the revising stage, students 

engage in discussions with their teacher and peer and revisit their first draft. During the 

final stage, students edit their texts for mistakes before submitting it.  

The role of the teacher in the process approach is essential. The teacher not only 

facilitates the learning experience, but also helps students develop their language. 

Hyland (2003) maintains that the process of learning language in this approach has been 

likened to L1 acquisition, because the learner absorbs rather than consciously learning 

the skill of writing. The teacher helps them achieve their potential. The problem with 

the process approach, according to Tribble (1996), is that writing is seen as monolithic. 

All types of writing go through the same process, regardless of content, genre, and 

writer. They do not recognize the specificities of each genre. Therefore, this approach 

does not teach learners that an academic paper is different from an informal email to a 

friend. In conclusion, the process approach treats writing as an unconscious process and 

the practice of linguistic skills. 

2.1.1.3. The Genre Process 

 

In the academic context, genre is not limited to literature. According to Hammond 

and Derewianka (2001), the term is widely applied to a set of ‘predictable and recurring 

patterns of everyday, academic, and literary texts occurring within a particular culture’ 

(p. 78). Tuan (2011) found that the term ‘genre’ entered into the discussion of text types 

in the 1990s, both written and spoken, to group together those that serve the same social 

purposes. Accordingly, in much of the literature available, genre becomes synonymous 

with text type. The genre-based approach to teaching writing stresses the relationship 

between the genre of a text and its context. Badger and White (2000) posit that the 

genre approach is similar to the product approach and can therefore be considered an 
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extension of it. The similarity lies in the fact that both approaches treat writing in 

predominantly linguistic terms. However, unlike the product approach, the genre-based 

approach places significant emphasis on the social context of the text.  

The genre approach, according to Hyland (2003), helps students understand how 

language functions in particular social contexts. As stated above, genre is a set of text 

types that serve the same social purposes, making it essential to understand the social 

purposes in order to fulfill the communicative function of the text. 

There have been various attempts to integrate genre into teaching writing. 

According to these studies, the genre-based approach must meet certain characteristics 

to facilitate the learning process—the social and cultural context of the text has to be 

respected. According to Hammond and Derewianka (2001), the context determines the 

purpose of the text as well as the linguistic conventions applied therein. The logic 

behind this argument is that when students are aware of the context, they can produce 

a text that relates to a specific English language discourse community. Muncie (2002) 

adds that the audience and the linguistic conventions of the genre need to be addressed. 

As a result, students need to know the expectations of the readership, in terms of 

grammar, content, and text structure, in order to produce a comprehensible and 

accepted text. In this sense, writing becomes an attempt to communicate with specific 

readers.  

Another characteristic of the genre-based approach is that it introduces writing as 

a social activity. Muncie (2002) anchors this view of writing within the socio-cultural 

theory of the 1970s, arguing that writing is a social activity that implies the 

collaboration of the group in the production of knowledge. In other words, writing 

classes should offer students the opportunity to take part in the activities of exchanging 

and negotiating meaning with their peers and teacher. Such an opportunity is likely to 
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lessen the effects of isolation experienced by many learners in the EFL context. 

Moreover, Tuan (2011) clarifies that it provides them with positive feedback on their 

knowledge of language, content, and organization in the writing process. A further 

characteristic of the genre approach is its emphasis on writer–reader interaction in the 

process of writing. This approach requires students to be permanently aware of their 

potential readership and to incorporate the appropriate content accordingly. Finally, 

Badger and White (2000) argue that the role of the teacher in this approach is limited 

to that of a guide. He or she engages students in a set of activities to help them learn 

and gain control of the genre being taught.  

Implementation of the genre-based process is very similar to that of the product 

approach, because it too is based on modeling. A typical genre-based writing class 

consists of three stages: 

2.1.1.3.1. Modelling 

 

During this stage, a model of the target genre is introduced to the students. The 

model is then analyzed to determine its distinctive features. 

2.1.1.3.2. Practice 

 

This stage engages students in a series of activities meant to give them command 

of the linguistic forms and structures of the genre. 

2.1.1.3.3. Production 

 

In this stage, students produce their own text similar to the model. 

2.1.1.4. The Process-Genre Approach 

 



29 
 

The limitations of previous approaches led researchers in EFL and ESL contexts 

to look for innovative ways to teach writing. Towards the beginning of the 2000s, it 

became clear to language experts that no approach is adequate in developing writing 

skills and that the solution is to combine different approaches. The process–genre 

approach is one attempt to combine elements from different teaching approaches—the 

process approach and the genre approach. The process was developed by Badger and 

White in 2000. Babalola (2012) defines the process–genre approach as a combination 

of the process use of models with the theories of genre ,and maintains that this 

combination mitigates the limitations of both approaches by incorporating elements 

from both. Gao (2007) clarifies that the process–genre approach has some elements 

usually attributed to the genre approach, such as the importance of context and the 

purpose of the text, and others that usually characterize the process approach, such as 

learner response. 

In this combined approach, learners study the relationship between the form and 

the purpose of genre. It employs a number of activities that are recurrent throughout the 

process, such as prewriting, drafting, editing, and revision. Deng, Chen, and Zhang 

(2014) pose that through these activities learners become aware of the relationship 

between form and purpose in a particular genre. These activities help students develop 

awareness of not only the writing process but also the different text types. Moreover, 

Yan (2005) suggests that because this approach requires students to identify the social 

context of the genre, it helps them relate it to real-life situations. When they relate it to 

real life, students are more likely to be motivated to write outside the classroom. Badger 

and White specify six stages: 

2.1.1.4.1. Preparation 
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The teacher prepares the students for the writing activity by introducing a 

situation to them and asking them to write a text within a particular genre. This stage 

allows students to figure out and anticipate the linguistic and structural characteristics 

of the genre. 

2.1.1.4.2. Modelling 

 

In this stage, students are given a model representative of the genre. They study 

the model and identify its purpose. At the same time, they are introduced to the 

structural and linguistic features of the genre. 

2.1.1.4.3. Planning 

 

This stage involves several collaborative activities that seek to develop students’ 

interest in the topic. These activities include reading related material, brainstorming, 

and discussion with peers and teacher. 

2.1.1.4.4. Joint constructing 

 

As the name implies, this stage joins the teacher and the students in the writing 

process. The teacher employs brainstorming, drafting, and revising. The students 

generate ideas and information while the teacher writes their text on the white/black 

board. The text then serves as the model for students when they write on their own. 

2.1.1.4.5. Independent constructing 

 

After jointly constructing a text with their teacher in the given genre, students 

compose their own texts on a similar topic. During this stage, the teacher monitors the 

writing and helps students in the process. The final product may be produced in class 

or taken home as an assignment. 
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2.1.1.4.6. Revising and editing 

 

This is the time when students have the chance to revise and edit their first draft. 

Revision can be done by the teacher or by their peers under the guidance of the teacher. 

The teacher may choose to publish the work of students to give them a sense of 

achievement and motivate them to write more. 

2.1.2. Writing assessment 

 

The assessment of writing in L2 is an integral part of research on writing. This is 

because, as Tang (2012) explains, writing involves several factors that affect the 

learning and the production of writing. Writing assessment is as difficult as teaching 

writing because it involves different stages that are neither consecutive nor sequential. 

The studies of Li (2008), Myles (2002), and Allen and Katayama (2016) describe 

assessing writing as multi-layered, as it takes place at the cultural, cognitive, and L2 

linguistic proficiency levels. It is an area that attracts academic attention, given its vital 

role in language learning. Like all language skills, writing assessment is an indicator of 

academic performance and the proficiency level in the target language. Measuring this 

indicator is easier said than done, which explains why this area of EFL research is 

continually growing. Such research incorporates different aspects of writing, such as 

grammar, organization, coherence, and other writing mechanics. Available literature in 

the field of writing assessment reveals three general approaches to this endeavor: 

diagnostic, formative, and summative. 

2.1.2.1. Diagnostic Assessment 

 

This type of assessment aims at diagnosing the students’ writing strengths and 

weaknesses. According to Hyland (2007), diagnostic assessment guides learning, 
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ameliorates teaching, and evaluates students’ progress, which in turn enables teachers 

to revise and develop their teaching materials in light of the extent of progress. 

Diagnostic assessment in writing happens in the pre- and post-instruction stages. Jang 

(2009) states that in the pre-instruction stage, diagnostic assessment is in the form of a 

test to assess a student’s prior knowledge. In other words, its purpose is to determine a 

baseline of the students’ linguistic skills and knowledge. It can take place at the 

beginning of a course or at the beginning of each unit in a course. The results are then 

used to develop the teaching material accordingly. Instruction can have a remedial 

aspect, if needed. Following learning, students are given the same diagnostic test to 

measure the extent to which they have improved their writing skills. However, as Storch 

(2009) maintains, this type of assessment is flawed because it does not provide students 

with feedback about their writing strengths and weaknesses. Therefore, even if this type 

of assessment does improve the students’ writing performance, it fails to point out the 

issues inherent in the process. 

2.1.2.2. Formative Assessment 

 

Unlike diagnostic assessment, formative assessment is based on feedback. 

Students receive feedback on their writing as a way of enhancing and accelerating the 

learning process. The potential of formative assessment in EFL writing instruction has 

been pointed out by several scholars. For example, Lee (2011) identifies a set of 

conditions that should be met to make formative assessment effective—the awareness 

of the need to change, on the part of teachers, the readiness of teachers to vary and 

develop their teaching practices, and the existence of a supportive system. Formative 

assessment rests on generating formative feedback for students from their teacher, 

peers, and computers, or even from the learners themselves. Kasanen and Räty (2002) 

highlight the importance of self-assessment as a common practice of formative 
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assessment in the EFL context. They state that it judges, evaluates, and weighs the 

quality of the academic performance.  

There is conflicting evidence in the literature about the effectiveness of Student 

Self-Assessment (SSA). For example, Panadero, Brown, and Courtney (2014) report 

that SSA is a positive experience. Their findings contrast with those of Belachew, 

Getinet, and Gashaye (2015) who identify some pitfalls on SSA. One is that students 

are not qualified to make an adequate and honest assessment of their own writing—

most participants in their studies overestimated their writing performance. Another 

common practice of formative assessment is peer assessment. Wang (2014) suggests 

that this practice is widely used in L1 and L2 writing classes for the purpose of raising 

students’ awareness of each other’s mistakes and to learn from them. However, like all 

assessment methods, it comes with its own shortcomings. Wang (2014) points out that 

its effectiveness is undermined by factors like students’ attitudes towards peer 

assessment and feedback, and their interpersonal relationships. 

2.1.2.3. Summative Assessment 

 

Summative assessment is another common method used in writing classes. 

Hyland (2004) defines it as ‘any assessment concerned with summing up how much a 

student has learned by the end of a course’ (p. 213). The goal of this method is to assess 

the achievement of learners at the end of a unit, course, or semester. In assessing writing 

performance, it usually weighs it against a global standard or benchmark. He and Shi 

(2008) argue that this method usually employs a ‘high point value’ and is performed 

under controlled conditions. Summative assessment comes in different formats, like 

mid-term and final exams, portfolios, end of chapter/unit tests, or standardized tests 

used in student admissions exams, such as GCSE and A-levels. Critics of this 

assessment method, such as Hailu and Rustaman (2012), argue that it is more diagnostic 



34 
 

than remedial. It only surveys the learning styles of students and provides feedback to 

both teachers and learners. 

2.2. Blended Learning Context 

Blended learning has made its way into the EFL context. Educational institutions 

are implementing new technologies in their classes to stimulate learning and to create 

a favorable learning environment. While blended learning has become a reality in many 

higher institutions, it is still a novelty in many places around the world. Therefore, 

researchers are still investigating the potential of blended learning in EFL classrooms.  

Friesen (2012) defines blended learning as an educational curriculum in which 

traditional classroom learning is blended with online material. This form of learning, 

according to Graham (2006), falls within the global trend moving away from a teacher-

centered approach to a learner-centered approach. This type of learning encourages the 

active participation of the learner through online materials, but the definition of blended 

learning seems to vary from one researcher to another. Blended learning can be 

implemented in different ways. Horn and Staker (2015) list several implementation 

models, including labs, self-blended, online drivers and face-to-face drivers. Regardless 

of the method of implementation, blended learning offers valuable benefits for learners. 

Wall and Ahmed (2008) argue that blended learning provides students with a dynamic 

and joint learning experience. Garrison and Kanuka (2004) maintain that this type of 

learning fosters achievement and brings satisfaction. The effectiveness of blended 

learning in achieving favorable learning outcomes has been pointed out by Poon (2013). 

This chapter reviews the implementation of blended learning and its effectiveness in 

the context of social media. 

2.2.1. Technology and Teaching Writing 
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With the advent of technology and social media, approaches to teaching writing 

have evolved. According to Rahma et al. (2018), language learning has benefited 

enormously from technological advances and social media. These technologies provide 

language teachers and learners with valuable tools and opportunities to master language 

skills. Shirinbakhsh and Saeidi (2018) conclude that language teachers must face the 

challenge of incorporating new technologies and motivating students to use them to 

become self-learners.  

Previous literature documents the effectiveness of technology in education, which 

can be traced back a few decades. In its initial stage, research set out to explore the 

potential of new technologies as teaching tools and the different methods of 

implementing them. Frigaard (2002) confirms the benefit of technology in language 

teaching as a way to boost students’ achievements. Similarly, Mishra and Koehler 

(2006) and Timucin (2006) demonstrate the different ways technology can be 

implemented in the teaching of languages. Their studies focus on the role of computers 

and the internet to ameliorate students’ work. More recent studies, such as Haswani 

(2014) and Ghavifekr and Rosdy (2015) address the attitudes of EFL teachers towards 

the implementation of technology in their classrooms as well as other related obstacles. 

Their findings suggest that the effectiveness of technology as a medium for teaching 

largely depends on the readiness of the teacher to embrace it. Otroshi and Bourdet 

(2012) stress the value of the teacher’s knowledge of technology in the implementation 

process. Their results indicate that lack of knowledge of the appropriate technology is 

a major setback to embracing technology. 

There seems to be a consensus in the literature that the adequate implementation 

of technology improves and increases learning opportunities. Behzadi (2015) concedes 

that technology offers valuable opportunities for language learners to develop and 
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expand their skills. This is mainly because technology grants learners an individualized 

approach to language learning. Akele (2013) adds that technology provides good 

motivation in the EFL context. Motivation is a key factor in language learning, but 

traditional classrooms often lack the potential to motivate students, as Ghavifekr and 

Rosdy (2015) assert. However, technology alone is not enough to improve language 

learning. It should be used in parallel with traditional face-to-face learning. Technology 

transforms the learning environment and offers a more customized approach to 

learning. 

The advent of the internet and the increasing popularity of social networks have 

brought about significant changes in language learning and teaching. New technologies 

are being implemented in classrooms to help students master the different language 

skills. For example, social networks have recently been used to improve the writing 

skills in L2. This came as a response to the difficulties EFL learners face in acquiring 

this skill. Part of the challenge stems from the fact that writing is still taught with 

traditional classrooms. The classroom setting, according to Al-Hammadi (2011), may 

be good for introducing students to the basics of writing, but they are not effective in 

handling learner differences. Writing includes many steps, such as formulating a good 

thesis statement, finding the right arguments to support it, and editing the final product. 

Al-Hammadi (2011) believes that these steps are too varied to be covered in traditional 

classrooms. Social media, thanks to their interactive nature, offer a good option able to 

cater to the different learning styles and to deal with these steps. 

Mobile technology and social media have more recently been integrated into 

language teaching. Motaghian, Hassanzadeh, and Moghadam (2013) demonstrated that 

the use of social media is an effective way of connecting the processes of learning and 

teaching. In a similar vein, Qarajeh and Abdolmanafi (2015) pointed out that the use of 
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social media applications in teaching has become widespread in many universities 

around the world. Nowadays, it has become customary to set up a WhatsApp or a 

Telegram group for every course through which students interact with their teachers 

regarding the course. Social networks can bolster formal learning and become 

integrated in the educational environment. Lee (2015) advocates the role of social 

networks, such as Twitter, Facebook, and Telegram, to facilitate online learning of 

English. These networks create an environment that, as Lee (2015) maintains, favors 

motivation, confidence, and positive attitudes towards language learning. 

Social media offer teachers and learners a flexible and friendly platform where 

extra-curricular activities take place to enhance the learning process. For instance, Al-

Jarf (2009) demonstrates that writing can be developed and improved through the use 

of such technologies as mind-mapping software. Allam and Elyas (2016) found that the 

opinions of teachers regarding the use of social media are divided—for many, the use 

of social media can motivate Saudi college students to learn writing, while for others 

the use of mobile phones and social media in the EFL context can be misused. Ahmed 

(2015) investigated the use of Twitter and concluded that it has great value in teaching 

writing to undergraduate students. 

2.2.1.1. WhatsApp 

 

WhatsApp is an instant messaging application (‘app’) frequently used for 

educational purposes. It offers the opportunity to create groups and to interact in real 

time at each member’s convenience. Educators have turned their attention to this app 

with the hope of providing students an innovative learning experience. Research on the 

impact of WhatsApp has been burgeoning recently. To examine its effects on the lexical 

aspect of writing in the EFL context, Nedal and Hani (2014) carried out a journaling-

based experiment on the app to measure the development of lexical accuracy in EFL 
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learners. His findings suggest that this dialogue journaling on WhatsApp improves 

word choice and the writer’s voice. 

The effect of WhatsApp in improving writing and reading skills simultaneously 

has also been explored. Justina (2016) conducted an experiment on undergraduate EFL 

students to find out whether WhatsApp increases students’ motivation to read and write. 

Her results indicate that this app increased students’ interest and commitment to 

writing, because it made learning a personalized experience.  

Students’ engagement and incentive to learn language has been a major focus in 

connection with social media in general. A study carried out in 2014 by Tze, Dewika, 

and Devandran revealed the role of WhatsApp and Facebook in increasing the 

engagement and the motivation of EFL learners. They argue that social media have 

triggered students’interested in the content being taught. Der Vyver and Marais (2015) 

offer a different perspective on the use of WhatsApp in teaching languages, stating that 

it serves as a good classroom management tool. Their findings indicate that this 

application can be a good communication harbor outside the classroom. In a similar 

vein, Andújar-Vaca and Cruz-Martínez (2017) explored the potential of WhatsApp to 

improve oral communication skills of EFL learners. Their study revealed that 

WhatsApp enhances the fluency of oral communication. They explain their findings by 

arguing that this instant messaging application creates an environment in which 

students can negotiate meaning and self-evaluate their performance. This self-

evaluation is realized through genuine interaction with their peers and instructor.  

WhatsApp messenger was also used in writing classes. Ghada (2016) 

experimented with implementing WhatsApp to improve the proficiency of students’ 

writing. Through the observation of a control group, she concluded that WhatsApp not 

only improved the students’ writing proficiency but also positively changed their 
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perception of writing. Nedal and Hani (2014) investigated the role of WhatsApp in 

ameliorating students’ lexical accuracy. Using a pre-test and a post-test, they 

demonstrated that there is a positive correlation between the use of WhatsApp and 

advanced lexical complexity among learners. Moreover, they advocates the use of 

journaling on WhatsApp to enhance voice–writing skills. The use of WhatsApp to teach 

vocabulary has also been studied. Chuah (2014) provides empirical evidence that 

WhatsApp has helped students learn and use academic words. 

2.2.1.2. Blackboard 

 

The appearance of Learning Management Systems (LMS), such as Blackboard, 

is a major leap forward in the field of blended learning. The interactive nature of such 

systems makes their application in EFL classes easy and promising. The Blackboard 

system has been the subject of academic research for many years. Liaw (2008) contends 

that Blackboard has a direct impact on EFL learners, because it gives them the 

opportunity to receive constructive feedback from their peers and instructor. 

Blackboard is a flexible learning tool that provides educators and learners with a variety 

of activities. This point was highlighted by Servonsky, Daniels, and Davis (2005) who 

argue that Blackboard offers students synchronous activities (chat rooms) and 

asynchronous tasks (drop boxes, discussion boards). These activities increase learner-

to-learner and learner-to-instructor interactions. Interaction between learners and 

instructors is, according to Liaw (2008), essential to optimize the satisfaction of learners 

and improve motivation. Liaw’s study highlights the importance of self-efficacy as 

brought about by LMS.  

Research on Blackboard has focused on its usefulness as a learning tool. The 

findings in extant literature are varied and sometimes contradictory. One study 

conducted by Chang, in 2014, revealed that students and instructors have differing 
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perceptions of Blackboard’s usefulness, which affects the behavioral intention of 

learners to engage in and use it. The study was carried out in English classes offered to 

undergraduate business students. The validity of their findings lies in the way they 

correlated students’ intention to use Blackboard with its perceived usefulness. The role 

of perceived usefulness in the use of Blackboard was confirmed by Sun, Tasi, Finger, 

Chen, and Yeh (2008) also. Their study correlates perceived usefulness with learners’ 

satisfaction. The results indicate that students with a positive perception of its 

usefulness are more likely than their peers to be satisfied with blended learning. 

Similarly, Larkin and Belson (2005) maintained that EFL learners develop attitudes 

towards Blackboard learning, and these attitudes greatly affect their learning outcomes.  

The use of Blackboard in the EFL context is particularly interesting due to the 

interactive nature of language learning.  Tella (2012) state that, since the development 

of any language skill is based on interaction, Blackboard is an effective learning tool. 

Mouakket and Anissa (2015) studied the role of discussion boards on the development 

of communication skills for EFL learners. Their findings reveal that Blackboard eases 

the stress and anxiety that some students experience in face-to-face discussion. This, in 

turn, makes students more comfortable in the target language. While their study stresses 

the benefits of Blackboard, it maintains that such benefits are contingent on the 

teacher’s attitude towards this learning tool. Students need a positive attitude towards 

Blackboard to implement it appropriately. Al Zumor, AlRefaai, Eddin, and Al-Rahman 

(2013) report that the use of Blackboard positively affects learning reading and writing 

skills. According to a study done in Saudi Arabia in 2007 by Bulut and AbuSeileek, 

EFL students find Blackboard to be more successful in learning listening than in the 

other language skills.  
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In conclusion, it can be argued that Blackboard has become an essential part of 

language teaching in recent decades. The interactive nature of this LMS has made it 

particularly suitable in the EFL context. The literature available shows that the 

usefulness of this LMS depends on a number of factors, such as perceived usefulness 

and the attitudes of learners and instructors. 

2.2.1.3. Telegram 

 

Telegram is now emerging as both an effective educational tool in the field of 

language learning and as a research topic. The growing popularity of Telegram as a 

learning tool can be explained by its potential to improve academic performance. This 

potential has been investigated in many recent studies. For instance, Badri (2015) 

claims that Telegram gives students the option to store an unlimited number of 

messages which they can later retrieve and consult. Moreover, as Ghaemi and Golshan 

(2017) have shown, the importance of Telegram lies in its attractive audio-visual 

features that keep users engaged.  

Likewise, Heidar and Kaviani (2016) stress the importance of the audio-visual 

features of this application. In their opinion, Telegram is a particularly effective tool to 

learn English, because it can be used on mobile devices as well as computers, and 

because it supports audio-visual features. Aghajani and Adloo (2018) assert that 

Telegram improves overall writing performance, in terms of content, language, and 

structure. It was also found by Heidar and Kaviani (2016) that Telegram offers EFL 

learners a unique opportunity to develop their vocabulary online. According to 

Shirinbakhsh and Saeidi (2018), Telegram has a positive impact on students' motivation 

to learn reading. Rahma et al. (2018) argue for the positive influence Telegram has on 

learning writing.  
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The flexibility of Telegram is one of the key features driving its growing 

popularity in EFL education. Iksan and Saufian (2017) affirm that the application has 

some astounding interactive features that enhance creativity in language learning. 

These features include discussions, drawing techniques, and audio-visual tools. The use 

of these techniques outside the classroom, according to their study, encourages students 

to create spontaneous and original ideas without fear of ridicule. The findings of this 

study are in line with that of Alkhezzi and Al-Dousari (2016) who established a positive 

correlation between the use of Telegram interactive tools and learners’ understanding 

of new vocabulary items and grammar rules. The advantages of using Telegram in the 

teaching of English vocabulary were also studied by Xodabande (2017) who 

demonstrated that Telegram improves learners’ pronunciation. 

An EFL study carried out by Nabati (2018) explored the benefits of Telegram on 

students’ writing accuracy and grammar. The 20 participants were given writing 

instructions and grammar points exclusively through Telegram. The results showed that 

the students’ accuracy improved markedly on the post-test. Sarvari and Ezzati (2019) 

made a similar attempt to determine the role of Telegram in teaching writing in an EFL 

context. Their study included 46 EFL learners who were taught writing through 

Telegram for eight weeks. The results showed significant improvement in the overall 

writing performance of the participants.  

Based on the available literature, the use of Telegram in EFL classrooms is 

steadily increasing, but research on its use in academic fields is still in its infancy. For 

instance, Yinka and Queendarline (2018) conducted research through the use of a 

questionnaire filled out by 300 college students at the University of Port Harcourt, 

Rivers State. Their study targeted students of different disciplines, including the 

humanities, curricula, and education. The major findings of the study were that 



43 
 

Telegram is capable of being a valuable extension of classroom activities. Nevertheless, 

the impact of Telegram on syntactic complexity of EFL learners is still under-studied. 

This study seeks to fill in this gap in the literature by investigating this aspect 

specifically and to contribute to the discussion of using Telegram to develop syntactic 

complexity within the Saudi context. The strength of the study lies in the fact that it 

will provide empirical data on how the use of Telegram may affect the writing 

complexity of EFL students. It differs from previous studies in two aspects. First, the 

research will include both an experimental group and a control group, totaling 48 

students. This will allow comparisons of the writing skills reflected by post-testing 

between the two groups, which will help validate the hypothesis. Second, this study 

will target one area of writing: syntactic complexity. The development of students’ 

performance in one specific field of writing can be assessed more meaningfully than 

their overall writing skill. 

2.3. Assessing Complexity, Accuracy, and Fluency (CAF) 

In learning a foreign language, one of the fundamental skills required is writing. 

According to most researchers, the critical aspects of L2 writing performance can be 

evaluated by learners’ mastery of accuracy, fluency, and complexity in communicating 

at the level expected from a person who understands the language. Fluency measures 

the level of comfort of the learner in producing language, while accuracy denotes the 

ability of the learner to communicate, either through speech or writing, without 

linguistic errors. Complexity, on the other hand, is structured into two components: 

grammatical and lexical. Grammatical complexity refers to the availability of a wide 

variety of sophisticated and basic structures in the language construct, while lexical 

complexity denotes the quick access of sophisticated and basic words in the learner’s 
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language construct. Given these definitions, the three attributes together measure the 

overall development of a learner. 

Three approaches have been taken by researchers in analyzing EFL writing in 

secondary education. Some have adopted the cross-sectional approach, others took the 

longitudinal approach, and some utilized the dynamic method. Researchers using the 

cross-sectional approach include Yang, Lu, and Weigle (2015) and Lorenzo and 

Rodriguez (2014). Lorenzo and Rodriguez (2014) used formal bilingual contexts as the 

basis for understanding the evolution and appearance of language structures in second-

language academic writing. The target area for Lorenzo and Rodriguez (2014) was the 

historical narratives of third-year secondary education respondents to second-year post-

compulsory secondary education. The study applied complex nominals per clause, 

coordinated phrases per clause, mean length of clause, and verb phrases per T-unit as 

complexity measures for analysis.  

Other complexity measures included dependent clauses per clause, clauses per 

sentence, dependent clauses per T-unit, and complex nominals per T-unit. In analyzing 

lexical complexity, the study utilized twenty-five different measures, which included 

lexical range, verb sophistication, different parts-of-speech variations, and ratios of 

diverse type-token. The results from the analysis indicated that an amalgamated 

language was produced by learners who were in the lowest grades, although their 

language had a characteristic deficiency of dependent clauses, coordinated phrases, and 

T-units. With improvement in the examined measures, this skill in language became 

dominant in the learners with higher grades. The results also revealed that even though 

the changes were recognizable and continuous according to grades, they were unstable. 

The uppermost course had higher peaks of significant instability levels. 
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The study by Yang et al. (2015) addressed the cross-sectional approach through 

a multi-dimensional construct in which the focus was on syntactic complexity. One of 

the areas examined by their study was the relationship between writing quality and 

syntactic complexity in ESL writing. The study also considered the role of topic in the 

relationship. As part of the study, one of the activities conducted by ESL graduate 

students participating in the research was to use two different topics to write two 

argumentative essays. The authors subsequently used the mean length of T-unit and 

length of sentences to measure syntactic complexity. Their results revealed that 

syntactic complexity was significant in predicting writing scores of the participants in 

the two topics. 

The longitudinal approach in analyzing EFL writing in secondary education 

featured in the studies by Knoch, Rouhshad, and Storch (2014), Knoch, Rouhshad, Oon, 

and Storch (2015),Godfrey, Treacy, and Tarone (2014), and Naves, Torras, and Celaya 

(2003). The study by Knoch et al. (2014, 2015) revealed that there was notable writing 

development, but its measures were limited to students who had studied abroad for 

some time. The studies by Naves et al. (2003) and Godfrey et al. (2014) used the 

longitudinal approach but expanded their scope to include a comparison of different 

groups’ performances. In the case of Naves et al. (2003), the study used complexity, 

fluency, and accuracy measures to investigate the development of written production 

in six groups of secondary and primary education learners. Eight measures were used 

to assess fluency, including the total number of sentences, the total number of clauses, 

and the total number of words. On accuracy, the study considered the quantity of 

rejected units, the percentage of sentences that were free from error, and the number of 

sentences that were error-free.  
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Accuracy was measured using twenty-seven features that included the ratio of 

clauses per sentence, the number of coordinated clauses, and the number of subordinate 

clauses. The finding of the study was that in EFL written production, the learner’s age 

determined the pattern of development. The other significant finding was that there was 

no similarity in the development of fluency, accuracy, and lexical and syntactic 

complexity. However, the development of the four correlated according to age group 

of the learners and the relationship strength of the four components. The study by 

Godfrey et al. (2014) included eight university learners and measured the four 

components that were of concern to Naves et al. (2003). The eight learners were divided 

into two groups—those who studied abroad and others who studied on-campus. The 

results showed that there was considerable progress in the two groups of students, 

though in different ways, on advanced L2 academic writing. 

The dynamic approach to analyzing EFL writing in secondary education featured 

in the studies by Thewissen, (2013), Rosmawati (2014), and Larsen-Freeman (2006, 

2012). The studies by Rosmawati (2014) and Larsen-Freeman (2006, 2012) found a 

high degree of fluctuations and variability among the respondents, and significant 

improvement in the groups that took part in the study. The reason the approaches in 

these studies are considered dynamic is because of the constructs of complexity, 

affluence, and fluency, whose expression of development must reflect non-linear 

growth and a high degree of variability. The studies by Thewissen (2013) and 

Rosmawati (2014) had similar results on the degree of variability and non-linear growth 

of the participants in writing production. 

The literature reviewed demonstrates that over time and across levels of 

proficiency, there is significant improvement in written production as revealed by the 
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written competency assessment measures. The studies further showed that, as 

proficiency increases, the number of errors in writing declines. 
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Chapter Three 

Methodology 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the problem statement, the research design, and an 

explanation of the methodology used in this thesis, including the setting and the 

participants recruited. The discussion of the methodology will include the courses in 

which the experiment was carried out, followed by a discussion of the teaching 

methodology and the teaching/learning contexts, the materials, the data collection 

procedures, and the ethical considerations. The chapter ends with a discussion of the 

data analysis methods. 

3.2. Statement of the Problem 

This thesis seeks to study the impact of Telegram on developing syntactic 

complexity among Saudi EFL students in an attempt to shed some light on the 

differences between blended and traditional EFL contexts insofar as syntactic 

complexity is concerned. Toward that end, the thesis investigated the following 

research questions: 

1. Did the control group’s syntactic complexity increase/decrease for the three 

writing tasks (argumentation, classification, and reaction) as a whole and/or across 

specific measures? 

2. Did the experimental group’s syntactic complexity increase/decrease for the 

three writing tasks (argumentation, classification, and reaction) as a whole and/or 

across specific measures? 
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3. Did the experimental group outperform the control group in syntactic 

complexity when writing argumentation, classification, and reaction texts and, if so, to 

what extent? 

3.3. Research Design 

The research adopts an exploratory – experimental quantitative research design 

to investigate the impact of Telegram on the development of written syntactic 

complexity of EFL Saudi university students. The exploratory research design is 

appropriate when the aim of the study is to gain new insights or to evaluate an emerging 

or existing phenomenon in a new light (Dennen, Darabi & Smith, 2007). The use of 

Telegram in ELF classrooms is a relatively new phenomenon, which needs to be 

evaluated. The exploratory research design is highly flexible and allows researchers to 

formulate problems, gather information and discard irrelevant ideas (Saunders, Lewis, 

and Thornhill, 2012). The exploratory research method was selected due to its 

flexibility and its potential to lay the groundwork to inspire future studies on the topic.  

Researchers working with an exploratory research design may face a major 

obstacle. The research design tends toward the qualitative, mainly because it deals with 

something novel. According to Brown (2006), an exploratory research design is never 

complete unless it employs both qualitative and quantitative research methods 

consecutively. To overcome this obstacle, the thesis has incorporated an experimental 

quantitative design in its approach to the topic. In other words, the exploration of the 

effects of Telegram on students’ syntactic complexity would not have been possible 

without controlling one of the variables. Therefore, the researcher has opted for 

experimental quantitative research. Experimental research designs allow for the 

manipulation of one of the variables, while controlling the changes in the other 

variables (Singh, 2007). 
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3.4. Research Setting 

The study was carried out at the College of Languages and Translation at Imam 

Muhammad Bin Saud Islamic University in 2019 during ten weeks of the fall semester. 

The experiment targeted students of the English department at this college in the female 

section only. The recruited students were selected, instructed and tested in the same 

location. 

3.5. Participants 

The recruited participants were from level six who had finished the five prior 

writing courses at the college. There was a total of forty eight students in the study. The 

participants were randomly and unevenly divided into the control and experimental 

groups. The control group consisted of 28 students; while the experimental group was 

comprised of 20 students. For greater reliability, the population of this study contained 

students of various academic levels. 

3.6. EFL Courses 

This experiment was carried out during the fall semester of the 2019–2020 

academic year. At the time of the study, level-six students were enrolled in a writing 

class called Essay Writing (ENG 316). The contact hours for this class were two hours 

per week. The course is mandatory for level-six students and its pre-requisite in the 

study plan is Essay Writing (ENG 315). The required textbook for the course is 

Effective Academic Writing, by Jason Davies and Rhonda Liss (2016). This textbook 

covers various aspects of academic writing, such as the five-paragraph essay, process 

analysis essays, cause and effect essays, argumentative essays, classification essays, 

and reaction essays. Even though the content of the textbook aligns well with the 

objectives of this research, the researcher provided the participants with additional 

materials on the argumentative, the classification, and the reaction essays to further 
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enhance their understanding. These materials were distributed in the first meeting with 

the participants in both groups (the experimental and the control). However, the 

experimental group benefited from additional lectures on Telegram relating to these 

essays. The extra lectures on Telegram focused mainly on the organization of the 

essays, formulating a thesis and topic sentence, and several language points. 

3.7. Teaching Methodology, Teaching/Learning Contexts, and Participants 

The designated writing textbook mandated by the college is “Effective Writing 

3” by Jason Davis and Rhonda Liss. Level-6 participants are only required to take the 

last three chapters (Argumentative essays, Classification essays, and Reaction essays). 

The teaching approach for writing applied to all the participants was the process genre 

approach. This approach requires students to analyze teacher-provided sample texts on 

argumentative, classification and reaction essays written by professional writers. In our 

study, students were required to write multiple drafts—each to be corrected by the 

teacher and the students' peers—for each of the topics they are assigned. Although both 

the control and the experimental groups were taught in traditional classrooms, only the 

experimental group was asked to complete further requirements via Telegram software. 

They received orientation on how to access and use Telegram. 

3.7.1. Traditional learning context group 

 

The control group consisted of 28 female students being taught by their regular 

instructor. There was no experiment for this group. Students in this group were not 

added to the Telegram group. The class instructor introduced me to the students and 

allowed me to lecture them for one class period. The researcher introduced this  research 

to the students and explained the goals of the experiment. The lecture then focused on 

introducing students to the different types of essays that were covered in the research. 
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The students were then given handouts regarding the 14 points of syntactic complexity. 

These included: length of sentence, length of T-unit, length of clause, clauses per 

sentence, verb phrase per T-unit, clauses per T-unit, dependent clauses per clause, 

dependent clauses per T-unit, T-units per sentence, complex T-unit ratio, coordinate 

phrases per T-unit, coordinate phrases per clause, complex nominals per T-unit, and 

complex nominals per clause.  

At the beginning of the experiment, the participants had little or no idea of these 

types of essays. The researcher explained the components of these essays to the students 

before the pretest. This group was given the same pretest and posttest as the 

experimental group. The pretest was then conducted in a period of three hours. It 

consisted of one essay question for each of the three essay types discussed above (see 

Appendix A for the pretest essay questions). For the rest of the experiment, this group 

continued to be instructed in a traditional classroom setting by their teacher who 

followed the process–genre approach in her classes. At the end of the experiment, these 

students were given a posttest that was similar in structure to the pretest. To avoid the 

issue of familiarization, which is known to affect outcomes, the essay questions in the 

posttest were different from those on the pretest (see Appendix B for the posttest essay 

questions). 

3.7.2. Blended learning context group 

 

The experimental group consisted of 20 female students being taught by their 

regular instructor. The experiment was conducted on Telegram. Therefore, this group 

benefited from traditional classroom instruction on writing with their instructor and 

from the Telegram-based teaching. As with the control group, The researcher took 

advantage of the first meeting to introduce students to this research and the experiment. 

The lecture was centered on introducing the students to Telegram, helping them set up 
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their own Telegram accounts, and explaining its various features. By the end of the 

lecture, a Telegram group had been created and all the students were successfully added 

to the group. As with the control group, the lecture with this group concluded with an 

explanation of the 14 points of syntactic complexity that the research seeks to develop. 

The students were informed that their writing on Telegram will be monitored through 

discussion, interaction, and real-time feedback. 

A number of lectures were delivered on Telegram that focused on crucial areas 

of essay writing, such as essay planning, formulating a thesis statement, writing an 

introduction, writing the conclusion, organizing the body paragraphs, drafting topic 

sentences, using cohesive devices, capitalization, and coherence.  After two weeks of 

the experiment, some participants raised questions about syntactic complexity and how 

it can be achieved. In response, the researcher devoted the beginning of each lecture to 

explain the 14 measures of syntactic complexity mentioned above. 

3.8. Materials and procedures for data collection 

3.8.1. Materials: Writing Essays 

 

The participants in this study were asked to write essays. The experiment targeted 

three types of essays: the argumentative essay, the classification essay, and the reaction 

essay. In each case, students were asked to write a six-paragraph essay, with a total of 

250 words. The essay questions were taken from English language proficiency tests, 

such as IELTS and TOFEL, and from widely-approved writing textbooks. 

3.8.2. Procedures 

 

Before the experiment started, the researcher completed all the necessary 

formalities to obtain permission from the university. Once approval was received, the 
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researcher arranged a meeting with the course instructor. During this meeting, the 

researcher explained the research objectives, the research tools, and the expected 

outcomes. To facilitate the experiment, the instructor explained the course syllabus and 

the activities planned. Before the semester started, the researcher had planned 

everything in advance. The additional materials were handed to the course instructor 

for revision and approval. After a series of meetings, the researcher agreed with the 

course instructor to divide the participants into the control and the experimental groups 

and to hold a face-to-face lecture with both groups. The face-to-face lecture was held 

during the second week of the semester (after the Add/Drop period) to ensure that the 

number of students would not change. During the first week of the semester, students 

met their regular instructor who introduced them to the syllabus and the textbook, as 

well as the class schedule. In the second week, the experiment began. 

In the first meeting with the participants, the researcher introduced the students 

to this research and explained the procedures of the experiment to them. For both 

groups, the first lecture focused on a discussion of the three types of essays to be 

included in the experiment. At the end of this face-to-face lecture, the pretest exam was 

given to the participants. Students sent their answers via email. After this lecture, the 

control group continued with their teacher for the remainder of the experiment, while 

the experimental group benefited from a number of lectures on Telegram at an average 

pace of one lecture per week. In addition to these lectures, there were several 

discussions on syntactic complexity, essay organization, and other aspects of writing. 

At the end of the tenth week, both groups took the posttest. As with the pretest, students 

sent their answers via email. 
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3.9. Ethical Considerations 

This research was conducted in accordance with the ethical standards in line with the 

nature of the project. Permission was obtained from the Al-Imam Muhammad Ibn 

Saud Islamic University  prior to beginning the experiment. Oral informed consent 

was obtained from participants in the female section, at the beginning of the study. 

The researcher met with participants, explained the objectives of the research, the data 

collection and analysis methods and how the results will be used. Participants were 

assured of confidentiality and that the data they provide will not be shared with any 

third party. 

3.10. Data Analysis 

The main research tools of the thesis were a pre and a post-test. The same tests 

were given to the control and the experimental groups. Each test consisted of three 

essay questions. To analyze the writing samples, the research made use of L2 Syntactic 

Complexity Analyzer (L2 SCA) software designed by Xiaofei Lu. The software 

supports fourteen different measures. Because the use of this software requires 

knowledge of Python, the researcher will use the online version developed by Professor 

Aihauyang to measure the results of the experiment. Previous studies have verified the 

reliability of the software as a tool for evaluating syntactic and lexical complexities 

(Wind, 2013). For example, Alghizzi (2017) demonstrated that both manual and 

software analyses of syntactic structure led to the same conclusions. 

To achieve the thesis goals, two t-tests were carried out: a paired t-test and an 

independent samples t-test. The researcher conducted the paired t-test first to compare 

pre- and post-test findings for each of the fourteen syntactic complexity measures in 

the two different learning contexts. This was to determine if student performance in 

those measures was affected similarly or differently by the three writing tasks 
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(argumentation, classification and reaction). The t-test was applied accordingly to each 

task pre- and post-test. The analysis compared the data either partially (across each 

measure) or fully (through the mean average of the pre- and post-tests). The results of 

these comparisons helped classify them in terms of effect (unaffected, increasing, 

decreasing, or both). The independent samples t-test was conducted subsequently to 

determine which learning context led to the greatest increase or decrease in syntactic 

complexity either partially or fully. The mean average of the post test was subtracted 

from the mean average of the pretest, in this comparison. 
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Chapter Four 

Results 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents results measuring the syntactic complexity of the control 

and experimental groups individually and together for the three text types 

(argumentation, classification, and reaction). 

 

4.2. Syntactic Complexity of Saudi Participants 

This study had a control group and experimental group. Both groups were given 

a pre- and post-test where they were asked to write an argumentation, classification, 

and reaction essay. Student responses were analyzed in view of fourteen measures of 

syntactic complexity. The study made two types of comparison.  First, a paired t-test 

was carried out to see the changes across each measure in the pretest and the post-test 

and also to compare the whole mean average in the pre-test and the post-test. Second, 

the two groups were compared together through an independent t-test to see whether 

syntactic complexity has increased/ decreased. In this comparison, the mean average of 

the post test was subtracted from the mean average of the pretest. 

 

4.3. Syntactic complexity of the control group 

4.3.1. Syntactic Complexity of the control group in the Argumentative Essay 

 

Table 1 presents the comparison results for the control group’s syntactic 

complexity drawn from the argumentative texts. 
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Table 1:The Comparison Results of the Control Group's Syntactic Complexity in Argumentative Texts. 

Syntactic 

Complexity 

Measures 

Tests N  

Mean Standard 

deviation P-value 

MLS=length of 

sentence 

Pre -Test 28 19.58 5.84 0.60 

 Post -Test 28 19.26 6.25 

MLT=length of T 

unit 

Pre -Test 28 17.18 5.10 0.61 

 Post -Test 28 17.41 5.52 

MLC=length of 

clause 

Pre -Test 28 9.80 1.94 0.75 

 Post -Test 28 9.86 1.72 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

Pre -Test 28 2.04 0.65 0.52 

 Post -Test 28 1.99 0.66 

VP/T=verb phrase 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 28 2.30 0.47 0.56 

 Post -Test 28 2.34 0.51 

C/T=clause per Tunit 

Pre -Test 28 1.71 0.36 0.72 

 Post -Test 28 1.73 0.35 

DC/C=dependent 

clause per clause 

Pre -Test 28 0.37 0.09 0.31 

 Post -Test 28 0.40 0.14 

DC/T=dependent 

clause per T unit 

Pre -Test 28 0.75 0.49 0.36 

 Post -Test 28 0.81 0.67 

T/s= Tunit per 

sentence 

Pre -Test 28 1.11 0.22 0.76 

 Post -Test 28 1.10 0.13 

CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

Pre -Test 28 0.47 0.13 0.97 

 Post -Test 28 0.48 0.15 

Pre -Test 28 0.63 0.29 0.74 
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CP/T=coordinate 

phrase per Tunit 

Post -Test 28 0.62 0.27 

 

CP/C=coordinate 

phrase per clause 

Pre -Test 28 0.38 0.20 0.69 

 Post -Test 28 0.37 0.17 

CN/T= 

complexnominals 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 28 2.06 0.54 

0.20 

 Post -Test 28 2.17 0.53 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

Pre -Test 28 1.23 0.31 0.27 

 Post -Test 28 1.28 0.25 

Syntactic 

Complexity as a 

whole 

Pre -Test 28 59.64 13.22 

0.89 

Post -Test 28 59.83 14.90 

Across all syntactic complexity measures (i.e., MLS, MLT.MLC.C/S, VP/T, C/T, 

DC/C, DC/T, T/S, CT/T, CP/T, CP/C, CN/T, CN/C), there were no statistically 

significant differences between each measure's mean in the pre- and post-tests. 

Correspondingly, no statistically significant differences were found between the total 

means of all measures, indicating the syntactic complexity of the Saudi undergraduate 

EFL did not significantly increase or decrease in any measurable way during the 

argumentative essay. Figure 1 presents the comparison results expressing syntactic 

complexity as a whole for argumentative essay. 

 

Figure 1:Control Group's Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Argumentative Essay. 

 

59.6459.83Pre -Test

Post -Test
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4.3.2. Syntactic Complexity of the control group in the Classification Essay 

 

Table 2 presents the comparison results for the control group’s syntactic 

complexity drawn from the classification texts. 

Table 2:The Comparison Results of the Control Group's Syntactic Complexity in the Classification Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Tests N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

Pre -Test 28 18.62 6.63 0.25 

  Post -Test 28 20.07 6.64 

MLT=length of T unit 

Pre -Test 28 17.35 5.96 0.29 

  Post -Test 28 18.76 5.97 

MLC=length of clause 

Pre -Test 28 10.17 1.81 0.18 

  Post -Test 28 10.69 1.51 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

Pre -Test 28 1.87 0.74 0.90 

  Post -Test 28 1.88 0.61 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

Pre -Test 28 2.94 1.05 0.73 

  Post -Test 28 2.88 0.75 

C/T=clause per Tunit 

Pre -Test 28 1.74 0.69 0.72 

  Post -Test 28 1.71 0.44 

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

Pre -Test 28 0.36 0.12 0.69 

  Post -Test 28 0.37 0.13 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 28 0.68 0.54 0.81 

  Post -Test 28 0.70 0.44 

T/s= Tunit per sentence 

Pre -Test 28 1.07 0.09 0.92 

  Post -Test 28 1.08 0.11 
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CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

Pre -Test 28 0.45 0.19 0.66 

  Post -Test 28 0.47 0.22 

CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

Pre -Test 28 0.55 0.31 0.06 

  Post -Test 28 0.70 0.44 

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

Pre -Test 28 0.33 0.18 0.16 

  Post -Test 28 0.38 0.17 

CN/T=complexnominals 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 28 2.03 0.97 0.58 

  Post -Test 28 2.14 0.91 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

Pre -Test 28 1.18 0.33 0.59 

  Post -Test 28 1.21 0.26 

Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

Pre -Test 28 59.35 16.82 

0.26 

Post -Test 28 63.04 16.09 

The comparison of means for each syntactic complexity measure, given pre- and 

post-test results, indicated no statistically significant differences. The same was true 

regarding the total means comparison, signaling that the syntactic complexity of the 

control group of Saudi EFL did not increase or decrease either partially across specific 

measures or fully when writing the classification essay. Figure 2 shows the comparison 

results expressing syntactic complexity as a whole for classification essay. 

 

Figure 2:Control Group's Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Classification Essay. 

 

4.3.3. Syntactic Complexity of the control group in the Reaction Essay 
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Table 3 presents the comparison results for the control group’s syntactic 

complexity drawn from the reaction texts. 

Table 3:The Comparison Results of the Control Group's Syntactic Complexity in the Reaction Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Tests N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

Pre -Test 28 15.73 4.35 0.65 

 Post -Test 28 15.28 4.13 

MLT=length of T unit 

Pre -Test 28 13.73 3.31 0.79 

 Post -Test 28 13.57 2.80 

MLC=length of clause 

Pre -Test 28 8.82 1.86 0.65 

 Post -Test 28 8.97 1.33 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

Pre -Test 28 1.81 0.49 0.37 

 Post -Test 28 1.71 0.43 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

Pre -Test 28 1.85 0.36 0.48 

 Post -Test 28 1.82 0.37 

C/T=clause per Tunit 

Pre -Test 28 1.57 0.30 0.28 

 Post -Test 28 1.52 0.25 

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

Pre -Test 28 0.31 0.11 0.80 

 Post -Test 28 0.31 0.10 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 28 0.51 0.26 0.67 

 Post -Test 28 0.49 0.22 

T/s= Tunit per sentence 

Pre -Test 28 1.15 0.16 0.62 

 Post -Test 28 1.12 0.16 

Pre -Test 28 0.34 0.15 0.22 
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CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

Post -Test 28 0.37 0.15 

 

CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

Pre -Test 28 0.48 0.27 0.72 

 Post -Test 28 0.46 0.26 

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

Pre -Test 28 0.30 0.14 1.00 

 Post -Test 28 0.30 0.16 

CN/T=complexnominals 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 28 1.68 0.47 0.98 

 Post -Test 28 1.68 0.49 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

Pre -Test 28 1.08 0.24 0.55 

 Post -Test 28 1.11 0.26 

Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

Pre -Test 28 49.36 10.24 

0.75 

Post -Test 28 48.71 9.37 

 

In terms of syntactic complexity, there were no statistically significant 

differences between each measure or between the total means of all measures of the 

pre- and post-tests. Therefore, no significant development or deterioration of syntactic 

complexity occurred for the Saudi EFL undergraduates during the reaction essay. 

Figure 3 presents the comparison results expressing syntactic complexity as a whole 

for reaction essay. 

 

Figure 3:Control Group's Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for the Reaction Essay. 
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4.4. Syntactic Complexity in the Experimental Group 

4.4.1. The Results of Syntactic Complexity of the experimental group in the 

Argumentative Essay 

 

Table 4 presents the comparison results for the experimental group’s syntactic 

complexity drawn from the argumentative texts. 

Table 4:The Comparison Results of the Experimental Group's Syntactic Complexity in the Argumentative 

Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Tests N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

Pre -Test 20 15.80 3.25 0.12 

  Post -Test 20 17.16 5.04 

MLT=length of T unit 

Pre -Test 20 14.75 2.84 0.07 

  Post -Test 20 15.78 3.77 

MLC=length of clause 

Pre -Test 20 9.25 1.51 0.16 

  Post -Test 20 9.71 1.85 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

Pre -Test 20 1.71 0.22 0.11 

  Post -Test 20 1.75 0.24 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

Pre -Test 20 2.11 0.29 0.84 

  Post -Test 20 2.10 0.30 

C/T=clause per Tunit 

Pre -Test 20 1.60 0.17 0.30 

  Post -Test 20 1.62 0.17 

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

Pre -Test 20 0.36 0.07 0.64 

  Post -Test 20 0.36 0.08 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 20 0.58 0.15 0.48 

  Post -Test 20 0.60 0.17 
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T/s= Tunit per sentence 

Pre -Test 20 1.07 0.07 0.45 

  Post -Test 20 1.08 0.09 

CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

Pre -Test 20 0.44 0.12 0.69 

  Post -Test 20 0.44 0.13 

CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

Pre -Test 20 0.50 0.18 0.05 

  Post -Test 20 0.56 0.25 

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

Pre -Test 20 0.31 0.10 0.07 

  Post -Test 20 0.34 0.13 

CN/T=complexnominals 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 20 1.84 0.52 0.03 

  Post -Test 20 1.98 0.58 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

Pre -Test 20 1.16 0.32 0.13 

  Post -Test 20 1.22 0.30 

Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

Pre -Test 20 51.47 8.70 

0.09 

Post -Test 20 54.70 11.96 

 

Comparison results showed only one statistically significant difference: between 

the mean of CN/T (M = 1.84) in the pre-test and the post-test mean (M = 1.98) with a 

p-value of 0.03. By contrast, no statistically significant differences were found between 

the total means (pre-test: M = 51.47; post-test: M = 54.70; p-value: 0.09), indicating no 

significant development or deterioration of syntactic complexity as a whole for Saudi 

EFL undergraduates. Nevertheless, the significant increase for one individual measure 

does indicate that the sub-construct was partially affected by the Telegram application 

during the argumentative essay. Figure 4 presents the comparison results expressing 

syntactic complexity as a whole for argumentative essay. 
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Figure 4:Experimental Group's Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Argumentative Essay. 

 

4.4.2. The Results of Syntactic Complexity of the experimental group in the 

Classification Essay 

 

Table 5 presents the comparison results for the experimental group’s syntactic 

complexity drawn from the classification texts. 

Table 5:The Comparison Results of the Experimental Group's Syntactic Complexity in the Classification 

Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Tests N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

Pre -Test 20 15.52 3.51 0.01 

 Post -Test 20 17.60 2.72 

MLT=length of T unit 

Pre -Test 20 14.04 2.40 0.01 

 Post -Test 20 16.19 2.53 

MLC=length of clause 

Pre -Test 20 9.73 1.83 0.03 

 Post -Test 20 10.72 2.63 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

Pre -Test 20 1.64 0.43 0.42 

 Post -Test 20 1.70 0.35 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

Pre -Test 20 2.27 0.35 0.01 

 Post -Test 20 2.51 0.34 

C/T=clause per Tunit Pre -Test 20 1.48 0.33 0.27 

51.47
54.70Pre -Test

Post -Test
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Post -Test 20 1.55 0.27  

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

Pre -Test 20 0.31 0.12 0.26 

 Post -Test 20 0.34 0.10 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 20 0.50 0.29 0.38 

 Post -Test 20 0.54 0.23 

T/s= Tunit per sentence 

Pre -Test 20 1.10 0.14 0.64 

 Post -Test 20 1.09 0.10 

CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

Pre -Test 20 0.36 0.17 0.11 

 Post -Test 20 0.41 0.14 

CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

Pre -Test 20 0.45 0.26 0.14 

 Post -Test 20 0.57 0.27 

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

Pre -Test 20 0.32 0.19 0.20 

 Post -Test 20 0.38 0.22 

CN/T=complex 

nominals per T unit 

Pre -Test 20 1.52 0.53 0.01 

 

 
Post -Test 

20 
1.91 0.47 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

Pre -Test 20 1.04 0.31 0.01 

 

 
Post -Test 

20 
1.27 0.43 

Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

Pre -Test 20 50.28 7.52 0.01 

 Post -Test 20 56.78 7.84 

 

 There were significant differences between the means of multiple syntactic 

complexity measures when comparing the test results for this essay: MLS (M = 15.52), 

MLT (M = 14.04), MLC (M = 9.73), VP/T (M = 2.27), CN/T (M = 1.52), and CN/C 
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(M = 1.04) for the pre-test with MLS (M = 17.60), MLT (M = 16.19), MLC (M = 

10.72), VP/T (M = 2.51), CN/T (M = 1.91), and CN/C (M=1.27) for the post-test. All 

p-values were 0.01 save that of MLC, which was 0.03. The total means of all measures 

were significantly different as well (pre-test: M = 50.28; post-test: M = 56.78; p-value: 

0.01). These results reveal increased syntactic complexity for the experimental group 

as a whole and partially across specific measures. Figure 5 presents the comparison 

results expressing syntactic complexity as a whole for classification essay.  

 

Figure 5:Experimental Group's Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Classification Essay. 

 

4.4.3. The Results of Syntactic Complexity of the Experimental Group in the 

Reaction Essay 

 

Table 6 presents the comparison results for the experimental group’s syntactic 

complexity drawn from the reaction texts. 

Table 6:The Comparison Results of the Experimental Group's Syntactic Complexity in the Reaction Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Tests N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

Pre -Test 20 14.17 4.72 0.01 

  Post -Test 20 14.77 5.05 

MLT=length of T unit 

Pre -Test 20 12.75 2.80 0.02 

  Post -Test 20 13.39 2.95 

50.28
56.78Pre -Test

Post -Test
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MLC=length of clause 

Pre -Test 20 8.79 1.43 0.04 

  Post -Test 20 9.10 1.63 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

Pre -Test 20 1.59 0.34 0.66 

  Post -Test 20 1.60 0.35 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

Pre -Test 20 1.85 0.42 0.61 

  Post -Test 20 1.89 0.37 

C/T=clause per Tunit 

Pre -Test 20 1.45 0.22 0.49 

  Post -Test 20 1.48 0.24 

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

Pre -Test 20 0.30 0.11 0.37 

  Post -Test 20 0.31 0.11 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 20 0.45 0.23 0.40 

  Post -Test 20 0.48 0.23 

T/s= Tunit per sentence 

Pre -Test 20 1.09 0.16 0.42 

  Post -Test 20 1.08 0.16 

CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

Pre -Test 20 0.34 0.14 0.38 

  Post -Test 20 0.36 0.15 

CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

Pre -Test 20 0.39 0.21 0.11 

  Post -Test 20 0.45 0.21 

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

Pre -Test 20 0.27 0.14 0.11 

  Post -Test 20 0.31 0.15 

CN/T=complexnominals 

per T unit 

Pre -Test 20 1.40 0.44 0.02 

  Post -Test 20 1.52 0.46 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

Pre -Test 20 0.96 0.24 0.07 

  Post -Test 20 1.03 0.28 
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Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

Pre -Test 20 45.81 10.25 

0.01 

Post -Test 20 47.78 10.89 

 

Some statistically significant differences were found between the means of 

syntactic complexity measures, namely MLS (M = 14.17), MLT (M = 12.75), MLC (M 

= 8.79), and CN/T (M = 1.40) in the pre-test with MLS (M = 14.77), MLT (M = 13.39), 

MLC (M = 9.10), and CN/T(M=1.52) in the post-test. P-values for these measures were 

0.01, 0.02, 0.04, and 0.02, respectively. Unsurprisingly, statistically significant 

difference was noted between the total means of all measures in the pre-test (M = 45.81) 

and post-test (M = 47.78) with a p-value of 0.01. These results indicate increased 

syntactic complexity for the experimental group as a whole and partially across specific 

measures when writing the reaction essay. Figure 6 presents the comparison results 

expressing syntactic complexity as a whole for reaction essay. 

 

Figure 6:Experimental Group's Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Reaction Essay. 

 

4.5. Improvement of Syntactic Complexity in the Experimental and the 

Control Groups 

4.5.1. The Results of Syntactic Complexity of the control &Experimental groups 

in the Argumentative Essay 

 

Table 7 presents the comparison results for the control & experimental groups’ 

syntactic complexity drawn from argumentative texts.  
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47.78Pre -Test

Post -Test



71 
 

Table 7:The Comparison Results of the Control and Experimental Groups' Syntactic Complexity in the 

Argumentative Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Group  N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

control 28 -0.32 3.22 0.10 

  experimental 20 1.35 3.77 

MLT=length of T unit 

control 28 0.23 2.38 0.26 

  experimental 20 1.02 2.35 

MLC=length of clause 

control 28 0.06 1.01 0.26 

  experimental 20 0.46 1.40 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

control 28 -0.05 0.40 0.32 

  experimental 20 0.04 0.12 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

control 28 0.04 0.39 0.59 

  experimental 20 -0.01 0.14 

C/T=clause per Tunit 

control 28 0.02 0.29 0.96 

  experimental 20 0.02 0.10 

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

control 28 0.03 0.15 0.52 

  experimental 20 0.01 0.06 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

control 28 0.06 0.33 0.62 

  experimental 20 0.02 0.12 

T/s= Tunit per sentence 

control 28 -0.01 0.18 0.60 

  experimental 20 0.01 0.07 

CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

control 28 0.00 0.15 0.84 

  experimental 20 0.01 0.10 

control 28 -0.02 0.26 0.24 
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CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

experimental 20 0.06 0.13 

  

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

control 28 -0.01 0.16 0.28 

  experimental 20 0.03 0.07 

CN/T=complexnominals 

per T unit 

control 28 0.11 0.44 0.78 

  experimental 20 0.14 0.26 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

control 28 0.04 0.21 0.79 

  experimental 20 0.06 0.17 

Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

control 28 0.19 7.46 

0.18 

experimental 20 3.23 8.02 

 

The first comparison (between the means of each measure from both groups in 

the pre- and post-tests) found no statistically significant results. Similarly, the second 

comparison between the total means for all measures collectively, drawn from both 

groups at pre- and post-test intervals, produced no statistically significant findings. 

These results indicate that the syntactic complexity of Saudi EFL undergraduates did 

not change significantly, either partially or as a whole, during the argumentative essay. 

Figure 7 presents the comparison results expressing syntactic complexity as a whole 

for argumentative essay. 

 

Figure 7:Control and Experimental Groups' Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Argumentative 

Essay. 
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4.5.2. The Results of Syntactic complexity of the control &Experimental groups 

in the Classification Essay 

 

Table 8 presents the comparison results for the control & experimental groups’ 

syntactic complexity drawn from classification texts. 

Table 8:The Comparison Results of the Control and Experimental Groups' Syntactic Complexity in the 

Classification Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Group  N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

control 28 1.45 6.59 0.69 

  experimental 20 2.08 2.49 

MLT=length of T unit 

control 28 1.41 6.88 0.65 

  experimental 20 2.15 2.21 

MLC=length of clause 

control 28 0.52 1.98 0.41 

  experimental 20 0.99 1.88 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

control 28 0.01 0.58 0.76 

  experimental 20 0.06 0.31 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

control 28 -0.06 0.90 0.17 

  experimental 20 0.24 0.34 

C/T=clause per Tunit 

control 28 -0.04 0.53 0.41 

  experimental 20 0.07 0.28 

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

control 28 0.01 0.13 0.65 

  experimental 20 0.03 0.10 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

control 28 0.02 0.48 0.83 

  experimental 20 0.05 0.23 
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T/s= Tunit per sentence 

control 28 0.00 0.13 0.69 

  experimental 20 -0.01 0.11 

CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

control 28 0.02 0.22 0.51 

  experimental 20 0.06 0.16 

CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

control 28 0.15 0.39 0.76 

  experimental 20 0.11 0.33 

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

control 28 0.05 0.18 0.82 

  experimental 20 0.06 0.21 

CN/T=complexnominals 

per T unit 

control 28 0.11 1.00 0.25 

  experimental 20 0.39 0.54 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

control 28 0.04 0.34 0.06 

  experimental 20 0.23 0.35 

Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

control 28 3.69 17.13 

0.49 

experimental 20 6.50 6.61 

 

None of the measures of syntactic complexity produced statistically significant 

differences between the pre- and post-test means of both groups, which was also true 

for the total means of all measures taken from both groups pre- and post-test. These 

results suggest no significant change in the syntactic complexity of Saudi EFL 

undergraduates, partially or as a whole, due to the classification essay. Figure 8 shows 

the comparison results expressing syntactic complexity as a whole for classification 

essay.  
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Figure 8:Control and Experimental Groups' Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Classification 

Essay. 

 

4.5.3. The Results of Syntactic Complexity of the Control & Experimental 

groups in the Reaction Essay 

 

Table 9 presents the comparison results for the control & experimental groups’ 

syntactic complexity drawn from reaction texts. 

Table 9:The Comparison Results of the Control and Experimental Groups’ Syntactic Complexity in the 

Reaction Texts. 

Syntactic Complexity 

Measures 

Group  N  

Mean Standard 

deviation 

P-value 

MLS=length of sentence 

control 28 -0.45 5.07 0.37 

  experimental 20 0.60 0.89 

MLT=length of T unit 

control 28 -0.16 3.12 0.28 

  experimental 20 0.64 1.12 

MLC=length of clause 

control 28 0.15 1.68 0.68 

  experimental 20 0.31 0.63 

C/S=clauses per 

sentence 

control 28 -0.10 0.55 0.39 

  experimental 20 0.01 0.14 

VP/T=verb phrase per T 

unit 

control 28 -0.03 0.25 0.39 

  experimental 20 0.04 0.31 

3.69

6.50
control

experimental
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C/T=clause per Tunit 

control 28 -0.05 0.26 0.23 

  experimental 20 0.03 0.17 

DC/C=dependent clause 

per clause 

control 28 0.00 0.08 0.70 

  experimental 20 0.01 0.06 

DC/T=dependent clause 

per T unit 

control 28 -0.02 0.21 0.42 

  experimental 20 0.03 0.14 

T/s= Tunit per sentence 

control 28 -0.02 0.23 0.82 

  experimental 20 -0.01 0.05 

CT/T=ComplexTunit 

ratio 

control 28 0.03 0.13 0.77 

  experimental 20 0.02 0.10 

CP/T=coordinate phrase 

per Tunit 

control 28 -0.02 0.28 0.27 

  experimental 20 0.06 0.16 

CP/C=coordinate phrase 

per clause 

control 28 0.00 0.15 0.30 

  experimental 20 0.04 0.11 

CN/T=complexnominals 

per T unit 

control 28 0.00 0.51 0.32 

  experimental 20 0.12 0.22 

CN/C=complex 

nominals per clause 

control 28 0.03 0.26 0.54 

  experimental 20 0.07 0.16 

Syntactic Complexity as 

a whole 

control 28 -0.64 10.56 

0.29 

experimental 20 1.97 2.80 

 

There were no statistically significant differences between either group regarding 

any measure’s means from the pre- and post-tests. Furthermore, the total means of all 

measures for both groups were not significantly different between tests, indicating 

unchanging syntactic complexity for the Saudi EFL undergraduates both as whole and 



77 
 

across specific measures. Figure 9 shows the comparison results expressing syntactic 

complexity as a whole for reaction essay.    

 

Figure 9:Control and Experimental Groups' Syntactic Complexity Results as a whole for Reaction Essay. 

 

4.6. Summary 

To sum up , this chapter has discussed the data analysis findings in relation to the 

fourteen points of syntactic complexity. The control group showed no increase or 

decrease in student syntactic complexity across any measure for any task, partially or 

as a whole. The experimental group showed no significant syntactic complexity 

improvement or deterioration during the argumentative essay as a whole, but did 

register improvement across one measure. The experimental group also enjoyed 

syntactic complexity improvement as a whole and partially across specific measures 

for the classification and reaction essays. When comparing the syntactic complexity of 

the control and experimental groups though, there was neither significant improvement 

nor deterioration across all measures for all tasks, either partially or as a whole. 

 

 

 

-0.64

1.97

control

experimental
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Chapter Five 

Discussion 

5.1. Introduction 

This chapter discusses the results of the control and experimental groups as well 

the results of the comparison between the two groups in relation to the studies reviewed 

in the literature review. 

 

5.2. Research Question One: Did the control group’s syntactic complexity 

increase/decrease for the three writing tasks (argumentation, classification, and 

reaction) as a whole and/or across specific measures? 

The results of this study showed that there was no increase/decrease in syntactic 

complexity, either as a whole or partially across individual measures, for the control 

group for the three writing tasks (argumentation, classification, and reaction). This 

would suggest that traditional learning methods does not reach to level to be significant 

on the syntactic skills of the participants in the control group. Such a finding would be 

in partial agreement with some studies in the literature. For example, Alghizzi (2017) 

found that, in the long term, the syntactic complexity of his study’s traditional-learning 

environment group remained unchanged in the classification essay. Similarly, Hamad’s 

2015 study concluded that traditional learning methods provided no significant 

improvement overall in students’ writing performance. These findings also correspond 

to those of Beers and Nagy (2011), whose work demonstrated that the process–genre 

approach in face-to-face teaching had no impact on the syntactic complexity of 

participants, neither as a whole nor partially across the two measures of clauses per T-

unit and words per clause. 
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The above-mentioned results of the current study could be attributed to two 

factors.  The first factor is related to the process-genre approach. Even though Badger 

and White (2000), Shirinbakhsh and Saeidi (2018), and Arteaga-Lara (2017) have 

hypothesized that the process–genre approach would be likely to improve students' 

writing abilities, the available literature suggests that it does not, in fact, provide 

students with the language input needed to improve syntactic complexity. Rosmawati 

(2019), for example, concluded that a long exposure to traditional learning methods 

failed to provide students with language input adequate for developing their skills. The 

combination of traditional learning methods and the process–genre approach was found 

to be ineffective in developing syntactic complexity when tested by writing tasks of 

three different text types. This conclusion was partially supported by the work of 

Alghizzi and Alshahrani (2020), who found that students’ syntactic complexity in the 

reaction essay was unaffected by the application of the process–genre approach in the 

traditional classroom. 

The second factor influencing the results of this research is related to teachers.  

According to Alghizzi (2011, 2012), teachers play an important role in how EFL 

learners develop and correct their writing. He proposes that if writing instructors 

emphasize the importance of organization, clarity, grammar, spelling, capitalization, 

word choice, punctuation, and style⎯and use students' level of skill in these areas to 

evaluate them in exams⎯students will develop these aspects of their writing. 

Therefore, it could be suggested that the reason that control group participants in this 

study did not develop their syntactic complexity in the three writing tasks was due to a 

lack of emphasis on syntactic complexity by their teachers. 
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5.3. Research Question Two: Did the experimental group’s syntactic 

complexity increase/decrease for the three writing tasks (argumentation, 

classification, and reaction) as a whole and/or across specific measures? 

The results of the study showed that the syntactic complexity of the participants 

in the experimental group increased as a whole in both the classification and reaction 

essays. An increase in complexity was shown across the following measures for the 

classification essay: MLS, MLT, MLC, CN/T/VP/T, and CN/C. For the reaction essay, 

an increase in complexity was shown across MLS, MLT, MLC, and CN/T measures. 

Although the syntactic complexity of these participants did not increase/decrease as a 

whole for the argumentation essay, the CN/T measure did show some increase. Such 

findings are in partial agreement with a study in the literature. For example, Azodi and 

Lotfi (2020) found that the use of Telegram improved students’ internal complexity 

(particularly their use of subordinate clauses), while their overall complexity remained 

unchanged.  

There are two explanations for our findings in relation to the three writing tasks. 

The first explanation is found in the nature of these writing tasks and how students 

perceive them. Each of the three writing tasks employed in this research differs in its 

nature, goal, and manner of organization. According to Reza, Elaheh, and Laleh (2018), 

reaction, classification and expository essays are easier to master than argumentation 

and narrative essays. The studies of Pan (2018) and Jagaiah (2017) found that the 

syntactic complexity of their participants showed improvement for narrative and 

descriptive essays, but remained unchanged for argumentation essays. They both argue 

that argumentation essays pose the most challenges for learners, especially in aspects 

like organization and grammar.  
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The second explanation is related to the length of the experiment in this study. 

The experiment was carried out over a period of ten weeks. The findings of the study 

suggest that this period was enough to increase students’ performance somewhat in the 

reaction and classification tasks, but not in argumentation. Therefore, it can be inferred 

Telegram needs to be used for a longer period in order to have a positive effect on the 

argumentation task. Indeed, some studies have stressed the importance of time in 

blended-learning experiments. Ghaemi and Golshan (2017) argued that the application 

of social media is effective in the teaching of writing only when it is applied for a 

minimum of one full semester. While they did not specify the particular types of writing 

task that benefit from more time, they introduced time as a determining factor in the 

experiment. However, in a study published in 2019, Sarvari and Ezzati contradict the 

argument of Ghaemi and Golshan (2017). They maintain that Telegram improved 

students’ writing performance in the short term for IELTS writing tasks.  The 

researchers mention that prompts for the pre-test and the post-test in this study were 

drawn from IELTS, however they do not provide the full essay questions in their paper. 

It could be speculated, therefore, that the questions of the pre-test were more difficult 

than those of the post-test. The counter-intuitive results of the study could be explained 

if the researchers had given the students an argumentative task in the pre-test and other 

types of IELTS essays in the post-test.   

After reviewing the students’ results in the experimental group, a number of 

observations can be made. First, syntactic complexity as a whole improved in the 

classification and the reaction essays, while students’ performance in C/S, C/T, DC/C, 

DC/T, T/S, CT/T, CP/T, CP/C did not improve. Moreover, students’ performance in 

the VP/T and CN/C remained unchanged in the reaction essay. Therefore, it could be 

inferred that these individual measures need more time than that given to improve. For 
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the argumentation essay, syntactic complexity as a whole did not show significant 

improvement, except in the measure of CN/T. It could be concluded, therefore, that 

students are able to master the individual measure CN/T more quickly than other 

measures. It was also observed that students tended to ask questions about the tasks that 

they found easy and avoided asking about the difficult tasks. Specifically, most of the 

questions on the Telegram group were about the reaction and classification essays, with 

very few relating to the argumentation essay. 

 

5.4. Research Question Three:  Did the experimental group outperform the 

control group in syntactic complexity when writing argumentation, 

classification, and reaction texts and, if so, to what extent? 

Although the experimental group in this study showed more improvement in 

syntactic complexity than the control group, the degree of difference between the two 

groups was too small to draw any definite conclusion about the relative effectiveness 

of the two methods. This may be due to the comparatively short duration of the 

study⎯ten weeks. For more conclusive findings to be achieved, the study would need 

to be carried out over a longer period of time, as any difference between the two groups 

may require a long time to become visible. This is in line with Chuah (2014), whose 

study of the use of social media in the teaching of vocabulary indicated that time is a 

determining factor in the experiment. He concluded that to obtain good results, 

prolonged exposure to social media was required. Similarly, Ghaemi and Golshan 

(2017) have argued that social media must be applied for at least one full semester to 

have a positive impact on students’ writing skills. 
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Chapter Six 

Conclusion 

6.1. Introduction 

This chapter offers a summary of the major findings of this study. It also discusses 

its implications and limitations, and provides recommendations and suggestions for 

future research. 

6.2. Summary of the results 

This study is an attempt to contribute to the literature on the teaching of writing 

in the context of Saudi EFL education. Its originality lies in the application of the 

increasingly popular social media app, Telegram, to the teaching of writing for college 

students.  

The study was framed by three research questions. The first question sought to 

determine whether the syntactic complexity of students in the control group would 

increase or decrease significantly in a traditional learning environment, either as a 

whole or partially by specific measures. This was tested by setting the participants 

essay-writing tasks of three kinds: argumentation, classification, and reaction. The 

second question asked the same in relation to the experimental group. The third research 

question aimed to find out whether the experimental group outperformed the control 

group in syntactic complexity for the three types of essay. 

To answer these questions, 48 Saudi EFL undergraduate students were chosen to 

participate in the experiment. The students were divided into two groups and placed 

into two different learning contexts. The first group consisted of 28 students and was 

taught according to traditional methods (the control group), while the second held 20 

students who were taught with blended learning methods (the experimental group). The 
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students of both groups were given the same pre- and post-test consisting of an 

argumentation, a classification, and a reaction essay, and they studied the same 

textbook. Their writings were gathered, processed, and analyzed. The analysis of their 

writings yielded the following results: In response to the first research question, the 

results showed that the syntactic complexity of the control group participants did not 

increase or decrease as a whole, or even partially across specific measures. This 

suggests that traditional teaching does not reach to level to be significant to the 

participants’ syntactic complexity. 

In response to the second research question, the results showed that the syntactic 

complexity of the experimental participants increased as a whole in both the 

classification and reaction essays. In addition, there was improvement in the 

classification essay across the following specific measures: MLS, MLT, MLC, 

CN/T/VP/T, and CN/C. An improvement was shown in the reaction essay across MLS, 

MLT, MLC, and CN/T. Although the syntactic complexity of these participants did not 

increase or decrease as a whole in the argumentation essay, it showed some 

improvement in relation to the CN/T measure. 

In relation to the third research question, the results showed that neither groups 

strongly outperformed the other. Such differences that there were in syntactic 

complexity were not statistically significant. 

6.3. Implications and recommendations 

The findings of this research have significant implications for academic research 

and for Saudi EFL teachers at the university level. First, this research enriches the 

literature on teaching and learning writing in relation to syntactic complexity in the 

Saudi context. It expands this literature by investigating the effect of four variables on 

the syntactic complexity of Saudi EFL undergraduate students—time (ten weeks), text 
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type (argumentation, classification, and reaction), learning environment (traditional and 

blended), and proficiency (students at level six). These variables have hardly been 

addressed at all in previous research. The importance of this topic lies in the fact that, 

although EFL students in general, and Saudis in particular, view writing as the most 

difficult skill to learn and are, therefore, likely to hold negative attitudes towards it, 

they are also highly motivated to master it as it is important for their current studies and 

future careers. This motivation is encouraged by the many opportunities offered by the 

Saudi Ministry of Education to Saudi students at all levels (high school, undergraduate, 

graduate, and postgraduate) to pursue their studies in English-speaking countries. Many 

universities across the world require international students to meet a minimum score in 

the writing band of their language proficiency tests. 

Second, this study is potentially helpful for EFL composition instructors, 

especially those who have no professional training in the teaching of writing or those 

who specialize in the teaching of other skills (reading, speaking, and listening) or other 

subjects (translation, linguistics, or literature). These instructors could use the findings 

of this study in relation to the aforementioned variables to devise their own way of 

teaching syntactic complexity. Furthermore, most EFL teachers receive no specific 

training in the process of teaching writing, and so lack expertise in this area and their 

knowledge of syntactic complexity can be limited. This study introduces them to 14 

measures of syntactic complexity and to possible ways of improving them. The 

integration of technology into the teaching of writing and syntactic complexity has the 

potential to improve learners’ performance in writing, and this study has explored this 

potential. 

The above-mentioned implications can be of help in future research and 

educational reform. Based on the findings of the research, the researcher would like to 
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make a number of recommendations related to both teacher training and blended 

learning. The first recommendation is related to teacher training: The teaching of 

writing skills should be included in EFL academic and professional training. One of the 

biggest flaws in the current system is that future EFL instructors are taught writing as 

a skill but not how to teach it. Such training would improve their teaching skills and 

would benefit learners.  

The second recommendation is related to blended learning: This experiment has 

not shown conclusively that this type of learning has a significant impact on learners’ 

writing skills. However, the results suggest that, given a study of longer duration, a 

positive impact is likely to be demonstrated. In light of this, EFL classes should move 

towards this method of teaching in the four language skills (reading, writing, listening, 

and speaking). 

6.4. Limitations and Suggestions for future research 

Although the current study yielded some results pertinent to the development of 

syntactic complexity in the Saudi EFL context, it was also limited by certain aspects of 

the following: research design used, participants, teaching method, type of writing 

tasks, measure of syntactic complexity tested, and duration of the experiment. 

The first limitation was the research design adopted. The research made use of an 

exploratory–experimental quantitative research design. Data was collected from each 

participant’s three essays. The data were then statistically analyzed. Additional useful 

data could be gathered if future studies on this topic would include a questionnaire to 

collect the opinions of participants on the traditional learning methods and the blended 

learning using Telegram. This would provide further support for any results. A mixed-

research approach of this kind would be helpful. 
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The second limitation relates to the population of the study. In future studies, it 

is recommended to include more participants from both genders to obtain more 

representative results. 

The third limitation is the teaching approach adopted. Future studies should 

expand the range of teaching methods used and include other forms of writing, such as 

narrative and descriptive, in order to test the hypothesis more thoroughly.  

The fourth limitation of the study is that it focused only on syntactic complexity. 

The teaching of writing involves other aspects, such as fluency, accuracy, and lexical 

complexity (density, sophistication, and variation). This kind of study might yield 

different results if the experiment was applied to these aspects. 

A further limitation of this research was the duration of the study. The experiment 

took place over ten weeks, and this relatively short duration might have affected its 

outcome. Future researchers should conduct the experiment over the course of a whole 

semester to gain more conclusive results. 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix (A) 

Pretest 

Write a 250-word essay (six paragraphs) on each of the following prompts:  

1) Some people think that parents should teach children how to be good 

members of society. Others, however, believe that school is the place to learn 

this. Discuss both these views and give your own opinion. 

2) How would you categorize options for your vacation planning? 

3) Write a reaction essay in response to these two photographs. 

 

 

 

Student's name: 

……………………………. 

Group: 

…………………………….. 

Please Select one: 

Traditional learning  

Blended Learning  

 

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia  

Ministry of Education  

Al-Imam Muhammad Bin 

Saud Islamic University 

College of Languages and 

Translation  
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Appendix (B)      

Posttest 

Write a 250-word essay (six paragraphs) on each of the following prompts:  

1) Some people think that it is better to educate boys and girls in separate 

schools. Others, however, believe that boys and girls benefit more from attending 

mixed schools.Discuss both these views and give your own opinion. 

2) In some countries young people are encouraged to work or travel for a year 

between finishing high school and starting university studies.Discuss the 

advantages and disadvantages for young people who decide to do this. 

3) Write a reaction essay in response to these two photographs. 

 

Student's name: 

……………………………. 

Group: 

…………………………….. 

Please Select one: 

Traditional learning  

Blended Learning  

 

Kingdom of Saudi 

Arabia  

Ministry of Education  

Al-Imam Muhammad 

Bin Saud Islamic 

University 

College of Languages 

and Translation  
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