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Abstract: The study refers to collaborative writing. The main objective of this study is to show
the effects of collaborative writing in the acquisition of the English language upon students of
non-compulsory secondary education. The applied study is grounded on a quantitative focus of
correlational character and descriptive basis, while applying a quasi-experimental design with a
control group (CG) and an experimental group (EG). The results show that there is a significant
relation that favors the method of collaborative writing upon the dimensions of feedback, motivation,
collaboration, satisfaction, and ratings. It can be concluded that the collaborative writing method is
effective if compared to the individual learning method.

Keywords: acquisition; cooperative method; collaborative writing; individual writing; innovative
teaching and learning methods

1. Introduction

According to a study [1], second language writing (hereinafter, L2W) is a potential source for
language acquisition and learning. The author relates this to a researcher [2] who argued that writing
enables learners to analyze and consolidate second language (hereinafter, L2) knowledge. Students
focus on the relationship between form and meaning, and, consequently, work in order to express
their ideas by using language in the most accurate way possible [3]. This author found that in
writing tasks, a “type of linguistic processing” takes place, which is an important source for second
language learning (hereinafter, SLL). Such linguistic processing has been argued to be effective in
the uptake of the L2 as it has been found that participants pay attention to language forms as well
as content. As a result, they reflect on, discuss, and acquire language knowledge. Moreover, when
done collaboratively, students may discuss a wider range of linguistic language aspects which can be a
source for language development.

The development of innovative educational methods entails efforts and sacrifices by those implied
in the processes of teaching and learning, both by the organization of the schools [4], and the teachers [5].
Diverse pedagogical proposals that allow the improvement of students’ performance exist [6–11].
Among such proposals, cooperative methods are found. In recent times, such methods are flourishing
successfully in allowing the acquisition of didactic contents [12] due to their pedagogical potential [13].

Cooperative learning can be developed amongst groups of two or more people [14] who share
didactic resources [15]. It must be highlighted that all individual actions play a role in the final
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outcome of tasks [16]. Therefore, this pedagogical action requires sharing all of the abilities which the
members forming the group possess [17] in order to acquire the proposed curricular elements [18]. The
present teaching method gives students the opportunity to exchange experiences [19] and roles [20].
Notwithstanding this, in order to develop the cooperative method, a group project [21], group
problem-solving [22], and debates [23] are required.

Regardless of the fact that it is a teaching method that is currently having great impact, when it
comes to bringing it into practice, positive results are not always found [24]. The reason lies in the fact
that pedagogical training for both teachers [25] and students themselves is required [26]. Added to
this, as in all teaching methods, diverse inconveniences exist, upon which, most significantly, the lack
of group commitment can be found [27].

Interestingly, this type of teaching method is normally positively viewed by students [28,29], due
to the fact that it improves interactions and contact with teachers [30,31], promotes communication
amongst equals [32], motivation [33], community membership [34], the development of activities [35],
interest [36], autonomy [37], and an active participation in the process of learning [38].

In order to develop the method of collaborative writing (hereinafter, CW), the cooperative method
is essential [39]. In the last decades, CW has been widely used in the field of English and all other
foreign language learning. Moreover, it has been developed through diverse means [40], upon which
the technological method stands out [41,42]. The proliferation of this method is due the potential
benefits of acquiring a second language [43]. Furthermore, various studies have shown that it can
be developed in different educational periods [44]. Moreover, it has high linguistic potential as it
improves students’ composition skills [45]. Nevertheless, specific training by teachers is required, so
as to allow the effective development and outcome of the method [46]. Among aspects which enable
the improvement of the method, an increase in interaction between students [32], collaboration levels
in the development of the task [47], qualifications [48], satisfaction rates [49], and motivation [50] can
be found.

In addition, it can be indicated that the application of collaborative teaching methods promotes
sustainability [51]. An example of this is the European Project Semester (EPS) programme, which
encourages multidisciplinary and multicultural teamwork and increases the ability to communicate,
problem-solve, creativity, etc. [52]. The collaborative learning method has been implemented in a
variety of contexts [53–55].

2. Rationale and Objectives of the Study

New tendencies in the educational scope are leading to the development of new pedagogical
proposals which enable the improvement of teaching and learning processes, and consequently,
students’ academic development [56].

The present study presents a pedagogical method based on CW for language acquisition, while
promoting new and innovative pedagogical actions in the acquisition of the written expression [39]
among students enrolled in the second year of non-compulsory secondary education (hereinafter,
NCSE). Furthermore, it is intended to promote the development of further studies regarding this writing
method [40–44], by following the same methodological process developed in other studies [57,58].

In addition, the present study primarily aims to collect data and evidence about the positive
effects of CW on the acquisition of the English language by students of second year of NCSE. Drawing
from this general objective, a set of more specific objectives are developed: (a) obtain feedback from
students’ perceptions and opinions regarding CW; (b) identify the level of motivation students feel
when engaged in CW; (c) test the levels of collaboration students feel takes place when developing the
CW task; (d) discover the level of satisfaction students find from the proposed pedagogical actions; (e)
learn about student´s self-evaluation level in the development of the proposed teaching and learning
process; and (f) identify the influence of CW on students’ qualifications.
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3. Methodology

3.1. Research Design

The applied study is based on a quantitative approach of correlational character and descriptive
basis [59]. A quasi-experimental design was applied for both a control group (CG) and an experimental
group (EG) by taking into account previously developed studies which follow a similar structure [57,58].
The students were divided into two groups. The CG developed a pedagogical experience based on
individual writing (IW), and the EG developed one based on CW (Table 1). The sampling technique
has been applied based on reasons of convenience due to the fact that, unfortunately, it was not possible
to be done randomly.

Table 1. Group composition.

Group n Composition Pretest Treatment Posttest

1. Control 32 Natural - X O1
2. Experimental 35 Natural - X O2

In addition to this, two types of study variables have been defined. The dependent variable,
making reference to the effects generated in the dimensions, and the independent variable, being based
on the writing method developed for the acquisition of the English language. Data collection took
place at the end of the pedagogical process, by applying a design solely based on post-test.

3.2. Participants

As previously mentioned, the present study was developed by a sample from convenience,
composed of 67 students. Such students were enrolled in the second year of NCSE. Moreover, the
students have a background of Spanish–English bilingual education. It must be signaled that, from
previous studies, it has been found that the size of the sample is not a determining element in order to
develop educational experiences, and, as such, any concerning studies [60,61].

The students of second year of NCSE were enrolled in an educational center located in the south
of Spain. The sampled students consist of 56.72% of females and 43.28% of males whose ages range
between 17 and 18 years (M = 17.3; SD = 0.385). It must be added that they come from a medium-high
socioeconomic and cultural level.

The educational experience was developed at the end of the academic year of 2018–2019 for the
students of the second year or NCSE, between the months of May and June. It must be acknowledged
that the students were very collaborative. Moreover, they were informed at all times about the
objectives and purposes of the study. Added to this, all corresponding permissions were collected in
order to allow the accurate development of the study. In this particular case, no students denied their
participation in the study.

3.3. Instrument

The instrument used is an ad hoc questionnaire, based on the one developed previously [62]. It
was developed by taking into account those used in other studies which share characteristics with
the present study related to the analysis of feedback [63], motivation [64], collaboration [65], course
satisfaction [66], and the students´ self-evaluation [67]. Furthermore, previous qualifications given to
the students by teachers were also taken into account.

The questionnaire consists of 7 dimensions (socio-educational, feedback, motivation, collaboration,
course satisfaction, ratings, and teacher-ratings) with a total of 33 items, based on the Likert response
scale of 5 points, one being completely disagree and five, completely agree.

In order to validate the instrument, the Delphi qualitative validation method was used throughout
the assessment by 10 experts. Such assessment was positive (M = 4.31; DS = 0.25; min = 1; max = 5).
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Furthermore, it developed the statistical process based on Kappa of Fleiss and W Kendall, which
both presented suitable indicators (K = 0.81; W = 0.82). This was followed by a validation
through an exploratory factorial analysis with varimax rotation (Bartlett = 2749.21; p < 0.001;
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin = 0.89), which presented positive values. Finally, Cronbach’s alfa (0.871) and the
omega method by McDonald (0.866), which also presented positive values, were applied. All reached
values have proven that the applied instrument is valid and reliable (Appendix A).

3.4. Dimensions of the Study

In order to identify the acquired values in the study, diverse dimensions of studies have been
determined. Such dimensions, based upon previous studies [62–65,67], make reference to:

• Feedback: Analyze equity, utility, and students´ acceptance of the applied educational method.
• Motivation: Identify self-efficacy and the scale of values in the development of tasks.
• Collaboration: Determine the levels of collaboration developed and applied between

students themselves.
• Course satisfaction: Learn about students´ satisfaction towards the development of the

educational experience.
• Ratings: Identify the self-evaluation which students provide themselves in the development of

the teaching and learning process.
• Teacher-ratings: Establish the qualifications acquired by students based on teacher annotations.

3.5. Methodological Procedure

In order to develop the pedagogical experience and proceed to the corresponding statistical
analysis, various phases were followed. To begin, the sample was selected. In this case, an educational
center in the south of Spain was contacted for their voluntary participation in the pedagogical
development. In exchange, the investigation team would provide them with the acquired results.

Next, two teaching and learning processes were proposed. One was a process based on the
teaching of IW and, the other, of CW, developed in pairs. The pairing criteria of the students was based
upon their curricular competence and adequate personal relationships, the objective being the creation
of pairs which share similar qualities. This educational experience was developed in one session. Both
groups engaged in the same content and task, based on an opinion essay as it provides students with
the opportunity to reflect on and discuss a wide range of ideas which they should try to accurately
convey in the final writing. Gender inequalities was the topic used.

Once the session had finalized, all data was collected through the questionnaire which had been
previously validated. This was followed by the recollection of data which was dealt with and adapted
to the statistical program so as to determine the results acquired and reach the final conclusions on the
effectiveness of CW.

3.6. Data Analysis

The statistical study was developed through the IBM SPSS Statistics 25.0 program. For the
descriptive analysis, the statistics of mean (M), typical deviation (TD), asymmetry (Ame), and kurtosis
(Kme) were used. The T-students test was used to develop the mean comparison. In order to determine
the differences between the means for the EG and the CG, the T-students test was used for independent
samples. In both cases, the values below p < 0.05 were considered as significant means, in addition to
the t (tn1 + n2 − 2), Cohen’s d and biserial correlation (rxy) statistics.

4. Results

The data provided by the students of the second year of NCSE, for the descriptive analysis, shows
differences between the study groups. The distribution of the sample is normal due to the fact that the
values of asymmetry and kurtosis are found between ±1.96 [68]. The CG shows a mean located at
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2.2 for the majority of its dimensions, with the exceptions of ratings and teacher-ratings which are
located at 2.5. Interestingly, the EG offers higher means for all dimensions. Such dimensions have been
found to be located around 3.4, with the exceptions of ratings and teacher-ratings, which are located
at 3.2. If the typical deviation is taken into consideration, a wide range of diverse answers from the
students, for both the CG and EG, are found. This shows that there is no tendency among students to
respond to the educational experience developed. The kurtosis is platykurtic in all dimensions of the
study, for both the CG and EG (Table 2).

Table 2. Results achieved for the dimensions of the study by the control group (CG) and the experimental
group (EG) of second year of non-compulsory secondary education.

Likert Scale n (%) Parameters

DIM 1 2 3 4 5 M SD Skw Kme

CG

FBA 11 (34.4) 9 (28.1) 5 (15.6) 5 (15.6) 2 (6.2) 2.31 1.28 0.64 −0.71
MOT 12 (37.5) 7 (21.9) 7 (21.9) 5 (15.6) 1 (3.1) 2.25 1.21 0.51 −0.91
COL 14 (43.8) 8 (25) 4 (12.5) 3 (9.4) 3 (9.4) 2.16 1.34 0.96 −0.24
SAT 12 (37.5) 9 (28.1) 6 (18.8) 3 (9.4) 2 (6.2) 2.19 1.23 0.84 −0.16

RAT a 8 (25) 9 (28.1) 7 (21.9) 5 (15.6) 3 (9.4) 2.56 1.29 0.42 −0.85
TER a 7 (21.9) 10 (31.2) 6 (18.8) 5 (15.6) 4 (12.5) 2.66 1.33 0.42 −0.94

EG

FBA 3 (8.6) 6 (17.1) 9 (25.7) 8 (22.9) 9 (25.7) 3.40 1.28 −0.29 −0.95
MOT 2 (5.7) 6 (17.1) 11 (31.4) 6 (17.1) 10 (28.6) 3.46 1.24 −0.18 −0.98
COL 3 (8.6) 4 (11.4) 10 (28.6) 5 (14.3) 13 (37.1) 3.60 1.33 −0.46 −0.89
SAT 4 (11.4) 4 (11.4) 12 (34.3) 4 (11.4) 11 (31.4) 3.40 1.35 −0.26 −0.98

RAT a 5 (14.3) 4 (11.4) 9 (25.7) 11 (31.4) 6 (17.1) 3.26 1.29 −0.42 −0.77
TER a 4 (11.4) 6 (17.1) 9 (25.7) 9 (25.7) 7 (20) 3.26 1.29 −0.25 −0.93

Note: DIM (dimensions); FBA (feedback); MOT (motivation); COL (collaboration); SAT (satisfaction); RAT (ratings);
TER (Teacher-ratings); CG (Control group); EG (Experimental group). a Established grade group (None: 1,2; Few:
2.1–4; Enough: 4.1–6; Notable: 6.1–8; Completely: 8.1–10).

Regarding the totaled mean of the CG, it is slightly below the idealized mean as it is located below
2.5 points. However, when it comes to the EG, a slightly superior mean to the idealized mean is found.
Concerning ratings and teacher-ratings, both the EG and CG do not follow the tendency of the rest
of the dimensions. The CG´s means, for both ratings and teacher ratings, are found to be above the
totaled mean. Interestingly, the means for ratings and teacher ratings in the EG are below the totaled
mean (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Comparison between the control group and the experimental group.
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In order to learn about the independence group, from the data acquired from the pedagogical
development of CW in contrast to the pedagogical process of IW, the statistical T-Student has been used
for independent samples. The diverse results which have been found highlight that a very significant
relationship in the dimensions of feedback, motivation, collaboration and satisfaction exists. Added
to this, a relation of significance with ratings has been found. Nevertheless, for teacher-ratings this
significant relation does not exist. The association force between the diverse dimensions shows an
average relation, with an exception in ratings, where the association force is intermediate-low. The size
of the effect is very low in all studied dimensions (Table 3).

Table 3. Study of the independence value between the control group and the experimental group.

Dimensions µ(X1 − X2) tn1 + n2 − 2 df d rxy

Feedback −1.088 (2.31 − 3.40) –3.461 ** 65 0.047 0.394
Motivation −1.207 (2.25 − 3.46) –4.006 ** 65 0.084 0.445

Collaborative −1.444 (2.16 − 3.60) –4.407 ** 65 0.069 0.480
Satisfaction −1.213 (2.19 − 3.40) –3.823 ** 65 0.030 0.428

Ratings a
−0.695 (2.56 − 3.26) –2.198 * 65 −0.019 0.263

Teacher-ratings a
−0.601 (2.66 − 3.26) n.s. - - -

** Correlation is significant at level 0.01. * Correlation is significant at level 0.05. n.s. No significant. a Established
grade group (None: 1–4.9; Few: 5–5.9; Enough: 6–8.9; Completely: 9–10).

5. Discussion

The acquisition of a L2 requires, among other aspects, the development of writing skills [1,2].
Such development often demands active and innovative teaching methods in order to achieve the
established curricular elements [4,5,9–11].

Within such methods, cooperative learning can be found. Through group work, cooperative
learning enables students to reach the diverse established pedagogical proposals and enhance
diverse abilities that allow them to prosperously reach knowledge acquisition [14,15,17,18] Within the
cooperative method, CW is found. Currently, CW is flourishing and is the pedagogical technique upon
which the present study has been based.

Upon the results acquired from the present study, it has been proven that differences exist between
the means provided by the students developing the pedagogical strategy of CW and those developing
it through IW. This is based on the fact that the means of the CG are located below 2.5, which implies
a low-intermediate marking tendency. For the CG, the most valued dimensions have been ratings
and teacher-ratings. By contrast, for the EG, high-intermediate tendencies have been found as the
means are located above 2.5. In addition, for the EG, the least valued dimensions have been ratings
and teacher-ratings. Nevertheless, there are no significant differences with the means of the rest of the
dimensions of the EG, all being in tune with that noted by [50].

It should be borne in mind that the collaborative method promotes learning in a sustainable
development context, which is essential in these times [51–55].

It also shows that there is a wide dispersion of response from students who participated in the
study, showing diversity of opinion in the developed studies, both in the educational experience based
on CW and IW.

The total mean for the CG´s dimensions is located slightly below the idealized mean, while, for the
EG, it is located above the idealized mean. For both groups, ratings and teacher-ratings have different
tendencies. For the CG, they are located above the mean of the rest of the dimensions. Contrarily, for
the EG, they are below the mean of the rest of the dimensions. Therefore, it is proven that a significant
relation exists, favoring the method of CW, especially in the dimensions of feedback, motivation,
collaboration, satisfaction, and ratings. This highlights the great impact of CW on the development
of such dimensions, all of this in line with that noted by other investigators [32,44–47,49,50]. It is
noteworthy that a significant relation has not been observed for teacher-ratings. This shows that, in
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contrast to the results obtained by researchers [48], differences in qualifications have not been found
regardless of the method being applied.

6. Conclusions

It can be concluded that the CW method is, in fact, effective when compared to the IW method, in
the dimensions of feedback, motivation, collaboration, satisfaction, and ratings, with the exception
of teacher-ratings.

The prospect of the present investigation is to show investigators the positive effects of the use of
CW as a teaching and learning process. Moreover, it aims at presenting an innovative and effective
pedagogical procedure, in order to promote its use by teachers and those who develop didactic content
similar to those applied in this study. For those responsible for education policy makers related to the
content worked on in this manuscript, this study can serve to offer, within the educational regulations
themselves, the inclusion of active teaching methods that facilitate and promote the development of
content related to writing and the acquisition of a second language. Furthermore, it is intended to show
that the method applied in this research promotes the training of students to deal with sustainability.

The limitations of this study are found in various elements. To start, characteristics and peculiarities
of the sampled population are very specific. Consequently, caution is required when extrapolating
the data collected here for other populations. In addition, access to the population has been one of
convenience, and as such, no sampling techniques could be applied in the development of the present
study, due to the difficulties which exist when accessing such groups. Lastly, the method and data
collection has required considerable effort by the researchers as they have had to train those teachers
in charge of applying these teaching and learning methods, in addition to monitoring the process,
collecting the data, and processing them for their study.

Future lines of investigation focus on developing this teaching and learning procedure in other
contents, subjects, and educational stages.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, I.B.H.; methodology, J.L.O.M.; software, A.-J.M.-G.; validation,
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preparation, all authors; writing—review and editing, all authors; visualization, all authors; supervision, all
authors. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Adaptation to Spanish of Reference [57].

Variable Ítem Selección

Género Género
Hombre

Mujer

Edad Edad 17 años

18 años

19 años

20 años

Contexto ¿Cuál es tu nivel socioeconómico Bajo

Medio

Alto
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Table A1. Cont.

Variable Ítem Selección

Dimensión Variable 1 2 3 4 5

Retroalimentación

Estoy satisfecho con la respuesta recibida por los compañeros

Considero que la retroalimentación recibida es justa

Considero que la retroalimentación recibida está justificada

Considero que la información recibida es útil

Considero que la retroalimentación recibida es útil

La retroalimentación recibida me ayudará en mi proceso
formativo

Acepto la respuesta recibida

Discuto la respuesta recibida

No acepto la retroalimentación recibida

Motivación

Estoy seguro de que puedo aprender bien las habilidades que se
enseñan en la clase en relación a la escritura.

Puedo trabajar los contenidos más difíciles de escritura si lo
intento

Puedo hacer casi todos los contenidos relacionados con la
escritura si no me rindo

Si tengo suficiente tiempo, puedo hacer un buen trabajo en mi
clase

Aunque los contenidos de escrita sean difíciles, puedo
aprenderlo

Considero que aprender a escribir es importante

Encuentro interesante la escritura

Aprendo que la escritura es útil

Comparado con otros contenidos, la escritura es útil

Colaboración

Mis compañeros y yo trabajamos activamente juntos para
completar las tareas relacionadas con contenidos de escritura

Los miembros de mi grupo y yo trabajamos activamente juntos
para ayudarnos a entender los contenidos de escritura

Recibo comentarios útiles sobre mi parte del trabajo de otros
miembros del grupo

Mis compañeros y yo trabajamos juntos activamente para
aprender nuevas cosas sobre los contenidos de escritura

Mis compañeros y yo compartimos activamente ideas sobre los
contenidos de escritura

Satisfacción del
curso

Sentí que había logrado los elementos curriculares de este curso

Me gustó el formato del curso

Recomendaría este método de enseñanza a otros

0–2 3–4 5–6 7–8 9–10

Autoevaluación

¿Cuál es tu nota media en general?

¿Cuál es su promedio general en la asignatura de Lengua
Extranjera (inglés)?

¿Cuál ha sido la calificación que ha obtenido en la asignatura de
Lengua Extranjera (inglés) después del desarrollo de la
experiencia?

Calificación
docente

Calificación del docente en la materia de Lengua Extranjera
(inglés)

Note: 1: completamente en desacuerdo–5: completamente de acuerdo
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