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Abstract  

Integration of technology which includes the use of a smartphone is currently one of 
the trends in ESL writing classes. Particularly in collaborative activities, it is assumed that the 
use of smartphones contributes to the attitude of the learners towards writing and their writing 
performance as well. Consequently, the present study investigated the writing performance of 
ten gender-mixed groups who used smartphones as they engaged themselves in a 
collaborative essay writing activity. Likewise, through a focused group discussion, attitude of 
the learners towards writing was determined. Results revealed that the collaborative essay 
writing activity which used smartphones had a positive influence on the content, organization 
and vocabulary of the essay. However, no influence was seen in grammar and mechanics. 
Learners reported a positive attitude in writing in terms of affective, behavioral and cognitive 
aspects.   

Keywords: attitude in writing, collaborative writing, mobile assisted language learning, 
smartphones, writing performance 
 
Introduction  
The use of technology in classrooms has been the subject of research of some scholars across 
disciplines. More specifically, scholars have focused on the effects of using mobile phones 
both in the learning process and to the learners as well (Krull & Duart, 2017). Some scholars 
have investigated the effects of using mobile phones on the motivation, beliefs, perceptions, 
attitudes and values of the learners (i.e. Ataş & Delialioğlu, 2018; Azar & Nasiri, 2014; 
Bachore, 2015; Baran, 2014; Botero et al., 2018; Busulwa & Bbuye, 2018; Handbidge et al., 
2018; Heflin et al., 2017; Huang et al., 2016; Muhammed, 2014; O’Bannon et al., 2017). In 
addition, frameworks and constructs showing the relationship between the use of mobile 
phones in the classroom and some social variables including age, gender, ability, experience, 
learning style and culture were posited (Andujar, 2018; Andújar-Vaca & Cruz-Martínez, 
2017; Cybart-Persenaire & Literat, 2018; Kukulska-Hulme et al., 2017; Kukulska-Hulme et 
al., 2015; Hwang et al, 2014; Milrad, et al., 2013; Power, 2013; 2018; Wong, 2012; 2015; 
Wong et al., 2015). 

In ESL classrooms, the importance of mobile phones has been recognized to make 
language learning more responsive to the current technological advancements (Baran, 2014; 
Ekanayake & Wishart, 2014; Khaddage et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2017). In addition, the use of 
mobile phones in ESL classrooms has been found to be beneficial to the learning experiences 
of the learners (Andujar, 2016; Ataş & Delialioğlu, 2018; Bolero et al., 2018; Chen et al., 
2017; Elaish et al., 2017; Lin & Yu, 2017; Kukulska-Hulme & Viberg, 2018; Lindell & 
Hranstinski, 2018; Pollard, 2015; Reinders, 2010).  
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The study of Kukulska-Hulme and Viberg (2018) identified convincing cases for the 
paybacks of collaboration offered by mobile devices in language learning. The first was its 
affordances that include “flexible use, continuity of use, timely feedback, personalisation, 
socialisation, self-evaluation, active participation, peer coaching, sources of inspiration 
outdoors, and cultural authenticity” (p. 207). The second was the prevalence of both 
individualized and collaborative learning experiences, “task based, situated, and 
communicative language learning and raising orthographic awareness” (p. 207).  The third 
was the affective facets which include improved motivation, active involvement and 
satisfaction, reciprocal reinforcement, and decreased tension and anxiety among learners. 
They, likewise, reported little accounts of risk distraction, concerns on safety, sense of 
uncertainties, and technical challenges.  

Generally, there has been an overwhelming number of studies on mobile learning 
designs (Kukulska-Hulme & Viberg, 2018) and on the advantages of mobile technology use 
in the classroom (Kim et al., 2017). However, Kukulska-Hulme and Viberg (2018) encourage 
researchers to also pay attention to the process and teaching and learning systems which are 
crucial in promoting designs in mobile learning. They also recommended to probe into 
language-learning-related communication and interaction among learners using their mobile 
devices in a daily basis in out-of-school contexts. In addition, some scholars suggested 
delving into the development of theories in mobile assisted language learning (MALL), 
investigate the various strategies and designs that address diverse learning conditions of 
collaboration (Kukulska-Hulme & Viberg, 2018).  

Some scholars proposed the Seamless Language Learning (SLL) model which 
encourages the use of the mobile phone in language teaching and learning (Kukulska-Hulme, 
2015; Wong et al., 2015). The model asserts the importance of the mobile phone both to the 
teachers and learners. 
 
Review of Literature  
Seamless Learning and Mobile Learning  
To Wong et al. (2017), the Seamless Language Learning (SLL) creates a link between the 
language learning experience and the language learning situations which may be formal or 
non-formal, individual or group, physical or virtual.  The SLL, likewise, encourages the use 
of authentic, meaningful or real-life activities in different contexts to make social interaction 
possible.  

On the other hand, Pergum (2014) claims that mobile learning (m-learning) is not 
limited to the use of the mobile phone in language learning, rather, m-learning includes 
spaces. Some scholars used the term Mobile Assisted Language Learning (MALL) which 
recognizes the importance of the mobile phone to make   language classrooms more relevant, 
innovative, situated, active, and autonomous. Studies focused on the relationship between the 
mobile phone and the four macro-skills of language learning which include  speaking 
(Abugohar et al., 2019; Andújar-Vaca & Cruz-Martínez, 2017; Cavus & Ibrahim, 2017; 
Darmi & Albion, 2017; Hwang et al., 2014; Pollard, 2015),  listening (Cavus & Ibrahim, 
2017; Hwang et al., 2014; Rochdi & Eppard, 2017) reading (Gheytasi et al., 2015; Lilley & 
Hardman, 2017; Rochdi & Eppard, 2017) and writing (Andujar, 2018;  Andújar-Vaca & 
Cruz-Martínez, 2017; Chen et al., 2017; Siddique & Nair, 2015) were, likewise, conducted.  

Since writing is a skill which is not quite easy to master, scholars conducted studies 
focused on the different strategies that would help improve the writing skills and performance 
of the learners. Some scholars investigated the effect of collaborative writing (CW) strategy 
on the performance of ESL learners (Albesher, 2012; Fernández Dobao, 2012; 2014; 
Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Park, 2015; Sajedi, 2014, Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 2017; 
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Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010). Findings from their studies both conform and counter each 
other with respect to the quality of learners written outputs. These reports challenge scholars 
to further investigate effects of CW on different perspectives and settings.  

According to Storch (2013), collaborative writing involves co-authoring of a group of 
learners in a written text. Stemmed from the interactionist perspective, language learners are 
social beings that are inherently in contact with the environment through communicative 
interaction (Long, 1983; 1985). Furthermore, CW is braced from Vygotsky’s (1978) 
sociocultural theory which emphasizes the significance of scaffolding through the Zone of 
Proximal Development (ZPD) where a learner is engaged in a community of more 
knowledgeable individuals in order to further learning.  

Emerging technologies that flourished not only in business sectors but also in 
educational landscapes have greatly influenced the teaching and learning delivery including 
writing. There are numerous composing technologies readily available for personal, 
professional, and academic purposes. The significant increase of technology integration in the 
classroom has greatly influenced composition instructors to consider shifting or adopting new 
teaching of writing deliveries that include digital writing tools and environments (Nobles & 
Paganucci, 2015).  

Several studies conducted were about the use of Google Docs, Wikispaces, and other 
google-related sites (Acar et al., 2011; Barton & McCulloch, 2018; Brodahl & Hansen, 2014; 
Brodahl et al., 2011; Kiourmasi et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2018; Marandi  & Seyyedrezie, 2017; 
Nobles & Paganucci, 2015; Seyyedrezaie et al., 2016), social media platforms (i.e. Storify 
and Facebook) (Laire et al., 2012; Ponnudurai & Jacob, 2014), and blogs (Amir et al., 2011; 
Hernandez et al., 2017; İnceçay & Genç, 2014; Nobles & Paganucci, 2015; Ӧzdemir & 
Aydın, 2015). While all of these studies investigated the effect of using various platforms on 
the writing performance of learners whether individual or collaborative, most of these were 
conducted in out-of-class context, involved college or university students, and used 
technologies that may not be available or accessible in low-resource learning environments.   

Moore et al. (2016) emphasized the need to update writing pedagogies in order to 
address the behavior of the learners especially in using at-hand and emerging technologies. 
Although participants in their study performed writing individually, Hernandez, Amarles and 
Raymundo (2017) affirmed that the use of composing technologies such as blogs promotes 
virtual collaboration among learners, provides monitoring of learners’ writing progress and 
enhances students’ writing skills. In their study, they also realized that blogging motivates 
learners to write and serves as an authentic, innovative and flexible writing activity for the 
21st century ESL learners. Likewise, they suggested the investigation of other writing spaces 
such us Facebook, Blackboard Learn and other potential composing tools to explore other 
perspectives in writing.  

Several studies (i.e. Alsamadani, 2018; Blackmore-Squires, 2010; Aydın & Yıldız, 
2014; Kessler et al., 2012; Marandi & Seyyedrezaie, 2017) highlighted the relevance of 
collaborative activities that used digital tools and technologies to enhance the writing skills of 
the learners and to make the writing process more meaningful and enjoyable to the learners.  
 
Mobile Phone Assisted Collaborative Language Learning  
Several studies found the affordances of mobile technologies such as smartphones in 
language learning. These include utilizing images, audio and video materials for multimodal 
language learning activities, designing writing, listening, and speaking tasks that promote 
collaboration, supporting individual learning preferences by presenting self-driven activities, 
equipping learners with digital literacy necessary in their future careers, and harnessing 
mobility and seamlessness of authentic language learning opportunities outside of school 
premises (Baran, 2014; Godwin-Jones, 2018; Khaddage, et al., 2016; Kukulsla-Hulme et al., 
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2015; Kukulska-Hulme, 2015 ; Kukulska-Hulme et al., 2017; Kukulska-Hulme & Viberg, 
2018; Krull, G. & Duart, 2017; Lindell, & Hranstinski, 2018; Pollard, 2015). 

Since some scholars are claiming that the use of the mobile phone enhances collaborative 
learning (Cress et al., 2015; Kiourmasi et al., 2018; Kukulska-Hulme & Viberg, 2018; Liu et 
al., 2018; Moore et al., 2016), the interest of the current generation of learners in using the 
mobile phone has increased. On the other hand, some studies (i.e. Heflin et al., 2017) have 
shown an increase in the disengagement of some learners in class activities and a 
deteriorating critical thinking skill.  

However, the limited studies focused on the use of the mobile phone in ESL writing 
classes prompted the conduct of the present study. Generally, the study aimed to describe the 
performance of the ESL learners who used a smartphone in a collaborative writing activity. 
More specifically, the study answered the following: 

1. What is the quality of essays produced by learners engaged in a smartphone assisted 
collaborative writing (SPACW) activity?  

2. How are the smartphones utilized by the learners throughout the writing process?  

3. What attitude towards writing do the learners exhibit?  

Methodology  
Sampling and Participants 
The study was anchored in both quantitative and qualitative paradigms It involved two intact 
classes of Grade 11 students (N=40) who were enrolled in the course Reading and Writing 
during the second semester of the Academic year 2018-2019.  The two classes were divided 
into 10 groups for the collaboration. Each group had four members composed of two males 
and two females. The study was set to determine the performance of the learners who 
engaged themselves in smartphone assisted collaborative writing. In addition, a focused 
group discussion (FGD) was done to determine the attitude of the learners towards the 
activity.  

Data Collection Procedure 
To easily communicate with the participants, a group chat through the Facebook Messenger 
was created prior to the conduct of the study. Afterwards, data gathering was done in two 
parts: (1) smartphone assisted collaborative writing (SPACW); and (2) focused group 
discussion (FGD).  
 
Smart-Phone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
Essay writing was done in three phases: (1) orientation and lecture; (2) online collaboration; 
and (3) collaborative essay writing.  

During the orientation and lecture phase which lasted for 15 minutes, the use of a 
mobile phone and the collaborative task was explained to the participants which included a 
lecture on argumentative essay writing.  During the online collaboration phase, participants 
were asked to access their group chat where 15 pictures related to the current social issues in 
the Philippines were sent as prompts. Lecture notes and model essays were also provided in 
the group chat. Participants were also allowed to share online resources including links to 
their members. The last phase was the collaborative writing task where each group produced 
a jointly written essay. The online collaboration and collaborative essay writing lasted for 45 
minutes.  
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Focused Group Discussion 
The focused group discussion was done immediately after the essay writing to determine the 
attitude of the participants toward the SPACW. Each group was invited for a 30 minute to 
one-hour discussion which was audio recorded upon their consent.  
 
Data Analysis 
To determine the essay quality of each group, the Paragraph Writing Scale developed by 
Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1992) was used. The scale is an analytic rubric with five (5) 
writing quality components which include content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and 
mechanics. Each component is composed of the quantified description: Excellent to Very 
Good, Good to Average, Fair to Poor, and Very Poor (See Appendix). Aside from the 
researcher, two other ELT practitioners served as the evaluators of the essays. A pilot 
assessment was conducted using two randomly selected essays. The researcher discussed 
with the interraters how the essays would be rated using the instrument.  After blindly rating 
the essays, interrater reliability was calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha and was established at 
.89. Furthermore, excerpts from the FGD which directly describe the attitude of the learners 
were selected from the transcript following the language attitude framework of McKenzie 
(2010; 2015).  
 
Results and Discussion  
Data obtained from the smartphone collaborative writing tasks and from the focused group 
discussion are summarized below to address the research problems.  
 
Essay Quality of ESL Learners Engaged in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
Activity 
The first research question sought to examine the essay quality of ESL learners engaged in 
the smartphone assisted collaborative writing activity in terms of content, organization, 
grammar, vocabulary and mechanics. Tables 1-6 show the descriptive statistics for the 10 
essays evaluated using the paragraph rating scale. 

.  
Table 1: Essay Quality of ESL Learners Engaged in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
(SPACW) in Terms of Content 
 

Essaya Group 
Codeb Mean SD Interpretationc 

 1 SPACW-1 25.00 1.00 Good to Average 
 2 SPACW-2 22.00 4.36 Good to Average 
 3 SPACW-3 23.00 1.73 Good to Average 
4 SPACW-4 23.00 1.73 Good to Average 
 5 SPACW-5 21.00 1.00 Fair to Poor 
6 SPACW-6 19.33 1.15 Fair to Poor 
7 SPACW-7 21.00 3.00 Fair to Poor 
8 SPACW-8 25.33 1.53 Good to Average 
9 SPACW-9 22.00 2.00 Good to Average 
10 SPACW-10 23.00 1.00 Good to Average 

 
 a maximum score is 30 points, b n = 4 members each group (2 males, 2 females) , 
c for essay quality scale see Appendix  
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Table 1 demonstrates the quality of essays produced by the groups in terms of 
content. Seven essays were rated “Good to Average,” while three were rated “Fair to Poor”. 
Results revealed that most of the groups benefited from the use of a smartphone in terms of 
providing substance to their essays. However, data suggest that the influence of the activity 
varies among groups.  
 
Table 2: Essay Quality of ESL Learners Engaged in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
(SPACW) in Terms of Organization 
 

Essaya Group 
Codeb Mean SD Interpretationc 

 1 SPACW-1 17.33 .58 Good to Average 
 2 SPACW-2 15.00 2.00 Good to Average 
 3 SPACW-3 14.00 1.00 Good to Average 
4 SPACW-4 16.33 1.53 Good to Average 
 5 SPACW-5 14.00 .00 Good to Average 
6 SPACW-6 14.00 1.00 Good to Average 
7 SPACW-7 14.33 2.08 Good to Average 
8 SPACW-8 17.00 2.65 Good to Average 
9 SPACW-9 14.33 .58 Good to Average 
10 SPACW-10 13.00 .00 Fair to Poor 

 a maximum score is 20 points, b n = 4 members each group (2 males, 2 females), 
c for essay quality scale see Appendix  
 

Table 2 displays the quality of essays of the teams in terms of organization. Data, 
likewise, show the dominance of essays with high quality. Nine out of ten essays were rated 
“Good to Average” in terms of organization. Results suggest that the activity is beneficial in 
organizing essays.  
 

Table 3: Essay Quality of ESL Learners Engaged in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
(SPACW) in Terms of Grammar 
 

a maximum score is 25 points, b n = 4 members each group (2 males, 2 females), 
c for essay quality scale see Appendix  
 

Table 3 presents the quality of essays in terms of grammar. Majority of the essays 
examined have “Fair to Poor” quality; only four were rated “Good to Average.” Based on the 
inter-raters’ evaluation, the majority of the essays have problems with grammatical accuracy, 

Essaya Group 
Codeb Mean SD Interpretationc 

 1 SPACW-1 20.67 1.15 Good to Average 
 2 SPACW-2 20.00 3.00 Good to Average 
 3 SPACW-3 16.67 1.53 Fair to Poor 
4 SPACW-4 18.00 2.00 Good to Average 
 5 SPACW-5 15.67 1.53 Fair to Poor 
6 SPACW-6 15.33 2.89 Fair to Poor 
7 SPACW-7 13.67 1.53 Fair to Poor 
8 SPACW-8 21.00 1.00 Good to Average 
9 SPACW-9 17.67 1.15 Fair to Poor 
10 SPACW-10 14.67 3.21 Fair to Poor 
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specifically errors in agreement, tense, and prepositions.  In can be inferred from the data that 
the activity did not significantly influence the grammar aspect of participants’ written output.  
 
Table 4: Essay Quality of ESL Learners Engaged in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
(SPACW) in Terms of Vocabulary 
 

Essaya Group 
Codeb Mean SD Interpretationc 

 1 SPACW-1 16.67 1.53 Good to Average 
 2 SPACW-2 15.67 1.15 Good to Average 
 3 SPACW-3 14.00 1.73 Good to Average 
4 SPACW-4 14.00 1.73 Good to Average 
 5 SPACW-5 13.33 .58 Fair to Poor 
6 SPACW-6 13.33 .58 Fair to Poor 
7 SPACW-7 14.33 1.53 Good to Average 
8 SPACW-8 17.67 .58 Good to Average 
9 SPACW-9 14.00 1.73 Good to Average 
10 SPACW-10 15.00 1.73 Good to Average 

 
.a maximum score is 20 points, b n = 4 members each group (2 males, 2 females), 
c for essay quality scale see Appendix  
 

Table 4 illustrates the quality of essays of the groups in terms of vocabulary.  
Evidently, eight of the ten essays examined were rated “Good to Average” which suggest a 
positive influence of the activity in the writing performance of the participants in terms of the 
adequate use of vocabulary in their essays.  
 
Table 5: Essay Quality of ESL Learners Engaged in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
(SPACW) in Terms of Mechanics 
 

Essay Group 
Code Mean SD Interpretation 

 1 SPACW-1 4.33 .58 Good to Average 
 2 SPACW-2 4.00 .00 Good to Average 
 3 SPACW-3 3.33 .58 Fair to Poor 
4 SPACW-4 4.00 .00 Good to Average 
 5 SPACW-5 3.67 .58 Fair to Poor 
6 SPACW-6 4.00 .00 Good to Average 
7 SPACW-7 4.00 .00 Good to Average 
8 SPACW-8 4.00 .00 Good to Average 
9 SPACW-9 4.00 .00 Good to Average 
10 SPACW-10 3.33 .58 Fair to Poor 

 a maximum score is 5 points, b n = 4 members each group (2 males, 2 females), 
c for essay quality scale see Appendix  
 

Table 5 shows the quality of essays of the writing teams with respect to mechanics. 
Seven essays were rated “Good to Average” quality. On the other hand, three were evaluated 
“Fair to Poor”. Although there is a greater number of essays with high quality, a clear benefit 
of the writing activity could not be identified in this analysis.  Data suggest that the influence 
of the activity in the writing performance of the learners varies among groups.  
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Table 6: Overall Quality of Essays in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing (SPACW) Activity 
 

Essaya Group 
Codeb 

Overall 
Quality Interpretationc 

 1 SPACW-1 84.00 Good to Average 
 2 SPACW-2 76.67 Good to Average 
 3 SPACW-3 71.00 Good to Average 
4 SPACW-4 75.33 Good to Average 
 5 SPACW-5 67.67 Fair to Poor 
6 SPACW-6 65.99 Fair to Poor 
7 SPACW-7 67.33 Fair to Poor 
8 SPACW-8 85.00 Good to Average 
9 SPACW-9 72.00 Good to Average 
10 SPACW-10 69.00 Good to Average 

 
a maximum score 100 points, b n = 4 members each group (2 males, 2 females), 
c overall essay quality scale=Excellent to Very good (86-100 pts.), Good to Average (68-85 pts.), Fair to Poor 
(47-67 pts.), Very Poor (32-46 pts.) 
 

Table 6 demonstrates the overall quality of the essays produced by the groups. Seven 
essays were rated “Good to Average” while three were rated “Fair to Poor”. Essay 8 was 
identified to have the highest rating of 84.00 and essay 6 with the lowest score of 65.99. Data 
show that the influence of the smartphone assisted collaborative writing (SPACW) activity 
varied among groups. It can be inferred that each group might have individual characteristics 
or attributes that might have influenced their collaborative interactions and writing 
performance as a team.  
 
Table 7: Overall Essay Quality of ESL Learners in Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing 
(SPACW) Activity per Component 
 

Note. N=40 (10 writing teams with 4 members each) 
 

Table 8 shows the mean (M) scores received by the 10 groups (N=40) of writing 
teams from the three raters. Essays of the writing teams have earned “Good to Average” in 
three of the five components namely content (M=22.4667), organization (M=14.9333), and 
vocabulary (M=14.8000). On the other hand, the two remaining components namely 
mechanics (M=3.8667) and grammar (M=17.3333) fall under the “Fail to Poor” category. 
Results revealed that the use of a smartphone during the collaborative writing activity has 
positively influenced the writing quality of ESL learners in the three components: content, 
organization, and vocabulary. However, results likewise showed that the use of a smartphone 
during the collaborative writing task did not help them greatly in terms of grammar and 
mechanics.  
 

Components 
Maximum 

Score 
M SD Interpretation 

Content 30 22.4667 1.82709 Good to Average 
Organization 20 14.9333 1.45551 Good to Average 
Grammar 25 17.3333 2.58199 Fair to Poor 
Vocabulary 20 14.8000 1.45042 Good to Average 
Mechanics 5 3.8667 .322013 Fair to Poor 
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ESL Learners’ Utilization of Smartphones during the Writing Process 
ESL learners’ utilization of their smartphones during the writing process was determined   by 
engaging the 10 writing teams in the collaborative writing activity in a focused group 
discussion immediately after the writing session. Responses of the participants were 
analyzed.  Highlights of the FGD are presented below.  

Initially, participants were asked how helpful their use of a mobile phone was during 
the collaborative writing activity. They responded that the mobile phone was “Very helpful” 
in multiple ways while they were accomplishing the writing task.  
 

S -011: Yes, sir, it is very helpful. It’s easy to write an essay …….to  
collaborate our idea if we have an internet and phone. It’s easy to 
gather information that will help our argument or essay to be 
more convincing to the reader.  

 
S-005:  I would say it is very helpful. With the use of mobile phone in 

class and especially if it has internet access… it is easy for us to 
search for relevant information needed in the class.  

 
Participants confidently expressed their affirmation that allowing learners to use their 

mobile phones during collaborative writing activities similar to what they have experienced 
would greatly help them in generating ideas since there are sources where they could find 
relevant information needed to compose their essay.  
 
Searching Information 
One of the most mentioned significant uses of a mobile phone during the collaborative 
writing activity was the immediate accessibility of information needed for their composition. 
Participants valued the internet access through their smartphones where information could 
be easily searched as reflected in the responses below:  
 

S-003: Napakahalaga ng mobile phone sa sulating ito lalo na kung ang 
topic na napunta o naiatas sayo ay hindi mo gusto o di ka 
interisado. Matutulungan kang ganahan magsulat dahil meron kang 
basehan sa mga pwede mong isulat. (In this activity, the mobile 
phone was very important especially when you don’t like the topic 
or you are not interested or knowledgeable about it. The mobile 
phone will greatly help you…. You get to be more motivated 
because you can have sources of information which you can include 
in your essay.) 
 

S-005: With the use of mobile phone in class and especially if it has 
internet access it is easy for (us) the students to search for relevant 
information needed in the class. 

 
Generating Concepts 
Participants explained how they were able to generate their ideas collaboratively as 
they used the information they gathered in a number of online resources.  
 

S-016: Mas napapabilis ang pag-isip habang gumagamit ng mobile phone 
through internet… habang ang bawat members ay nagbibigay ng 
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sari-sariling opinion…mula sa nahanap na impormasyon na 
susuporta sa argumentative essay namin.        (It is faster to think 
[of ideas] while using mobile phone through internet… while every 
member is giving their opinions… based on the information 
gathered [in the internet] which will support our arguments in our 
essay.) 

 
Organizing Ideas 
Participants emphasized that they were able to organize their ideas while taking 
advantage of the opportunities of interaction and immediate feedback they received 
from their group members.  
 

S-029: We have brainstorming and reporting of information searched 
online… and yes mas napaganda at naayos namin yung content 
ng essay namin dahil mas maraming information ang nakuha 
namin [mula sa internet]. (We have brainstorming and reporting 
of information searched online… and yes we were able to 
organized the content of our essay because we were able to get a 
lot of information [from online sources). 

 
S-011: Nakakatulong ang cellphone sa atin habang gumagawa ng mga 

tasks. Sa pamamagitan nun, mas napapaganda natin ung essay 
natin…. It helps to gather information and expand our idea about 
the topic. (Cellphone has helped us a lot while we were doing the 
tasks. Because of that, we were able to produce a well-written 
essay. It helps to gather information and expand our idea about the 
topic.) 

 
Learning/Building Vocabulary 
During the activity, students recognized the advantage of using mobile phones in finding the 
appropriate words to use in their compositions. Some participants expressed that they did not 
know the meaning of some words they read online. With the use of some popular search 
engines, word translation sites and e-dictionaries, they were able to find and understand 
some unfamiliar words and expressions.  

 
S-029: …para kapag hindi mo alam pwede kang gumamit ng cellphone 

para makapagsearch sa google… dahil kaya nang isearch…ung 
ilan na wala sa ibang diksyunaryo… by searching the meaning and 
anything in my mobile phone. (…so that when you do not know 
you can use your mobile phone to search in google…because we 
can already search… other [words] which are not found in some 
dictionaries… by searching the meaning and anything in my 
mobile phone)  

 
S-008: Tulad nga po ng sabi ko na pabor kami dahil hindi kami 

masyadong marunong sa English…kasi po bilang mag-aaral 
hindi naman sa lahat ng antas pagdating sa pagsusulat ay 
mahusay lalo na mga words at grammar…. (Like what I said that 
we are in favor [of using mobile phone] because we are not that 
good in English… because as students we know that we are not 
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that really good in all aspects of writing especially in words and 
grammar).   

 
ESL Learners’ Attitude towards Smartphone Assisted Collaborative Writing (SPACW) 
Activity 

The third part of the study focused on the attitude of the learners toward the use of the 
smartphone while writing their essays collaboratively.  During the focused group discussions 
(FGDs), most of the students expressed positive comments and responses about their 
smartphone assisted collaborative writing experience.  Following the language attitude 
framework of McKenzie (2010; 2015), three major themes were emphasized, affective 
response, behavioral response, and cognitive response (ABC). The highlights of their 
attitudes in writing are presented below: 
 
Affective Response 

Some participants included in the FGDs expressed their enthusiasm, enjoyment, and 
motivation in writing when they were allowed to use their personal mobile phones during 
their writing activity. Expression of delight while doing the activity was repeatedly 
mentioned as reflected in the responses of the learners: 
 

S-003: Yes, mas motivated akong magsulat kung gagamit ng mobile phone 
dahil kahit papaano panatag ang kalooban kong sumulat dahil may 
sapat akong details na pinagkukunan.  (Yes, I am more motivated 
in writing when I use mobile phone because it builds my confidence 
in my writing since I have access to information from different 
sources.) 

S-004: Mas ginaganahan ako dahil dito nalalaman ko ung maaring 
mailagay sa essay atnakatutulong ito sa aming ideya.  (I have the 
eagerness to write because [of mobile phone] I learn some 
information which we can include in our essay and help improve 
our ideas). 

 
Behavioral Response 

Participants expressed that the collaborative writing activity assisted by smartphones 
increased their confidence and made them more participative because they found new ideas 
online. Likewise, other students reported active sharing of relevant topics and providing 
immediate feedback after attentively listening to group members.  Participants recognized the 
value of group work because each member of the group was given specific roles which 
helped in searching available resources necessary to produce a quality essay. In addition, 
learners implicitly expressed active negotiation of meaning in their compositions while 
aiming to produce a comprehensive essay.  
 

S-012: We divided the roles for each member. For example, student 1 will 
search about law for the particular topic, student 2 will search about 
the current situation of the country about the topic… then ang bawat 
isa ay nagbibigay ng kani-kaniyang opinion tungkol sa nabasa… in 
that way each member participated. (We divided the roles for each 
member. For example, student 1 will search about law for the 
particular topic, student 2 will search about the current situation of the 
country about the topic… then everyone gives his own opinion about 
what they have read…in that way each member participated). 
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Cognitive Response 
Participants narrated that writing became easier because of the use of smartphones 

during the collaborative writing activity.  They recognized   the availability and accessibility 
of information at their fingertips which for them makes the handheld devices valuable for a 
writing activity.  

 
S-021: For us it is very important… with the help of the mobile phone we 

know we can find other information that will support our topic …kasi 
madali nalang gumawa ng essay kapag may mga magagamit kang 
supporting details na makikita sa internet. (For us it is very 
important… with the help of the mobile phone we know we can find 
other information that will support our topic…it is easier to write an 
essay if you have useful supporting details from the internet). 

S-003: Napakahalaga ng mobile phone sa sulating ito lalo na kung ang 
topic na napunta o naiatas sayo ay hindi mo gusto o di ka interisado. 
Matutulungan kang ganahan magsulat dahil meron kang basehan sa 
mga pwede mong isulat. (In this activity, the mobile phone was very 
important especially when you don’t like the topic or you are not 
interested or knowledgeable about it. The mobile phone will greatly 
help you…. You get to be more motivated because you can have 
sources of information which you can include in your essay). 

 
Some participants narrated that everyone contributed in the task at hand.  Others 

expressed their confidence that they could provide significant opinion to compose a good 
essay. With the use of smartphones, learners were given the opportunity to read online 
resources and share their ideas. Furthermore, participants value reading as an inherent aspect 
of the writing process as reflected in the excerpt below: 

 
S-001: In my case po, may kasiguraduhan akong meron akang maibibigay, 

may kasiguraduhan akong magagawa ko ng maayos at 
makakatulong sa pagbibigay ng impormasyon sa tulong ng mobile 
phone. If there is something I don’t understand, I can easily search 
for it. (In my case, I am very sure that I can give something, I am 
sure that I can do well and can help in giving information with the 
help of mobile phone. If there is something I don’t understand, I can 
easily search for it). 

 
Discussion  
The present study is a response to the increasing demands in current literature regarding 
practical investigations on emerging practices (Andujar, 2016; Kukulsme-Hulme & Viberg, 
2018) essential to understanding learners’ responses to these eyed state-of-the-art 
technologies in language classrooms and to better recognize different perspectives in mobile 
phone integration. It is essential, therefore, to treat the findings with caution since it may be 
situated in the context with cultural and social underpinnings significantly different from 
other educational settings.  

For the first research question, results revealed that in terms of content, seven groups 
had “Good to Average” quality while  three had “Fair to Poor” (See Table 1); for 
organization, nine essays had “Good to Average” quality and one with “Fair to Poor”  (See 
Table 2); for grammar, six essays had “Fair to Poor” quality and four had “Good to Average” 
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(See Table 3); with respect to vocabulary, eight essays had “Good to Average” quality and 
two had “Fair to Poor” (See Table 4); and for mechanics, seven essays had “Good to 
Average” quality and three had “Fair to Poor” (See Table 5). For the overall essay quality, 
seven essays had “Good to Average” and three had “Fair to Poor” (See Table 6). Findings 
suggest that the influence of the smartphone assisted collaborative writing (SPACW) activity 
varies among writing teams and on the language components measured.  
 One possible explanation might be the individual differences or personality traits of 
each learner per group. A closer inspection of the results revealed that only four teams 
namely SPACW-1, SPACW-2, SPACW-4, and SPACW-8 were able to produce “Good to 
Average” quality in all essay components. The rest of the groups were rated “Fair to Poor” in 
one or more components. It could be possible that each member in the four groups mentioned 
are accustomed to working with others while the rest of the teams might not be comfortable 
working with peers. Some might not be used to having multiple perspectives in writing as 
they cause conflicts among members during the writing process. Likewise, learners might 
also have individual mechanisms or strategies in language learning (Wong & Nunan, 2011), 
in this case writing, which may not conform to some members.  As Wilson (2019) reports in 
his study that in CW, diversity is both an affordance and constraint. 
 Another possible reason might be the degree of collaborative interaction among 
members of each group. In this study, learners were randomly and arbitrarily assigned to a 
group of four members composed of two males and two females. It could be possible that 
most of the groups were not familiar with each other. This might have resulted in a lower 
degree of collaborative interaction as opposed to what was expected of them if they had been 
familiar with each other prior to the execution of the writing activity. Ironically, those four 
groups mentioned might already have been well-acquainted with each other, which could 
possibly have resulted in a well-coordinated performance throughout the activity. This 
account is supported by some scholars such as Ferriman (2013), Storch (2017), and Wilson 
(2019). 
  Likewise, in relation to individual differences, the proficiency level of each member 
might have an effect on the writing performance of the group. It could also be possible that 
most of the groups might have worked more slowly compared to other teams. It is 
worthwhile to note that CW creates an atmosphere for a great number of language-related 
episodes or LREs (Fernández Dobao, 2012; 2014: Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013; Park, 
2015; Storch, 2011; 2013; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010).  Some of the groups might have 
had more collaborative interactions which consumed most of their time during the writing 
activity due to several conditions.  Some groups might have had competition of thoughts 
where members are wrestling with their ideas resulting in lesser time allotted in the 
composition of their respective essays (i.e. Wilson, 2019). This could be possible most 
especially for SPACW-5, SPACW-6, and SPACW-7 who had the lowest ratings. In contrast, 
it could also be possible that other groups followed the suggestions of the dominant member 
of the group or accommodated others inputs setting aside their own view to lessen time of 
negotiations. Some scholars such as Aufa (2019), Tan et al. (2010), and Wilson (2019) 
acknowledge these justifications.   

Majority of the teams benefited from the writing activity mostly in terms of 
organization and vocabulary and least in grammar. Closer inspection of the data (See Table 
7) shows that, in general, the activity has positively influenced the writing performance of the 
teams specifically in terms of content, organization, and vocabulary. However, it cannot be 
generally assumed that the mobile phones were the only factor for learners’ remarkable 
performance in the three components. Aside from the utilization of the device, it has to be 
noted that the collaborative aspect of the writing activity might have also contributed 
significantly in the quality of their essays (Al-Besher, 2012; Hernandez, et al., 2017; Levrai 
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& Bolster, 2018; Strobl, 2014). Inherently, as part of the collaboration, immediate feedback 
from the members of the writing team might have also helped the learners in overcoming 
writing challenges faced while performing the task (Hernandez et al., 2017; Kukulsme-
Hulme & Viberg, 2018). On the other hand, results revealed that the SPACW activity did not 
positively influence their writing performance in terms of grammar and mechanics (See 
Table 7). This finding echoes previous studies conducted by (i.e. Albesher, 2012; Sajedi, 
2014; Shehadeh, 2011) where students worked collaboratively and they remained to 
underperform in those areas.  

The infiltration of mobile devices in a low-resource environment (Irina, 2012; 
Chiverton, 2017) and learners’ recognition of the significant contribution of the handheld 
devices in their composition poses the need for purposive integration of the mobile tools in 
the writing classes. Since learners are exposed to gadgets since birth (Montealegre, 2019; 
Moore et al., 2016), teachers of writing should prepare and train learners to be responsible 
users of these devices and to take advantage of their academic affordances, especially in 
writing. This also presents the need to equip learners with the technological knowledge and 
skills that include the use of mobile features and applications for both offline and online tools 
useful in writing activities, and promote information literacy and critical thinking which 
includes selecting, collecting, filtering, consuming, and injecting information from online 
sources for their compositions.  Cotos (2020) reiterates that learning how to use different 
modalities and technologies for composition is an essential part of mastering writing. 
Findings also suggest the need to explore possible ways of addressing the needs of learners in 
terms of the grammar and mechanics in writing. It entails investigation of teaching models 
and strategies responsive to 21st century writing tools (Moore et. al, 2016, Wilson, 2019).  

Responses of the participants as to how they were able to utilize their mobile phones 
during the writing activity revealed that mobile phones were able to assist students in terms 
of searching relevant information for their topic, organizing and generating ideas from the 
accessed information, and enriching learners’ vocabulary both offline and online (Andujar, 
2016) by using the applications and search engines respectively. The present study 
strengthens the claim of the incontestable affordances of mobile phones in language learning 
(Kukulsme-Hulme & Viberg, 2018) specifically in the area of writing which has been 
unnoticed in several studies. Because the learners are exposed to a technology-driven and 
information-loaded environment (Montealegre, 2019; Moore et al, 2016), they should be 
equipped with the skills essential in dealing with the kind of fluid learning environment they 
are immersed into. Cotos (2020) explains that a significant portion of writing is being 
equipped with the skills needed in using writing tools. As demanded by time, teachers must 
support learners as they compose using various modalities and technologies.  

Lastly, the learner’s attitudes towards the smartphone assisted collaborative writing 
activity revealed their positive responses affectively, behaviorally, and cognitively. It only 
shows that when learners are placed into learning situations close to what permeate their 
lives, execution of learning activities become more meaningful and learners’ academic 
energy will delight composition instructors. This study presents that the very challenging role 
of teachers is paramount in redefining the usability of mobile phones making them more 
academically beneficial and instrumental in language learning (Botero et al., 2018).  
 
Conclusions  
The present study has gone towards enhancing ELT practitioners’ understanding of the 
affordances of mobile technologies such as smartphones in collaborative writing in the L2 
classrooms. This new understanding should help to improve predictions of the impact of 
mobile phones on the writing performance of the language learners. Scholars established 
claims on the language learning opportunities in collaborative writing activities (Fernández 
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Dobao, 2012; 2014: Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013: Sajedi, 2014; Shehadeh, 2011; Storch, 
2011; 2013) among learners. Learners are actively engaged in self-driven writing as they are 
immersed in using state-of-the-art gadgets. There is no doubt that integrating these multi-
functional devices would positively impact the learners’ performance and attitude in writing 
to a great extent.  

Findings revealed that the collaborative writing activity assisted by smartphones 
positively influenced the learners’ writing performance in terms of the quality of their essays. 
However, it shows that mobile phones are advantageous mostly in terms of content, 
organization, and vocabulary and does not significantly assist learners’ writing in terms of 
grammar and mechanics. Findings resonate previous reports (Albesher, 2012; Sajedi. 2014; 
Shehadeh, 2011, Strobl, 2014) that collaborative writing tasks contribute to the content and 
organization of the produced essays of the participants.  Furthermore, this study provides 
supporting evidences for the benefits of online resources in the overall quality of learners 
written output (Hsieh, 2016; 2019). 

Overall, findings of the study resonate reports on the positive impact of mobile 
phones in collaborative language learning (Kulkulsma-Hulme & Viberg, 2018) and attitude 
towards collaborative writing (Fernández Dobao & Blum, 2013) with access to digital 
devices and online resources (Hsieh, 2016; 2019). 
 
Limitations and Recommendations 
Significant evidences of mobile assisted language learning were documented in this study. 
However, it also suffers from a number of limitations. First, the smartphone assisted 
collaborative writing was done only in a single-session. Further research is needed to better 
understand the influence of the tasks on the writing performance of the learners in those 
measured components. This means that multiple sessions are required to further examine how 
it works in the different stages of the writing process. Essentially, it will yield substantial data 
to enhance understanding of the impact of learners’ use of smartphones on pre-writing, 
during writing, and post-writing activities. Second, no instrument was used to capture 
patterns of interaction among members in each group. This would have been a valuable 
contribution for the existing body of knowledge on smartphone assisted collaborative writing 
tasks.  It is, therefore, suggested that future researchers consider recording verbal interactions 
among learners during SPACW to determine the learners’ behaviors and priorities when 
writing. Third, no instrument was used to counter-check collaborative writing behaviors and 
smartphone usage behaviors of the learners. This would be a fruitful area for future research. 
Considerably, further studies are needed in order to evaluate effectively the influence of 
smartphones in the writing performance of L2 learners in collaborative writing activities. 
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Appendix  
 

PARAGRAPH RATING SCALE 
Adopted from Hedgcock and Lefkowitz (1992) 

Used by Sajedi (2014) and Shehadeh (2011) 
 

Components Score Criteria 
Content 
27-30 Excellent to very good: knowledgeable; substantive, thorough 

development of thesis; relevant to topic assigned 
22-26 Good to average: some knowledge of subject; adequate range; limited 

thematic development; mostly relevant to topic, but lacks detail 
17-21 Fair to poor: limited knowledge of subject; minimal substance; poor 

thematic development 
13-16 Very poor: shows little or no knowledge of subject; inadequate 

quantity; not relevant, or not enough to rate 
Organization 
18-20 Excellent to very good: fluent expression; clear statement of ideas; 

solid support; clear organization; logical and cohesive sequencing 
14-17 Good to average: adequate fluency; main ideas clear but loosely 

organized; supporting material limited; 
sequencing logical but incomplete 

10-13 Fair to poor: low fluency; ideas not well connected; logical 
sequencing and development lacking 

7-9 Very poor: ideas not communicated; organization lacking, or not 
enough to rate 

Grammar 
22-25 Excellent to very good: accurate use of relatively complex structures; 

few errors in agreement, number, tense, word order, articles, 
pronouns, prepositions 

18-21 Good to average: simple constructions used effectively; some 
problems in use of complex constructions; errors in agreement, 
number, tense, word order, articles, pronouns, prepositions 

11-17 Fair to poor: significant defects in use of complex constructions; 
frequent errors in agreement, number, tense, negation, word order, 
articles, pronouns, prepositions; fragments and deletions; lack of 
accuracy interferes with meaning 

5-10 Very poor: no mastery of simple sentence construction; text 
dominated by errors; does not communicate, 
or not enough to rate 

Vocabulary 
18-20 Excellent to very good: complex range; accurate word/idiom choice; 

mastery of word forms; appropriate register 
14-17 Good to average: adequate range; errors of word/idiom choice; 

effective transmission of meaning 
10-13 Fair to poor: limited range; frequent word/idiom errors; inappropriate 

choice, usage; meaning not effectively communicated 
7-9 Very poor: translation-based errors; little knowledge of target 

language vocabulary, or not enough to rate 
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Mechanics 
5 Excellent to very good: masters conventions of spelling, punctuation, 

capitalization, paragraph indentation, etc 
4 Good to average: occasional errors in spelling, punctuation, 

capitalization, paragraph indentation, etc., 
which do not interfere with meaning 

3 Fair to poor: frequent spelling, punctuation, capitalization, 
paragraphing errors; meaning disrupted by 
formal problems 

2 Very poor: no mastery of conventions due to frequency of 
mechanical errors, or not enough to rate 

 
 
 
 
 


