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Abstract 

The present research was applied in a public technological institute in Guayaquil and aimed 

at improving writing skills through collaborative writing using Padlet. Participants were 18 

students enrolled in the first semester. The application of the study focused on a constructivist 

approach where students were able to share ideas; give and receive feedback among their 

peers and teachers; and, construct their own knowledge and understanding. This investigation 

took place over twenty four hours of classtime. It employed a quantitative method. Different 

instruments such as a pre, posttest, and survey were used to collect data. After the practice, 

students exhibited an improvement of about 11 points in the posttest compared to the pretest. 

The outcome of this study obtained an effect size of 1.22. Collaborative writing fostered a 

student- centered approach, since participants interacted with different peers, collaborated in 

the construction of knowledge. The survey taken from participants confirmed that students 

identified collaborative writing in Padlet as useful, and enriching. This research is addressed 

to teachers, and directors involved in the field of EFL education who want to improve their 

teaching practice.   
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Resumen 

La presente investigación se aplicó en un instituto tecnológico público de Guayaquil. El 

objetivo era mejorar las habilidades de escritura mediante la escritura colaborativa utilizando 

Padlet. Los participantes fueron 18 estudiantes matriculados en el primer semestre. La 

aplicación del estudio se centró en un enfoque constructivista en el que los estudiantes podían 

compartir ideas; dar y recibir retroalimentación entre sus compañeros y maestros; y construir 

su propio conocimiento y entendimiento. Esta investigación se realizó a lo largo de horas de 

clase. Se empleó un método cuantitativo. Se utilizaron diferentes instrumentos, como un test 

al principio y al final de la innovación,  y una encuesta para recopilar datos. Después de la 

práctica, los estudiantes mostraron una mejora de alrededor de 11 puntos en la prueba final en 

comparación con la prueba previa. El resultado de este estudio obtuvo un impacto en el 

aprendizaje de 1.22. La escritura colaborativa fomentó un enfoque centrado en el estudiante, 

ya que los participantes interactuaron con diferentes compañeros, colaboraron en la 

construcción del conocimiento. La encuesta realizada entre los participantes confirmó que los 

estudiantes identificaron la escritura colaborativa en Padlet como útil y enriquecedora. Esta 

investigación está dirigida a directores y maestros involucrados en el campo de la educación 

del inglés como idioma extranjero que desee mejorar su práctica docente. 

Palabras clave: constructivismo, escritura colaborativa, feedback, Padlet. 
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Collaborative Work to Improve Writing of Daily Routines Using Padlet 

The main purpose of learning a foreign language is to be able to connect with other 

people and express emotions and thoughts using that foreign language (Lee, 2002). Writing is 

an outstanding communication skill that plays an important role in the learning of a foreign 

language (Simin & Tavangar, 2009). Hussin, Abdullah, Ismail, and Yoke (2015) sustained 

that writing is one of the main language abilities, useful for communicating in a foreign or a 

second language.  It is considered important due to the fact that it is broad for academics to 

assess their students intellectually (Tan, 2011).  

In a research done by David, Thang, and Azman (2015) in a higher education 

institution, learners reported that the most demanding skill was writing.  Widosari, Suwandi, 

Slamet, and Winarni (2017) mentioned that learning writing is not as simple as studying the 

three other language skills.  

 According to Harris and McKeown (2013), the process of writing involves the use of 

different components such as grammar rules, structure, organization, and understanding of its 

purpose.  Citing DiCamilla and Anton as well as Storch, Harmer (2004), they mentioned that 

writing benefits learners to transfer their thoughts in a written way in order to communicate 

better.  Academics in collaborative writing have shown that mother tongue and foreign 

language require reflective thought, grammar organization, and discourse.   

In Ecuador, higher education is regulated by the Council of Higher Education. In 

Article 31 of the academic regulation, this institution indicates that students at the end of their 

technological studies should demonstrate a B1.2 level in the English language based on the 

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (Consejo de Educación Superior, 

2017).  

The participants in this research before the implementation were in an A1 level. They 

faced difficulties writing about themselves with an appropriate vocabulary, accuracy, and 
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content.   After a preliminary English Test (PET) applied to the students of the first semester 

at a technological institute in Ecuador, writing was shown to be the most challenging skill for 

the students. They showed low grades in the writing section. Most of the students did not 

complete even an entire sentence properly.  

According to the results obtained, the objective of this study was to determine the 

improvement of writing skills by collaborative writing using Padlet. This technological tool 

works similar to an online sheet of paper where students can add any text with titles and 

descriptions. Fuchs (2014) explained that Padlet offers a free, multimedia wall that promotes 

students’ participation in and out of the classroom.  

The present study attempted to answer these two research questions:   

 To what extent will students’ writing about their daily routine improve by 

collaborating on Padlet? 

 What are students’ perspectives towards the innovation? 

Literature Review 

This section describes the topics used in the present action research. The information 

includes authors’ ideas and point of view to support this study. The topics are constructivism, 

collaborative writing, peer feedback, and Padlet. 

Constructivism  

 Constructivism is the method where learners create their own knowledge from their 

experiences (Doolittle, 2014). Duit and Treagust (1996) agreed that constructivism also 

encourages the practice and incorporates the knowledge that students bring with them to the 

classroom. Bhattacharjee (2015) stated that constructivism as a didactic method leads 

students to create their own knowledge where the educator acts as a coordinator of the class. 

Teachers create a learning environment. However, the students are the main protagonists in 

their learning process. According to Eggen and Kauchak (2010), constructivism has changed 
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classrooms since this theory focuses on the learners who construct their knowledge. The 

current study allowed students to construct their own knowledge since almost all of the 

activities were student-centered.   

Collaborative Writing 

Storch (2005) stated that collaboration is determined as a reciprocal engagement among 

the members in a group when they work in an organized way to solve a problem together. 

Collaborative writing is a responsible process where there is a negotiation for the creation of 

simple texts. The use of this academic resource strengthens students’ writing performance 

tasks. Challob, Abu, and Latif (2016) found that collaborative writing advocates group work, 

raises students’ understanding of their strengths and weaknesses, and creates shared learning. 

Wang and Chen (2013) considered that some of the advantages of collaboration in the 

learning process are the development of shared knowledge, understanding, and participation. 

Collaborative writing supports students’ learning environment when students receive 

reinforcement from their peers. Ansarimoghaddam and Bee (2013) highlighted that 

collaborative writing lets writers make meaning and build understanding as part of a social 

exchange. Jafari and Ansari (2012) agreed that working in groups lets students create better 

pieces of writing than writing alone. 

Yan (2019) highlights that collaborative learning helps to decrease students’ fear of 

writing and to develop confidence in that skill. Collaborative writing encourages students to 

overcome their weaknesses through holistic help among them.    

Peer Feedback  

Wiggins (2012) sustained that feedback defines the different observations done after the 

fact, suggestion, and evaluation. Feedback is considered as a dynamic method to promote 

students’ development as independent learners ready to assess and adjust their own learning 

(Ferguson, 2011). The use of peer feedback contributes to create autonomy in learners where 
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they propose a change in a paper critically.  Guasch and Espasa (2015) defined feedback as a 

process that includes steps such as producing assessment, handling the information and 

carrying out the task. 

Peer feedback creates critical thinking when students correct something from their 

classmates.  Kim (2010) considered that learners convey their thoughts better by working 

with teachers and partners, as well as by sharing feedback and correction. Seliger (1983) 

mentioned that students can be the ones to provide feedback, which is called peer feedback.  

Liu and Hansen (2002) pointed out that through peer feedback, students use information and 

interactions for each other to fulfill duties to comment on partners’ drafts. Yu and Lee (2016) 

agreed that peer feedback increases learning since it constructs a social and collective setting 

to learn from partners. Students are encouraged to provide helpful information to their 

classmates to improve their documents. 

On the other hand, Tsui and Ng (2000) found that some students prefer to receive 

feedback from their teachers rather than their partners. The teacher is seen as the best and 

only person to do that activity.  As a result, the preference for teacher’ feedback was higher 

than students’ feedback. 

Padlet  

Currently, the teaching learning process has been strengthened with the use of high-tech 

resources. Demirkan (2019) found that digital tools inspire students, increase their skills and 

their desire to learn. Padlet, as a technological tool, gives support to individual and 

collaborative learning in more than one physical place (Tomlinson, 2013). According to 

Krasnova and Ananjev (2015), students do not just have to be inside the classroom to be part 

of a learning environment. This conception is accepted since learners do not learn in the same 

way. For that reason, online learning is a good approach to solve the problems that the 

educational community may face.  
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Padlet is a technological tool that is free and accessible to everyone. Both teachers and 

students can use it in the classroom to work together for independent or collaborative work 

(Abdullah, 2014). This resource lets students work among classmates at the same time, 

creating opportunities to work cooperatively, where the changes and updates done by the 

students are saved.  

Moreover, Lai and Hwang (2016) mentioned that Padlet lets students write about 

themselves and others; upload videos, recordings, texts, links, and files; and comment on 

them.  Padlet has a variety of resources which empower and ease the students’ interaction in a 

didactic way. According to Putman (2014), learners can communicate, collaborate, and 

express their thoughts easily by using Padlet. Teachers and students can use this tool to do 

collaborative writing tasks, use class resources, ask for suggestions, and research resources 

(Zhi & Su, 2015). Due to the useful characteristics, Padlet has been selected to be used for 

this implementation to overcome students’ writing problems.   

It is necessary to find the best academic and technological resources to be applied in a 

study. For this reason, collaborative writing and the application of peer feedback strengthen 

the writing process. Padlet, as a technological tool, has been selected to facilitate the writing 

skills in this implementation. The essential topics were considered due to their significant and 

positive impact. Hence, this action research proposed these research questions: To what 

extent will students’ writing about their daily routine improve by collaborating on Padlet?; 

and, What are students’ perspectives towards the innovation? 

     Innovation 

The innovation was focused on collaborative writing facilitated by Padlet.  The present 

study lasted 24 teaching hours approximately over a period of six weeks. Students posted 

sentences about their daily routines as well as that of their family members. Students shared 

their work with their classmates and teacher. Students were able to work together to produce 
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a document. Constant feedback was also provided by peers and the teacher in and out of the 

classroom. For that, participants were trained to use a rubric that was explained and worked 

in classes in order to know what the desired goals are. Writing and feedback were facilitated 

using Padlet.  

First, the teacher presented her daily routine on a wall in Padlet and had students get 

familiar with the tech tool and with the grammar tense rules. Later, students wrote and posted 

the information of their own daily routines on the same wall. Since the technological tool 

allowed written comments on the students’ writing, the participants received and gave 

feedback from their peers as well as from the teacher. Students assessed their work using a 

previously explained rubric (see Appendix A).  Next, participants repeated this process, this 

time writing about two family members’ daily routines and a famous person´s daily routine, 

following the statements on the rubric to provide feedback. The activities are detailed in a 

lesson plan (Appendix B). 

Methodology 

The present study was carried out using action research with quantitative instruments. 

Citing Norton (2019) highlights that through action research a problem is seen, and treated 

with different procedures to take action and to deal with it. A survey (Appendix C) was 

applied to determine students’ perspectives at the beginning and at the end of the innovation. 

To start the research, a pretest (Appendix D) was taken by the participants to get data that 

later were compared with a posttest. The quantitative information was obtained from a 

sample of 18 participants.  

Participants 

The participants of this study consisted of 18 students in the first semester of a public 

technological institute who will be, at the end of their studies, technicians in graphic design. 

The sample included five male students and thirteen female students who were at the A1 
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English level based on the CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference for 

Language). The level of the students was determined by the PET test taken in class. The age 

of the students ranged from 18 to 30 years old. Most of the students came from a low and 

medium socioeconomic status. The study was conducted during the, 2018-2019 school year. 

The institution where the research was applied is in the downtown of Guayaquil, Ecuador. 

Instruments 

The data of this research were collected with these four instruments: pretest, posttest, a 

rubric, and a survey. They were used to answer these two questions: 1) To what extent will 

students’ writing about their daily routine improve by collaborating on Padlet?;  and, 2) What 

are students’ perspectives towards the innovation?. 

To answer the first question  To what extent will students’ writing about their daily 

routine improve by collaborating on Padlet?, a pretest (Appendix D) was applied at the 

beginning of the implementation to identify students’ background on the present tense 

structure, and a posttest (Appendix D) at the end. This posttest provided evidence of how the 

students improved their performance.  In the pre and posttest the students wrote a paragraph 

about their daily routines. During the innovation, the students received instruction about how 

to write the sentences. In order to assess students’ writing, an analytical scoring rubric 

(Appendix A) was implemented. The rubric covered topics such as: sentences, the use of 

simple present with adverbs of frequency, organization of ideas, and vocabulary. Two experts 

graded the pre and posttests and also verified the rubric for validity. The evaluator and guide 

suggested changes to the rubric to avoid misinterpretations.  

To answer the second question What are students’ perspectives towards the 

innovation?, a survey (Appendix C) was employed to determine students’ perspectives 

towards the application of this study about using collaborative writing facilitated by Padlet. 

The survey utilized a Likert scale with these items:  strongly agree (4), agree (3), disagree (2) 
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and strongly disagree (1). The statements were written in the learners’ mother tongue and in 

English because of their proficiency level. To know the reliability of the survey, Cronbach's 

alpha was run. The survey showed ,895 that is considered a good reliability  

Data Analysis 

The application of this action research included analysis of quantitative instruments.  

It was necessary to measure the impact of the implementation of the study through 

descriptive statistical data analysis. The data was tabulated, entered and encoded in an Excel 

spreadsheet and transferred to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program 

to get statistical data.  The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) application was 

used to get the descriptive statistical information (maximum, minimum, mean, and standard 

deviation). The effect size was obtained using an online calculator. In addition, the reliability 

of the survey was given by Cronbach’s alpha. The survey showed .854 as reliability. 

Ethical Standards 

The researcher asked and was granted permission from the institution to conduct the 

research. The participants were students of a public higher technological institute whose 

participation was voluntary and strictly confidential. The researcher informed participants 

about the purpose, benefits, and the system they would work with at being part of the study. 

Moreover, the data collected was coded and kept private. 

Results  

The present study involved quantitative instruments. The information obtained were 

transferred to excel tables. The results of the application of the innovation were the following. 

For the first research question, to what extent will students’ writing about their daily 

routine improve by collaborating on Padlet?, quantitative results are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

The pretest and posttest results 

      N MINIMUM MAXIMUM MEAN  STD DEVIATION 

Pretest 18 1 11 7.33 3.12 

Posttest 18 7 16 11.11 3.03 

N= Sample. 

Table 1 demonstrates the improvement of the participants from the pretest to the 

posttest, after the application of the action research. Cohen’s d 1.22 showed a large effect. To 

sum up, the implementation had a large impact.   

Table 2 demonstrates the results obtained from the rubric as a quantitative instrument 

applied in this action research. It presents four different items that students used to write their 

work accurately and to provide feedback to their partners when working collaboratively. 

Table 2 

Results of the rubric components used to evaluate the pretest and posttest results 

Components N Pretest 
mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Posttest 
mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Cohen's d 

Sentences  18 1.94 .998 2.89 .758  1.07 
Use of simple present 
tense and adverbs of 
frequency 

18 1.50 .857 2.50 .924  1.12 

Organization of ideas 18 1.72 .958 2.61 .979  0.92 
Vocabulary 18 2.17 .786 3.06 .725 1.17

      

The components of the rubric (Appendix A) were: sentences, use of simple present 

tense and adverbs of frequency, organization of ideas and vocabulary. Every component had 

a high score of four points, for a total of 16 points.  There is a large effect size in all 

components. According to the table the highest improvement was in the use of simple present 

tense and adverbs of frequency.  

In the second question: What are students’ perspectives towards the innovation?, the 

instrument administered was a survey consisting of ten statements about the employment of 
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collaborative work to improve writing and the use of the technological tool Padlet. Results 

showed that students had a good attitude towards the present study. 

Table 3 presents the ten components of the survey applied to the eighteen participants 

of the study. Students indicated a high score regarding the perspective of collaborative 

writing and Padlet.  

Table 3 

Survey of students’ perspectives about collaborative writing, writing, feedback, the use 
of Padlet.  

Items N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

1. Collaborative writing helped me 
improve the organization of my writing.

18 1 4 3,61 0,778 

2. Using collaborative writing gives 
me more opportunities to participate in 
class actively. 

18 1 4 3,33 0,840 

3. The use of multimedia in Padlet 
makes the classes interesting. 

18 2 4 3,50 0,707 

4. Working in Padlet is an easy way to 
comment on someone else´s work in 
groups or individually. 

18 1 4 3,00 0,840 

5. Collaborative writing helps me to 
produce quality writing. 

18 1 4 3,33 0,840 

6. Peer correction in Padlet allows me 
to be aware of mistakes without only 
the teacher´s help. 

18 2 4 3,17 0,618 

7. Collaborative writing helped me 
improve my vocabulary. 

18 2 4 3,50 0,618 

8. In Padlet I can post all the 
information I want to share. 

18 2 4 3,17 0,514 

9. Providing feedback made me realize 
my own mistakes. 

18 3 4 3,67 0,485 

10. Collaborative writing helped me 
write accurately (correct grammar and 
punctuation). 

18 2 4 3,44 0,705 

 

In general, results of this survey reflect that students have positive perspectives towards 

the variables of the study: collaborative writing, and the use of Padlet as a resource to provide 

and receive feedback. The highest means were for collaborative writing to organize writing; 

and, for providing feedback as a strategy to raise awareness of own mistakes. 
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Discussion 

According to the results obtained in the study to improve writing skills by collaborative 

writing using Padlet, the present information was found. Cohen’s d 1.22 showed a large 

effect.  It reflected a large impact on the students’ writing skills.   

Question1: In what ways will students’ writing about their daily routine improve by 

collaborating on Padlet?  

As cited by Harris and McKeown (2013), writing requires the use of grammar structure, 

organization and understanding. The participants of the research were exposed to patterns of 

present tense used to describe someone's daily routine. In addition, Challob et al. (2016) 

highlighted that collaborative writing raises students’ understanding since participants 

improved their writing skills by collaborating, processing the information, and participating. 

In addition, Jafari and Ansari (2012) established that students make better pieces of writing 

working in groups. The writing improvement was measured from the students’ work in 

Padlet, when they used the rubric. The participants increased their writing skills, shown 

through a test after the implementation of the innovation. At the beginning, the lowest score 

of the participants was 1 and the highest 11. After the process, the students got 7 as a 

minimum score and 16 as the highest.  

Question 2: What are students’ perspectives towards the innovation? 

As Fuchs (2014) indicated, Padlet promoted students’ participation not just in the class 

but also outside of the classroom. Students could build their own knowledge and experiences 

as Duit and Treagust (1996) stated. As Bhattacharjee (2015) reported, students were in charge 

of creating their understanding since students were the center of the learning process. Data 

taken in the survey from participants demonstrated that they liked working collaboratively 

with Padlet. In addition, as Putman (2014) mentioned, participants were able to communicate 

and collaborate each other.   
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Despite the lack of the resources (laptops and internet service) and based on the survey 

taken by the students, the results showed that the participants were satisfied with the 

collaborative work done to improve their writing when using Padlet.  

Conclusions 

The present study demonstrated how effective collaborative writing was for the 

students in the first semester of a public technological institute. The first question of this 

research aimed at identifying the way students’ writing about their daily routine improved by 

collaborating on Padlet. The information collected in this study demonstrated that participants 

developed a better performance in their writing skills especially in vocabulary and grammar 

use of simple present tense. The study carried out a student-centered approach where the 

students played an important role, collaborating by constructing knowledge, sharing 

experiences, understanding, and giving feedback.  

The second question of the research focused on students’ perspectives of using Padlet 

in the collaborative writing process. Students indicated that working collaboratively helped 

them to learn from each other, to improve vocabulary, and to interact with different peers 

through giving and receiving feedback. As a result, they could write more accurately. 

Limitations 

One limitation of this research is the sample, since just eighteen students were part of 

this study. Also, the time and place of the implementation was restricted to 24 hours and in a 

specific place in Guayaquil. During the implementation of this action research, some students 

dealt with some limitations due to logistics and economic issues.  

Another limitation was resources. The public institute did not have enough computers 

or laptops. For that reason, the students worked in classes with their own devices, such as 

cellphones and tablets. Furthermore, the internet service was not powerful enough for the 
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number of the students, so the participants did not have enough time to finish the assigned 

activities in class.  

Recommendations 

Some recommendations that arose from the study follow: The size of the sample should 

be bigger to generalize the results of future studies. The time of the implementation should 

increase, so students have more opportunities to put their learning into practice. In addition, 

the place to pilot the research should provide easy access to equipment and resources like the 

internet, laptops or tablets to apply the study.  
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Appendix A 

Rubric 

CATEGORY 4 3 2 1 

 

0 

Sentences       Sentences 

are complete. 

They have 

correct subject-

verb 

conjugation. 

Most 

sentences 

have correct 

subject-verb 

conjugation.

Some 

sentences have 

correct subject-

verb 

conjugation. 

A few 

sentences 

have correct 

subject-verb 

conjugation. 

There 

are no correct 

sentences. 

 

Use of 

simple present 

tense and 

adverbs of 

frequency 

Writer 

makes no errors 

in grammar and 

uses adverbs of 

frequency 

properly. 

Writer 

makes 1-2 

errors in 

grammar 

and uses 

some 

adverbs of 

frequency 

properly. 

Writer 

makes 3-4 

errors in 

grammar and 

uses adverbs of 

frequency with 

some mistakes.

Writer 

makes 5-6  

errors in 

grammar and 

uses few 

adverbs of 

frequency.  

Writer 

makes more 

than 6 errors 

in grammar 

and does not 

use adverbs of 

frequency 

properly. 

Organization of 

ideas  

Organization is a 

logical 

progression of 

ideas/events 

expressed 

Ideas 

were 

expressed in 

a pretty clear 

manner, but 

Ideas 

were somewhat 

organized but 

were not very 

clear. 

The 

writing 

seemed to be 

a collection 

There is 

no evidence 

of 

organization. 
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clearly and 

organized. 

the 

organization 

could have 

been better. 

of unrelated 

sentences.  

 

Vocabulary 

Uses a 

variety of words 

related to daily 

routines and are 

used correctly. 

Uses 

most words 

related to 

daily 

routines and 

are used 

correctly. 

Uses 

some words 

related to daily 

routines and are 

used with few 

mistakes. 

Uses 

few words 

related to 

daily 

routines. 

Vocabul

ary words are 

not used 

correctly. 

Total    /16                    

      

Created by the researcher.  
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Appendix B 

Lesson Plan 

Design from Your Goals1 

Instructional design of units for transfer of learning to real life contexts 

Institution: 
Year of study: 
Student description:  
(include English    Level) 
Professor: 
Unit title: 
Weeks: 
Hours: 

“Guayaquil” higher technological institute 
First Semester  
Young adult learners. They are around 18-30 years old. 

They have an A1.1 level. 
Miss Maria Teresa Albán Defilippi 
My daily routine 
6 weeks 
24 hours 

      

I.  Transfer Goal (Stage 1) 

Standards the unit will work with:   

Ecuadorian in-service English Teacher Standards: - (Level A1)  

Writing: Produce informational, transactional, and expository texts consisting of a 

sequence of simple sentences that have more detail and show more variety in lexical range 

and sentence structure. 

Goal: 

 I want my students to produce informational, transactional, and expository texts                        

consisting of a sequence of simple sentences that have more detail and show more variety in 

lexical range and sentence structure about daily routines. 

      

Breakdown of transfer goal   

A.  If we see and 
hear them do this, they 
CAN transfer this 
learning. 

B.  If we see and 
hear them do this, then 
they CANNOT (yet) 
transfer: 

C. What I will 
commit to doing 
differently in my 
classroom to ensure my 

                                                 
1 This unit design process was adapted from the Guillot Design Process worksheet (2017) Design from Your 
Goals based on Wiggins‐McTighe Backward Design. 
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results look like Column 
A. 

● Use 
vocabulary learned without 
hesitation. 

● Write texts 
collaboratively with correct 
language patterns in simple 
present tense.  

● Share 
information about daily 
routines accurately 

● Elaborate 
different kinds of grammar 
structure in the present 
tense such as sentences, 
questions, and answers.  

● Provide peer 
feedback  

● Won’t make 
questions, neither answer 
them properly.  

● Weak 
vocabulary in the written 
text 

● Unable to 
apply grammar rules  

● Afraid to use 
wrong words 

      

● Provide 
opportunities where 
students can give peer  
feedback 

● Use 
collaborative writing for 
feedback 

● Design 
activities where students 
can produce texts and posts 
using technology 

● Provide a 
model of text with correct 
pattern 

      

      

II. Summative Performance Assessment Task (Stage 2) 

Goal To describe your and someone else’s daily routine by writing 
collaboratively. 

Role Students are bloggers.  
Audience  Other blogger, pen pals. 
Situation They are asked to write about a typical day in their life in order 

to compare to other students’ typical days around the world. Write 
comments and follow up questions about everyday life. 

Performance  Use simple present tense using adverbs of frequency 
to write short sentences about your daily routine.  

      
Standards  Apply proper usage of grammar structure  

 Use appropriate vocabulary and spelling 
 Identify basic facts, main ideas and supporting detail 
 Write descriptive sentences in a paragraph 

      

III. Knowledge and skills the students need to succeed in the assessment. (Stage 1) 

What students will need to know The skills students will need to be 
able to do 

      
 Vocabulary related to 

actions of everyday life 
 Basic language pattern used 

to describe daily routine 
 Adverbs of frequency  

      
 Use appropriate vocabulary 

related to daily routine. 
 Use grammatical structure 

properly (present tense).  
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 Grammar rules for presents 
tense 

      
      

 Comment on their teacher´s 
and partners’daily routine (Padlet) with 
sentences.  

 Write follow up questions 
of personal interest.  

 Describe another person’s 
routine in a paragraph. 

 Interact with peers in class 
and online. 

      
      

IV. Essential Questions (Stage 1) 

      

Essential questions support the transfer goal, signal inquiry, guide instruction, and 
can be asked over and over throughout the unit without reaching a final answer. 

1. Why is collaborative writing 
important? 

2. How can collaborative writing 
help in the learning of a language? 

      

V. Learning Activities (Stage 3) For Advance I, include a summary of activities for 

first unit.  For Grado you must include a separate plan for each unit.  Identify research related 

activities under intention. 

      

Transfer goal: Ss learn everyday vocabulary language and patterns so that on their 

own they can produce basic information of texts about themselves, and things of their interest 

consisting of simple sentences. 

Abbreviated Performance Task:  To write sentences, follow up questions and 

answers about daily routine. 

(24 hours) one session of four hours each week. The total of weeks are six 

Learning Activities (from student’s perspective) Intention A M T
Week 1 (4 hours)               
Pre-test  Data collection        
Explanation of the instruments used for the 

innovation (rubric, survey). 
Set parameters         

Teacher asks students some questions about 
activities they do everyday. 

“What do you do everyday?” . 

Hook & 
activation of 

X       
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learner’ prior 
knowledge  

Teacher asks students to form groups of 6 to 
discuss about their everyday life.  

Initiating X   

Teacher gives some pictures about daily routine to 
each group.  

Developing 
      

      X
 

Students go to the board and classify the activities 
according to each period of time (morning, afternoon 
and evening).  

Practice 
 

     X  

Week 2 (4hours)              
Presentation of a video with the actions of a daily 

routine of an ordinary student. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RP1AL2DU6vQ 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sDuC-Fjh6Cs  

Hook X   

Students write sentences about the video in pairs.  Initiating      X  
T models the grammar structure of sentences in 

affirmative and negative form. 
Developing X   

Introduction of the “Padlet” tool. 
The teacher presents her daily routine in Padlet 

through a text and some photos. 

Guide 
instruction 

X   

Week 3 (4 hours)               

The teacher introduces adverbs of frequency by 
showing a chart with percentages then; she writes real 
examples using the adverbs. 

Hook & 
activation of 
learner’ prior 
knowledge 

X 
     

  

The teacher asks students to write affirmative and 
negative sentences about their daily routines using 
adverbs of frequency. 

      
Practice  

      

     
     
     

 
X

 
 
 

Explanation of how to create an account in Padlet 
(in tablets and cellphones). 

Explain the features of the tool Padlet. 
Share a link with the teacher’s daily routine.  

Guide 
instruction 
      

      

X   
 
 
 

Teacher asks students to create their own Padlet 
following the model given by her.  

      
Developing 

     X  
X
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Week 4 (4 hours)               
The teacher presents the Padlet about her daily 

routine again and shows students how to use the rubric 
presented at the beginning of the innovation.  

Recalling 
      
      

X  
 
 

 
 
 

The teacher asks students to revise and correct 
their wall about their daily routines by using the rubric. 

Practice 
      

     X  
 

The teacher asks students to give feedback 
through comments in their classmates´ Padlet by using 
the rubric provided. 

      
Consolidate 

      

       
X

Week 5 (4 hours)               
The teacher asks students to remind some 

information about her daily routine.  
Formative 

assessment 
     
     

 
X

 

The teacher writes some questions on the board 
about her daily routine and asks the students to answer 
in groups of six. 

Recall 
      

      

     
X 
     

  
 
 

The teacher presents third person singular rules 
using students’ answers about her daily routine. 

Guide 
instruction 

X   
 

In groups of six, students write a paragraph about 
the teacher's daily routine and post it on the teacher´s 
Padlet. 

      
Developing 

       
 
X

Week 6 (4 hours)              
Students create a new Padlet in the same 

document about one member of their families. 
Developing 
      

      x 
 

Students post their work with the information of 
their relatives and use the rubric to check. 

Developing       x 

Students complete the posttest and fill out a 
survey at the end of the innovation. 

Closure       x 
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Learning process:  A = Acquisition, M = Meaning Making, T = Transfer 

Intention:  Hook, formative assessment, initiating, developing, review, closure, 

research, other. 

VI. On-going Self-Assessment 

As I reflect on student learning, what will I do if my plan is not yielding my 
expected results?   

1. I will apply a survey about the topics that I need to reinforce and 
implement others strategies. 
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Appendix C 

Survey 

Students’ perspectives about collaborative writing using Padlet    

Code:_____________________________ Date: ______________________ 

Estimados Estudiantes: 

La información de la siguiente encuesta se utilizará para el estudio denominado 

“Collaborative writing” (escritura colaborativa). Los datos obtenidos en este instrumento se 

tratarán con estricta confidencialidad. 

Gracias por su participación libre y voluntaria. 

Atentamente,  

Lic. María Teresa Albán 

Candidata a Master. 

      

Ítem Translation Strongly  
Agree 

4 

Agree 
3 

Disagree 
2 

Strongly 
disagree 

1 
1. 

Collaborative 
writing helped 
me improve the 
organization of 
my writing. 

1. La 
escritura 
colaborativa me 
ayudó a mejorar 
la organización de 
mi escritura. 

                       

2. Using 
collaborative 
writing gives me 
more 
opportunities to 
participate in 
class actively.  

2. Usar la 
escritura 
colaborativa me 
da más 
oportunidades de 
participar 
activamente en 
clase. 

                       

3. The use 
of multimedia in 
Padlet makes the 
classes 
interesting. 

3. El uso de 
fotos, videos y 
grabaciones en 
Padlet hace que 
las clases sean 
interesantes. 
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4. Working 
in Padlet is an 
easy way to 
comment on 
someone else´s 
work in groups or 
individually. 

4. Trabajar 
en Padlet es una 
manera fácil de 
comentar sobre el 
trabajo de otras 
personas en 
grupos o 
individualmente. 

                       

5. 
Collaborative 
writing helps me 
to produce 
quality writing. 

5. La 
escritura 
colaborativa me 
ayuda a producir 
escritura de 
calidad. 

                  

6. Peer 
correction in 
Padlet allows me 
to be aware of 
mistakes without 
only the teacher´s 
help. 

6. La 
corrección de 
compañeros en 
Padlet permite ser 
consciente de los 
errores sin la 
ayuda del 
profesor. 

                       

7. 
Collaborative 
writing helped 
me improve my 
vocabulary. 

7.  La escritura 
colaborativa me 
ayudó a mejorar 
mi vocabulario. 

                       

8. In Padlet 
I can post all the 
information I 
want to share. 

8. En Padlet 
puedo publicar 
toda la 
información que 
quiero compartir. 

                  

9. 
Providing 
feedback made 
me realize my 
own mistakes. 

9. 
Proporcionar 
comentarios me 
hizo darme cuenta 
de mis propios 
errores. 

                  

10. 
Collaborative 
writing helped 
me write 
accurately 
(correct grammar 
and punctuation). 

10. La 
escritura 
colaborativa me 
ayudó a escribir 
con precisión 
(gramática y 
puntuación 
correctas). 
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Appendix D 

      

Pretest/ Posttest 

Student´s name: ___________________ Date: ________Code: _________ 

1. Write a paragraph about your daily routine. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

2. Write a paragraph about a family member´s daily routine. 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix E 

Annexes of the implementation 

Padlet wall 
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