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ABSTRACT

The popularity of mobile learning and social networking sites has encouraged second language 
instructors to integrate these technologies into learners’ curriculum. In this study, the learners 
were supposed to practice in an online jigsaw writing as an extra-curricular activity. They 
used their imagination and creativity to depict their thoughts using their previous knowledge. 
The current research had both a qualitative and quantitative phases. From the quantitative 
perspective, the effectiveness of mobile social networking on EFL learners’ writing ability was 
examined statistically. In doing so, 60 EFL learners were divided into the experimental and 
control groups. The learners of the experimental group were also assigned into three virtual 
groups in which they could help each other to write a piece of writing on pre-determined topics 
during twelve sessions. Running the t-test indicated that the students in the experimental group 
could significantly outperform their counterparts in the post-test. Therefore, it could be claimed 
that mobile social networking as a supplementary strategy had positive effects on EFL learners’ 
writing ability. In the qualitative phase of the study, a semi-structured interview was conducted 
in order to explore learners’ attitudes and beliefs about the experiment they had. The responses 
to the semi-structured interview also revealed that the learners had positive attitudes towards this 
online supplementary technology-supported writing. The pedagogical implications of the study 
were discussed and further suggestions were put forward.
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INTRODUCTION

Writing is a formal means of communicating which has been 
a labored skill for even most native people of a language 
to master (Faghih & Rahimpour, 2009). It can be assumed 
as a torment for learners (Parker, 1993). It is apparent that 
strong writing skills can be a guarantee of enhancing stu-
dents’ chances for their success (Alexander, 2008). The dif-
ficulty in acquiring writing skill lies not only in generating 
and organizing ideas but also in translating these ideas into a 
readable text (Richards & Renandya, 2002). Raimes (1983) 
also declared that writing makes the learners experience a 
new way of learning. While writing a text, learners use the 
knowledge of the language they have already gained; vo-
cabulary and new and old information. Byrne (1979) also 
believed that “The act of writing helps in strengthening the 
vocabulary and grammatical structures to which the learners 
have been exposed to” (p. 7).

Khabiri and Tonekaboni (2009) also showed that “for-
eign language learners, especially those who want to contin-
ue their education in academic contexts, usually find writing 
a highly difficult and challenging task. Part of the difficu -
ty lies in the fact that most students receive minimal or no 
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instruction in learning how to write” (p. 54). It is necessary 
for L2 writers to pay attention to higher level skills of plan-
ning and organizing as well as lower level skills of spelling, 
punctuation, word choice, and so on. Writing involves high-
ly complex skills.

On the other hand, the advocators of social constructiv-
ism, including Vygotsky (1978) believed that learning oc-
curs as a result of social interactions. These notions shifted 
both teachers’ and researchers’ attention to a new method 
of writing called collaborative writing. Collaborative writing 
(CW) provides an outstanding platform for learners to write 
as a part of a community and use each other for support and 
guidance (Kessler, Bikowski, & Boggs, 2012). The most de-
fining feature of collaborative writing is social interaction 
which leads to high level of engagement among members 
(Dale, 1997).

Later, with the advent of the internet, the focus of the 
studies shifted to computer-mediated communication 
(CMC) in writing (e.g. email, blogs, wikis, online discussion 
boards, etc.). Social networking sites are one of the CMC 
applications which facilitate collaboration in a virtual com-
munity. This function has led the emergence of a new trend 
in writing called “online collaborative writing”. The use of 
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social networking websites move the learning from beyond 
the classroom and its formal setting and give learners the 
ability to mix formal and informal language learning (Curch-
er, 2009).

With regard to the pedagogical setting in Iran where 
learners do not enjoy an adequate amount of exposure to the 
target language, with the inevitable importance of writing 
skill especially for those who need to participate in inter-
national exams and conferences, any effort of investigation 
which can facilitate gaining this skill for language learners 
and help them make connections between new technologies 
and learning in this area seem to be of utmost importance. 
Most of the research on online collaborative writing is fo-
cused on asynchronous collaboration. Asynchronous collab-
oration does not foster a sense of community among mem-
bers of a group and more importantly, it is impossible for 
researchers to monitor entire learners’ co-authoring. Hence, 
this study provides a feasible mode by which participants 
work interactively with each other throughout the process 
of a jigsaw writing project. Designing extra-curricular activ-
ities using technology in parallel to traditional classes may 
mitigate monotonous learning.

Research Questions

Q1: Does the implementation of mobile social networking as 
a supplementary strategy have any significant effect on 
intermediate EFL learners’ writing ability?

Q2: What are learners’ attitudes toward social networking 
supported writing?

Research Hypothesis

On the basis of the above-mentioned research questions, 
there is only this quantitative null hypothesis is formulated:

H01: The implementation of mobile social networking as 
a supplementary strategy has no effect on intermediate EFL 
learners’ writing ability.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Collaborative Writing

In the 1980s, collaborative learning gained much popularity 
due to its differing approaches in writing. Since then, many 
instructors of writing became advocators of collaboration in 
the process of teaching and learning. According to Ede and 
Lunsford (1990), collaborative writing refers to any writing 
done in collaboration with one or more persons. In this way, 
writing instruction shifted from a product-oriented approach 
to process-oriented approach. It is apparent that sharing dif-
ferent views in such a platform provides learners an oppor-
tunity to broaden horizons when they are creating a written 
form. Palincsar (1987) emphasizes reciprocal teaching in 
which both students and teachers collaborate in creating a 
text or document.

The theoretical basis is largely based on the work of Vy-
gotsky (1978) who emphasized the role of social interaction. 
Language learning always occurs in the process of social 

interaction. Studies proved that valuable information which 
is obtained as a consequence of social interactions can be 
more efficient than one from writing products (Masoodian 
& Luz, 2001). Collaborative writing focuses on a social in-
teraction process where learners contribute their particular 
ideas or expertise, take account others’ perspectives to com-
plete a writing task (Speck, Johnson, Dice, & Heaton, 1999).

Due to its inimitable features, collaborative writing has 
many potential benefits such as enhancing learning (Trim-
bur, 1985); socializing through establishing relationships 
between individuals (LeFevre, 1987); constructing interper-
sonal skills (Rice & Huguley, 1994); promoting motivation 
(Brown, 2001; Mellati & Khademi, 2014); improving the 
quality of writing (Beck, 1993); raising writing performance 
(Beck, 1993); sharing knowledge and diverse views (Ede 
& Lunsford, 1990); promoting critical reading and writing 
among learners (Nystrand & Brandt, 1989; Fahim, Miri, & 
Najafi, 2014); developing critical thinking, reducing anxiety, 
and providing feedback (Gokhale, 1995).

Saunders (1989) classified four types of collaborative 
writing, namely co-writing, co-publishing, co-responding 
and helping. In co-writing, peers collaborate on every task. 
Co-publishing refers to the collaborative situation in which 
peers co-publish a collaborative task based on individual 
texts. In co-responding writing, peers interact only during a 
revision process. Writers voluntarily help each other during 
the writing process when they employ helping collaborative 
writing.

On the other hand, Louth, McAllister, and McAllister 
(1993) also proposed another division for this category: in-
teractive writing and group writing. In interactive writing, 
group members interact with each other during each stage 
of the writing process. However, individuals are ultimately 
responsible for their own task. In group writing, group mem-
bers also interact during the various stages of the writing 
process, but they equally take responsibility for the quality 
of the final product

Many studies conducted in this field support the notion 
that learners would be more effective when they work to-
gether than when they are isolated. Indeed, when learners 
collaborate and engage in the same task, they can fortify 
their team-work skills. In such setting, anxiety can be re-
duced, self-esteem can be increased, learners’ involvement 
can be fostered, and a positive attitude towards the learning 
can be developed. That is why Dornyei (2001) advocates 
collaborative environment. Dynamicity plays an important 
role in effective collaboration, while the competitive struc-
tured group can be a hindrance (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 
2007).

Technology Assisted Collaborative Writing
The related literature review reveals that technology has 
influenced the writing process and practices in many ways. 
The transition from pen to word processing is one of the 
consequences of exploiting technology in writing process 
(Pennington, 1991). Due to the spell-check function, word 
processing can raise the quality of writing (Santangelo & 
Olinghouse, 2009).
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Later, with the advent of the internet, the focus of the 
studies shifted to computer-mediated communication 
(CMC) in writing (e.g. email, blogs, wikis, online discussion 
boards, etc.). CMC can take place in two modes: synchro-
nous mode, in which communication develops in real time 
simultaneously, and asynchronous mode, in which commu-
nication occurs with delay (Warschauer, 1999). CMC tools 
provide learners with a non-threatening environment in 
which they can practice writing (Colomb & Simutis, 1996). 
Pellettieri (1999) believed that CMC promotes grammatical 
development. Furthermore, it facilitates online collaborative 
language learning (Warschauer, 1997) and whereby a new 
strand of collaborative writing named online collaborative 
writing emerged.

Online interaction environments which involve an ac-
tive construction of knowledge can be potentially used as 
a powerful tool for collaborative learning and group com-
munication (Nguyen, 2008). Online collaborative learning is 
identified as a strategy that provides students with high level 
of interaction (Johnson & Johnson, 2004). Asynchronous 
networking tools offer ample chance for learners to organize, 
compose and revise content asynchronously (Lee, 2010), al-
though some networking tools allow writers to discuss and 
share their ideas synchronously. Text chats in a collaborative 
environment provide an avenue for learners to reflect and 
negotiate meanings with their peers (O’Sullivan, Mulligan, 
& Dooley, 2007).

Technology-assisted collaborative writing enjoys many 
potential benefits such as promoting planning in writing 
(Dale, 1997); producing argumentative writing (Wells & 
Chang-Wells, 1992); decreasing writing anxiety or writing 
apprehension (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991), empower-
ing autonomy and motivation (Warschauer, Turbee, & Rob-
erts, 1996); providing and receiving timely feedback from 
peers (Storch, 2005; Webb, 1989). The feedback addresses 
learners’ misconceptions and linguistic problems. While 
the students co-construct and co-edit, they are exposed to 
linguistic input as well as vocabulary or sentence structures 
(Lee, 2002).

Introducing new technologies such as mobile phones and 
social networking increase the number of projects pertain-
ing to online collaborative writing. These projects provide 
learners opportunities by which they can more easily work 
in groups. Kessler (2009) cited that the amount of teacher 
intervention and learners’ autonomy influence the results of 
online collaborative writing projects. Undoubtedly, Teach-
ers’ pedagogical beliefs and experiences and familiarity 
with these technologies play an indispensable role and affect 
the amount of learners’ success. According to Rahimi and 
Yadollahi (2010), better integration of technology in EFL 
classrooms entails a lower technology anxiety; old teachers 
are usually more hesitant to incorporate technology into their 
classes because of the higher levels of anxiety. Certainly, 
technology by itself does not guarantee a better education. 
The task and activities which are mediated by technology 
have also greater effects on enhancing learning.

The role of the individual writer in a collaborative writing 
project is not yet understood. Simultaneous writing through 

social networking technology is likely to grow in the future. 
Of interest to researchers is to uncover how these abilities 
that technologies afford may affect the process of collabora-
tive writing itself. As can be the above studies provide no ob-
jective insight into the effect of mobile social networking as 
a supplementary strategy on EFL learners’ writing and there 
is no accurate picture of learners’ attitudes toward social net-
working supported writing. The purpose of this study is then 
to examine closely and objectively the above-mentioned ob-
jectives and shed light on learners’ language learning pro-
cess, especially writing ability.

METHODOLOGY

Research Design
This study employed both quantitative and qualitative ap-
proach to gain in-depth information useful for the study. 
First, the researcher decided to use the quasi-experimental 
method which is quantitative in nature to answer the first
research question of the study and then it has attempted to 
find an appropriate answer for the second research question 
qualitatively, using an interview.

Participants
The participants of this study were 60 students of the inter-
mediate level in a private language institute in Esfahan and 
they were studying American English File three. All of them 
were female learners who were studying English as a foreign 
language and their native language was Persian. The students 
were divided into the experimental and control groups. There 
was no random selection of the subjects because of the already 
existing classes. The age range of learners was between14-20. 
They almost had an acceptable command of English.

Instrumentation
• The Preliminary English Test (PET) as a pre-test before 

the beginning of the treatment;
• The Preliminary English Test (PET) as a post-test after 

finishing the treatment
• A semi-structured interview to reveal the learners’ 

perceptions of such collaborative experience they had 
during the treatment.

Procedure
Assigning the participants to experimental and control 
group, PET writing test was run to all participants as a pre-
test to investigate participants’ writing ability and also to 
check that there were no notable differences between them. 
After students’ level was determined and the teacher became 
sure that the experimental and control groups had the same 
proficiency level in each grade, the treatment was started. 
Students in the control group benefited the same teaching 
method as those in the experimental group that is the teacher 
taught grammatical points, rhetorical fi ures cohesion, and 
coherences as well as texts organization in the class.



12 IJALEL 7(2):9-19

To overcome social loafing, 30 participants in the 
experimental group were divided into three groups of ten 
that helped the groups to become more active in accomplish-
ing the writing task. The instructor formed three telegram 
groups and asked the participants to join their own deter-
mined group. This application enables learners to experience 
simultaneous writing. Furthermore, it records writing pro-
cess as a “history” which allows the teacher and learners to 
retrieve written texts. Moreover, students’ activities within 
their team could be observed and analyzed by the researcher 
in order to determine to what degree students participated in 
the collaborative writing tasks. The whole team could plan 
and write a document together but they left the revision to be 
carried out by a selected group member.

Topics for learners were selected considering the i+1 in-
put Krashen (1985). In doing so, in each treatment session, 
two or three topics were introduced as the proposed topics, 
so that the participants experience brainstorming in select-
ing the more suitable topic for “the day discussion”. Twelve 
topics (appearance and personality, clothing, family, food, 
shopping, your last trip, making friends, a dream house, a 
dream vacation, keeping in shape, marriage, your city) were 
selected during twelve sessions of the treatment (each ses-
sion was about one and a half-hour). These subjects were all 
curricula-related.

When they managed to reach consensus on the topic, the 
participants got involved in group work where the teacher 
started with one or more sentences regarding “the topic of 
the day” and the participants each added two or more sen-
tences to it and thus the story evolved. The imagination of 
learners could help the story to be completed in a way that 
none of them had already thought about it. Such jigsaw writ-
ing task can stimulate learners’ creativity and promote their 
English use. The experimental participants who had been en-
gaged via Telegram group were asked to post their sentences 
in a pre-determined turn to avoid confusion. Learners were 
not allowed to interrupt their peers’ semi-finished sentences, 
but rather they had to allow each other to share their own 
ideas and refine their peers’ ideas by adding information or 
correcting mistakes and even clarifying linguistic miscon-
ceptions which finally led to a complete story. It is notewor-
thy that the teacher was adopting the stance of a facilitator of 
knowledge in this learner-oriented project. She attended the 
discussions but contributed minimally because she wanted 
the participants to perform the task independently. She did 
not want them to be constantly guided because it would re-
duce their collaboration. Learners in the control group were 
asked to write on the same topic at home, too.

By the end of the 12-session treatment, a post test was 
conducted. The participants were again asked to participate 
in a sample PET writing test. The exams were graded by 
two people; the teacher and an external rater to heighten the 
reliability. They both finally had to reach consensus on the 
final grades. The results of the pre-test and post-test were 
statistically analyzed by running an independent t-test using 
SPSS 22 to examine the efficacy of the treatment

Just when the treatment was finished, an online interview 
was conducted with the participants of the experimental 

group. This type of interview as Kumar (2005) mentioned, 
aims to ensure that interviewees answer exactly the same 
questions. The interview helped the researcher to reflect the 
participants’ attitudes toward social networking support-
ed writing, the experiences they had during the treatment 
course and subsequently, find an adequate answer to the sec-
ond research question; to disclose the amount of the learners’ 
perception of collaborative writing in such virtual environ-
ment. For this purpose, the verbatim transcriptions of the 
interviews were prepared and then summarized. Obtaining 
precise results entailed categorizing and sorting interview-
ees’ opinions thematically.

Data Analysis
To investigate the effect of mobile social networking as a 
supplementary strategy on EFL learners’ writing ability in 
the light of collaboration, an independent t-test was run using 
the SPSS, version 22. Since this research contains mobile so-
cial networking as independent variable and writing ability 
as a dependent variable, just t-test was used for comparing 
participants’ mean scores of two groups. The results of the 
pre- tests (i.e. the PET writing tests) and the post-test (on the 
basis of the administered texts) were statistically analyzed 
by running a t-test to examine whether or not two groups 
have different mean values regarding the effect of mobile 
social networking on their writing ability in the light of col-
laboration. It was, in fact, necessary to examine the differ-
ences between the means to decide whether they are likely 
to happen by chance alone, or they may be ascribed to the 
treatment effect (Hatch & Farhady, 1982).

To increase the reliability of the results, the estimate of 
inter-rater reliability was necessary. Therefore, exams were 
double-scored; by the teacher and an external expert rater. 
PET scoring procedures were explained to the external rat-
er, and she practiced scoring few essays before scoring the 
whole sample. In scoring the sample essays, both the teacher 
and the external rater followed the same scoring procedure. 
The marks given by both raters for each essay in the sample 
were then correlated.

Finally, a five  question interview was also conducted at 
the end of the experiment to gather students’ perceptions of 
such online collaborative writing in parallel to their tradi-
tional classes to boost their writing ability. The researcher 
prepared the verbatim transcriptions of the interviews. Tran-
scription of the data was imperative to the dependability 
of analysis. Participants’ responses were first summarized. 
Obtaining precise results entailed categorizing and sorting 
interviewees’ opinions thematically. As Uysal (2010) stated, 
the reliability increases through double-rating practice, after 
the researcher analyzed the interview transcripts, an experi-
enced English instructor who had a Master degree in TEFL 
was invited to evaluate all of the patterns and themes that the 
researcher identified from the transcripts in order to prevent 
influences from analytical biases. In this study, the results 
of the evaluation showed that there was a consistency be-
tween the two evaluators, which showed that the result was 
reliable.
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RESULTS

Quantitative Phase
Due to the assignment of the already existing groups to the 
experimental and control groups, it was required to check the 
normality of distribution of dependent variable (writing pro-
ficiency). Hatch and Lazarton (1991) stated that comparing 
the mean and standard deviation of two or more groups en-
tails the normality of distribution. To check this assumption, 
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was utilized. This test tries to 
determine if data sets differ significantl . The null hypothe-
sis for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is both samples come 
from a population with the same distribution. Table 1 shows 
the result of K-S test.

Given the p-values (0.085, 0.358, 0.642, 0.579) which 
were all more than the Alpha value; (P>.05), we cannot re-
ject the null hypothesis. Therefore, the assumption of nor-
mality of distribution has been observed.

In order to check the learners’ homogeneity in the control 
and experimental groups, a Preliminary English Test (PET) 
was used. Students’ performance on control and experimen-
tal groups was compared by running an Independent Sam-
ples Test which determines whether there is a statistically 
significant difference between the means in two unrelated 
groups; the experimental group and the control one. The null 
hypothesis for the Independent Samples Test is that the pop-
ulation means from the two unrelated groups are equal.

With the t (-.942), df (58), and the Sig. two-tailed (0.35) 
which was greater than our Alpha value (.05), it can be 

claimed that the groups were not significantly different 
from each other and the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
According to the results shown in Table 2, the homogene-
ity was confirmed. On the other hand, in the Levene’s Test 
of Equality of Error Variances, the Sig. (0.68) which was 
greater than our Alpha value (.05) revealed the equality of 
variances.

In addition, the Paired Sample Test was run in order to 
compare each learner’s pre-test and post-test in both con-
trol group and experimental group to check the students’ 
progress at the end of the course. The null hypothesis for the 
Paired Sample Test is that the scores of learners before and 
after the course is equal. Since the Sig. is significantly less 
than the Alpha value (.05), the null hypothesis was rejected. 
The results of Table 3 showed the improvement of learners’ 
writing ability in both groups. Learners’ improvement, espe-
cially the improvement of the learners of the control group 
may be the result of traditional classes.

Assuring the homogeneity of the students in the experi-
mental and control groups, to check the effect of the treat-
ment, an Independent Sample Test was carried out to com-
pare the mean scores of the two groups on the post test. 
The results of the analysis have been presented in Table 4. 
With the t (-7.71), df (58), and Sig. two-tailed (.000) which 
is significantly less than our Alpha value (.05), it can be 
claimed that due to the use of mobile social networking 
in the experimental group, their writing ability has been 
improved in comparison with the students in the control 
group.

Table 1. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to show normality of the distribution of the data
Pre‑test control Pre‑test exper Post‑test control Post‑test exper

N 30 30 30 30
Normal parametersa,b

Mean 27.20 27.70 30.93 35.00
Standard deviation 2.340 1.725 1.760 2.289

Most extreme differences
Absolute 0.229 0.169 0.135 0.142
Positive 0.229 0.131 0.135 0.142
Negative −0.118 −0.169 −0.094 −0.095

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1.256 0.926 0.741 0.779
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.085 0.358 0.642 0.579

Table 2. Students’ performance on pre-test
Levene’s test 
for equality 
of variances

t‑test for equality of means

F Sig. t df Sig.  
(2‑tailed)

Mean 
difference

Standard 
error 
difference

95% confidence 
interval of the 
difference
Lower Upper

Score
Equal variances assumed 3.453 0.068 −0.942 58 0.350 −0.500 0.531 −1.562 0.562
Equal variances not assumed −0.942 53.334 0.350 −0.500 0.531 −1.564 0.564
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Qualitative Phase
In this phase of the study, the researcher also investigates 
learners’ attitude toward mobile social networking support-
ed writing. Learners’ attitudes and perceptions were asked 
through online semi-structured interviews (see Appendix 1) 
which provided insightful feedback for the researcher about 
the amount of learners’ satisfaction of participating in the 
treatment. In doing so, the researcher prepared the verbatim 
transcriptions of the interviews and then summarized and 
categorized them thematically. After the researcher analyzed 
the interview transcripts, an external rater with an M.A. in 
TEFL, evaluated all of the patterns and themes that the re-
searcher identified from the transcripts in order to prevent 
influences from analytical biases

Findings were positive where the majority of respondents 
were satisfied with the using the proposed supplementary 
strategy parallel to their traditional classes to practice writ-
ing collaboratively. Students’ perception of their improve-
ment can be seen as a major achievement of this study. All 
of them strongly believed that it was a productive experience 
which enabled them to practice what they had learned. They 
almost could access this writing platform anywhere to en-
gage learning and share expertise and knowledge with each 
other. The participants acknowledged that they learned from 
others’ mistakes during the writing process and resulted in 
better writing performance.

One noted that “We learned many things while reading 
the final and corrected version of the written story. In fact, 
we learned from our mistakes”. Similarly, they enjoyed us-
ing the mobile social networking apps as an integral part of 
their learning activities. In this regard, they explained that:

 “It was a lot more fun than working alone”
 “It was more interesting that we all were engaged to find

a better word or sentence. In other words, we were all 
thinking together”

 “I learned how to work with my friends to have enjoy-
able learning”

Moreover, many of the respondents agreed that they felt 
confident using the mobile apps on this course and they felt 
confident to have another language learning experience like 
this in the future. They believed that implementing online 
writing strategies can eliminate their writing deficiencies.
Most of them also suggested that a strategy like this can be 
applied as a regular activity.

Overall motivation with the course was also perceived as 
positive. More than half of the respondents reported that in-
teracting with their instructor motivated them. They declared 
that these jigsaw writing activities helped them manifest all 
their competence in terms of vocabulary and grammar. Nev-
ertheless, all interviewees concurred that the proposed strat-
egy introduced a dynamic environment for group work in 
which all the participants were trying to do their best in order 
to create one or more sentences to evolve what the others had 
written.

It should not be ignored that the process was not an easy 
task for the entire participants. There were few learners who 
did not particularly enjoy these tasks, especially during early 
sessions. In fact, they found this type of projects time-con-
suming and frustrating because of time delay to send posts. 
Although it was hard for some of the students to adapt them-
selves at initial sessions, they admitted that they enjoyed the 
instruction especially when the teacher provided them some 

Table 3. Students’ performance on Pre-test
Paired differences t df Sig.  

(2‑tailed)Mean Standard 
deviation

Standard 
error 
mean

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference
Lower Upper

Pair 1
Pre-test control - post-test control −3.733 2.703 0.493 −4.743 −2.724 −7.565 29 0.000

Pair 2
Pre-test exper - post-test exper −7.300 3.019 0.551 −8.427 −6.173 −13.244 29 0.000

Table 4. Comparing Learners’ mean scores on Post-test
Levene’s test 
for equality 
of variances

t‑test for equality of means

F Sig t df Sig.  
(2‑tailed)

Mean 
difference

Standard 
error 

difference

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference
Lower Upper

Value
Equal variances assumed 2.344 0.131 −7.713 58 0.000 −4.067 0.527 −5.122 −3.011
Equal variances not assumed −7.713 54.409 0.000 −4.067 0.527 −5.124 −3.010
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clues to develop their ideas. One of them mentioned: “When 
the teacher told that describe the man in terms of personality 
and appearance, I could write.I did not really know how I 
continue the story”. Another learner quoted: “We received 
ideas from prior sentences.I could not predict what they 
wanted to write”.

Some others commented that:
 “Writing correctly was difficult”. “I was concentrated 

on giving good direction to the story. So, sometimes I 
made terrible mistakes”.

 “I always was thinking of developing the idea rather 
than finding mistakes.but I learned a lot from my peers’ 
mistakes. Sometimes I corrected my sentences”.

 “Well, it was really difficult to write correctly. I checked 
my sentences several times before posting to the group”.

About providing feedback some of them commented:
 “It is easier to find others  mistakes”
 “ I was worried that my friend might get angry if I cor-

rect her.so I tried to ignore some of her mistakes.the 
teacher could correct her.why me?”

 “It was difficult to correct their peers  mistakes”
 “We tried to shape better sentences. In order to do so, we 

replaced a word with another.or suggested a different 
sentence to give better direction to the story”.

The researcher received a number of complaints, too.
Few participants were dissatisfied with two or three top-

ics presented. They argued that they did not have enough 
information about those topics.

One commented that: “It is difficult to criticize your 
friends.I did not like to modify what they had written”.

Some pinpointed the problem of unequal participation 
of members. Inactive learners created sentences which were 
much shorter than others and were simpler in terms of gram-
matical complexity.

Overall, the following themes emerged from the data:
• Positive attitude of learners’ toward the influence of mo-

bile social networking on their writing proficiency
• Merits and demerits of implementing such supplemen-

tary strategies in parallel to traditional classes;
• Enjoyable and stress-free experiences in such collabora-

tive environment;
• Manifestation of their written knowledge in an enjoy-

able and friendly learning environment;
• Close interpersonal relationship/positive 

interdependence.

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
With regard to the first goal, students were supposed to join 
a group in telegram application in order to participate in a 
jigsaw writing activity. They sent their sentences related to 
predetermined topics to shape a story jointly. The purpose of 
assessment in this study is to measure an individual’s ability 
to learn from collaboration. To this purpose, the research-
er assigned an additional task (Post-test) to each member of 
the group beyond the group task to find out the extent of 
knowledge they had gained from others in the collaborative 
tasks. In this way, each learner’ performance was assessed 
separately.

The statistics indicated that students in the experimental 
group could outperform their counterparts in the post-test. 
So, they had a better comprehension of idea development 
and text management. Therefore, social networking could 
significantly increase learners’ writing ability. That means 
the only null hypothesis is rejected. This finding is in line 
with previous studies which have proved the efficacy of 
online collaborative writing in enhancing grammatical ac-
curacy and other types of writing (Lee, 2010; Eloa & Os-
koz, 2010).

The efficacy of mobile social networking can be ex-
plained two-fold: Firstly, it seems that group collaboration to 
produce a text is closely related to the notion of ZPD. In Or-
tega’s (2009) interpretation, ZPD is a distance between what 
a student can do in a joint activity that is other-regulated, 
and what he or she can accomplish alone in an independent 
activity that is self-regulated. Secondly, the process of such 
collaborative project can be justified by the notion of scaf-
folding. It refers to a kind of process that enables a novice to 
solve a problem or achieve a goal which would be beyond 
his unassisted efforts (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976) which 
is highly encouraged in this type of learning.

According to (Daniels, 2007), “scaffolding has four key 
features: (1) Meaningful and culturally desirable activity be-
yond current understanding of learner (2) Assistance…using 
online diagnosis of the learners’ understanding and skill lev-
el (3) Support.which may vary in mode as well as in amount 
(4) the support provided is gradually withdrawn as control of 
the task is transferred to the learner” (p. 323). As can be seen, 
all these four characteristics of scaffolding are all provided 
by the teacher in a social networking environment. More-
over, participants were actively engaged in the collaborative 
learning environment by sharing their feedback with each 
other which is of significant importance to scaffolding. Un-
fortunately, the literature regarding mobile social network-
ing suffers from a dearth of research in this realm and this 
study can be regarded as a good starting point.

Considering the second goal of the study, an on-
line-semi-structured interview was conducted in order to 
investigate learners’ attitudes toward mobile social network-
ing supported writing. As Bogardus (1931) suggested, “An 
attitude is a tendency to act toward or against something in 
the environment which becomes thereby a positive or nega-
tive value” (p. 62). The attitudes of the students can be best 
explained by their performances during the project as well as 
their answers to the interview questions. The result showed 
that learners’ attitudes toward mobile social networking as-
sisted writing as a supplementary strategy are highly posi-
tive. Similarly, Ezza and Bakry (2014) reported that learners 
held positive attitudes towards the use of such educational 
technology to support traditional teaching.

This project offers writing-for-learning in which writing 
is used as a practice tool to help students work with the lan-
guage they have been studying. Such type of collaborative 
writing encourages a creative flow that can help students use 
their imaginations in creating a story. They attempt to exploit 
their own prerequisite knowledge to make a story. Creativity 
in learners’ writing echoed the cognitive development. Stu-
dents confirmed that being able to communicate with their 
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peers and teacher outside the class is quite precious. In line 
with Vygotsky’s (1978) theory, interaction is crucial in learn-
ing. In collaborative writing activity, language is considered 
as a mediated tool which assists learners to co-construct 
knowledge and solves problems through interaction.

As Spigelman (2000) mentioned trust and willingness to 
share authorship are important for collaborative writing. Ad-
ditionally, collaboration through social networking paves the 
way for collective scaffolding which is defined by Donato 
(1994) as a situation in which the speakers are at the same 
time individually novices and collectively experts to accom-
plish a complex linguistic problem-solving task. During the 
treatment, the strong participants helped the weak ones to 
produce more accurate and better sentences to perform the 
task. In such situation, learning is facilitated by challenging 
learners to solve problems rather than delivering direct in-
formation (Kadirire, 2009). It is supported by Vygotskey’s 
(1978) socio-cultural theory which suggests that there is a 
direct connection between interaction and one’s psychologi-
cal and mental development.

It cannot be ignored that learners’ positive attitudes to-
ward collaboration in mobile social networking arose their 
motivation, as well. Overall motivation with the course was 
also perceived as positive. More than half of the respondents 
reported that interacting with their instructor motivated 
them. Moreover, many of the respondents agreed that they 
felt confident using the mobile apps on this course and they 
felt confident to have another language learning experience 
like this in the future. More than half of the respondents re-
ported that interacting with their instructor (as a facilitator) 
motivated them. It authenticates what Kern (1995) has cited. 
He believed that CMC environment provides an informal at-
mosphere which often motivates students to participate more 
actively. This result also is in line with Brown (2001) who 
mentioned one of the advantages of collaborative writing is 
motivation promotion. Increasing Students’ active motiva-
tion would push them to strive for better performance (Aarts 
& McMahon, 2008). That is why Palmer and Goetz (1988) 
stated that motivational beliefs are important factors that af-
fect self-learning and help learners take responsibilities in 
learning.

Receiving feedback from both the instructor as well as 
immediate feedback from the group are important forms of 
evaluation (Rushatz, 1992). When learners receive feedback 
on their writing performance, they notice the gaps between 
what they already know in terms of grammar and vocabulary 
and what they should achieve. However, in some learners’ 
view, “peer feedback” and “peer reviewing” equates with 
“criticism”. To avoid such result, giving overly general com-
ments should be avoided. Meanwhile, providing feedback 
entails having a good command of the language. That is why 
the researcher has chosen learners of intermediate level for 
incorporating such experiment. Certainly, low proficiency
learners have limited linguistic repertoire to provide appro-
priate feedback. Some studies in this field can prove that 
feedback can more effectively assist students of intermedi-
ate proficiency than with beginning or more advanced stu-
dents (Carroll, 2001; Lyster & Ranta, 1997). Furthermore, 

the findings showed that it encouraged self-assessment and 
learning from peers while maintaining privacy which, in 
turn, improved the classroom dynamics which is in the same 
vein with the study of Gere and Stevens (1985).

This study rests heavily on peer feedback rather than 
teacher feedback; although, it was believed that in compar-
ison with the teacher feedback, the peer feedback was less 
effective on improving writing (Connor & Asenavege, 1994; 
Zhang, 1985; Vasu, Ling, & Nimehchisalem, 2016). Studies 
like Paulus (1999) and Mendoca and Johnson (1994) found 
peer correction significant in student writing improvement 
and consider its role as helpful. On the other hand, as they 
themselves also have to provide feedback to their peers, they 
learn to critically analyze and revise their own writing (Men-
doca & Johnson, 1994). As Rollinson (2005) stated, “by giv-
ing students practice in becoming critical readers, we are at 
the same time helping them towards becoming more self-re-
liant writers, who are self-critical and who have the skills to 
self-edit and revise their writing” (p. 29). This can be a step 
towards autonomy.

Establishing positive interdependence can be seen as 
an outcome of this collaborative writing project. As John-
son, Johnson and Holubec (1998) defined: “Positive inter-
dependence is linking students together so one cannot suc-
ceed unless all group members succeed” (p. 4). In this way, 
all members rely on one another to achieve a certain goal. 
Therefore, such collaborative experience mitigates the sense 
of competition between learners. It also trains them to be 
more tolerant and flexible

Integrating social networking apps into learning seems 
to be one of the most promising ways of using technology to 
plan desired changes in educational practice. Undoubtedly, 
the synergy between social networking sites and collabora-
tive learning double the potentials of this proposed strategy. 
There is ample evidence that collaborative learning works 
and is valuable to students, educators and policymakers. 
Therefore, such learning has a potential to establish a rad-
ically new paradigm by manipulating traditional design in 
order to overcome the constraints in EFL contexts as there 
are fewer opportunities to practice what they have learned 
which allows learners to notice linguistic gaps and organiza-
tional problems in their writing. Consequently, such authen-
tic practice leads to promoting English learning. However, 
participating in such online collaborative writing requires a 
good command of English language. So, this supplementary 
strategy cannot be applicable for beginners. That is why the 
researcher chose intermediate learners for the treatment.

In order to mitigate deficiencies and getting a better re-
sult, teachers who employ technology need to be aware of 
any technology shortcomings and be proficient in its use. 
Warschauer (2002) identifies four types of electronic lit-
eracies which teachers should possess: Computer literacy 
(i.e. comfort and fluency in keyboarding and using comput-
ers); information literacy (i.e. the ability to find and critically 
evaluate online information); multimedia literacy (i.e. imag-
es and sounds); and computer-mediated communication lit-
eracy (i.e. knowledge of the pragmatics of individual and 
group online interaction). Being proficient in employing 
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these technologies can result in more successful teaching 
process in recent years. Therefore, there is a need for pre 
or in-service education programs to acquire these technol-
ogy skills for establishing innovative pedagogy in order to 
modify their monotonous teaching method. Instead of asking 
“Why technology-supported learning” we might ask “How 
we can use these technologies to make learning more effi-
cient”.
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Appendix 1: Semi‑structured Interview Questions
Dear Students,

Thank you for participating in this study.
Your precise answers based on your views, perceptions, and experience you had during these twelve sessions of treatment 

would help the researcher to better understanding the effectiveness of mobile social networking as a supplementary strategy. 
In order to elicit more reliable findings, you are strongly asked to answer the questions frankly. Your answers will be merely 
used for finding an adequate answer for one of the research questions of the study and will have no effect on your grades. 
The researcher is looking forward to hearing your voice files

1. Did you feel this strategy helped you to improve your writing?
2. What were the positive aspects of such experience?
3. What were the negative aspects of such experience?
4. How do you like your friends’ feedback?
5. Would you like to do similar collaborative writing activities/tasks in the future?
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