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RESULTS OF THE sTUDY d. "’ S

The purpose of this study was to explore whether applyving Twitter. a popular social
network microblogging website. made any impact on students” performance in English writing
and reading in a college EFL writing course in Tartwan. A secondary purpose was to examine
whether the application of Twitter had any influence on the students” learning motivation and
strategies. The participants in the control group learned through conventional paper-and-pencil
writing methods for in-class free writing and brief in-class oral discussion. The experimental
group learned through Twitter-assisted learning in which the in-class writing activities were
conducted through discussion on Twitter. All students” pretest and posttest reading and writing
scores were analvzed using SPSS software to conduct f-tests. In addition. the mean scores of
both the control and the experimental group on the MSLQ were compared to examine whether

the application of Twitter had anv impact on the participants’ learning motivation and strategy.




As shown mm Table 2} the total mean score for the reading section of the pretest of all students 1n &
both groups was 39.07 (out of a possible 50 points), and the total mean score for the writing d
section of the pretest of all students in both groups was 24 .93 (out of a possible 50 points). The

total mean score on the reading section of the posttest of all students 1n both groups was 35 48

({out of a possible >0 points), and the total mean score for the wnting section of the posttest of all

students in both groups was 35.73 (out of a possible 30 points)] Table 2 also shows the highest ‘

and lowest scores achieved on each section

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Both Growups " Prerest and Positest

Groups| N Low High A 5D

Pretest Reading 56 18 50 39.07 7.084
Pretest Writing 56 10 38 24 93 7076

Pretest Total 56 34 83 6418 11301
Posttest Reading 56 8 46 3548 8288
Posttest Writing 56 24 48 3573 4 893

Posttest Total 56 32 o2 71.21 10981

I From the descniptive statistical analysis, it 1s obvious that both g:mupslhad significant

mmprovement mn their wnting scm-es.l Tables 3 and 4 show the improvement of each gﬂ:mp_l The

mean score of the control group on the writing pretest was 23.71, while the mean score for the
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Does “statistically significant” mean “important”?
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Don’t beat yourself up

Don’t trash the validity of your study
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pretest. The result of the independent sample r-test revealed no significant difference. indicating
that these two groups were homogeneous. The second part of the independent sample r-test was
to examine whether the scores of the different groups in reading and writing in the posttest were
significantly different. All of the 7-values from reading. writing. and the total score suggested
that there were no significant differences across the groups. Therefore. with the premise of the
same pedagogy and same learning materials across these two groups. the writing and reading

score from the Twitter group did not indicate a significant difference compared with those in the

)

non-Twitter group

This lack of difference could be because the participants |di{:l not use Twitter

long enough or the students did not write long enough in either group.

Unlike previous studies, Twitter activities in the current sltud},r were only implemented

during class meeting sessions. Social interaction i1s the key to authentic learning for learners and
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