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RESUMEN

La evolucién de la escritura con estudiantes A2 requiere un esfuerzo constante alin dentro
de las aulas dd Instituto Superior Tecnologico del Austro. Muchos estudiantes llegan con
dificultades parala organizacion de ideas, el uso correcto de estructuras gramaticalesy laexpresion
del mensgje. Ante dlo, la ingtitucion comenz6 a implementar programas tecnol 6gicos como
propuesta para incrementar |as posibilidades de practicar y poder obtener un feedback inmediato.
Este trabajo de investigacion presenta un analisis de la pertinenciay mejoras en la escritura de los
estudiantes con el uso de estos recursos.

El estudio corresponde a un enfoque mixto; y, contemplé un pre-test y un post-test del tipo
aplicado para dos grupos. uno experimental que trabajé con programas tecnol 6gicosy otro de
control que solo se instruy6 con la ensefianza tradicional. Se recolectaron ademés las percepciones
de los estudiantes y |as observaciones de los docentes con el objetivo de entender cdmo los
estudiantes experimentaron el proceso. Los resultados empleados muestran avances en el grupo
experimental, especialmente en coherencia, precision gramatical y estructura de los parrafos,
ademéas de que | os estudiantes intervinieron, manifestaron que se sienten mas seguros al revisar
sus textos y tienen més disponibilidad para corregir errores espontaneamente. Lainvestigacion
concluye que los programas tecnol 6gicos son una buena ayuda parala préactica de laescrituraa

losinicios de su ensefianza.

Palabras clave: Tecnologia educativa, habilidades de escritura, aprendizaje de segundas

lenguas
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ABSTRACT

The evolution of writing with A2 students requires constant effort, even within the classrooms of
the Instituto Superior Tecnol6gico del Austro. Many students arrive with significant difficultiesin
organizing their ideas, using grammatical structures correctly, and expressing their message. In
response to this, the institution began to implement technological programs as away to increase
opportunities for practicing and obtain immediate feedback. This research project analyzes
whether these resources |ead to improvements in students writing.

The study uses a mixed-method approach and included a pre-test and post-test for two groups. an
experimental group that worked with technological programs and a control group that was taught
using traditional methods only. The perceptions of the students and the observations of the
teachers were a so collected in order to understand how the students experienced the process. The
results show progress in the experimental group, especially in coherence, grammatical accuracy,
and paragraph structure. In addition, the students who participated stated that they feel more

confident when reviewing their texts and are more willing to correct errors spontaneously.

The research concludes that technology programs are a good aid for writing practice in the early
stages of teaching.

Key Words:. Educational Technology, Writing Skills, Second Language Learning
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INTRODUCTION

Learning aforeign language is along process that demands practice and mativation. In
Ecuador, many students begin English during their school years, but they often reach higher
education with weak writing abilities. Thissituation isvisible inthe A2 level classes at the
Instituto Superior Tecnoldgico del Austro, where students show difficulty organizing ideas, using
grammar correctly, and writing with clarity.

The staff at the Intitute is investigating other ways to help students develop their writing
skills. Recently, they have turned their attention to technology-based tools, which they could use
to create more writing opportunities for students outside of in-class settings. For instance, online
platforms, grammar checking tools, and writing applications provide students with a chance to
write at their own pace. Tools give instant feedback and direct students to see their errors and try
again.

The ingtitution has begun to incorporate these new digital toolsin the English program. Some
teachers advocate for students to use programs such as Duolingo, Grammarly, and other writing
software. Students feel more confident using the programs because they are easy to navigate and
provide assistance and supporting processes to notice and correct errors. However, there has been
limited research in the ingtitution to genuinely understand the efficacy of these toolsfor A2
students. This presents an opportunity to investigate whether the use of technology is genuinely
affecting students writing skills or if only a small changeis occurring.

Writing in English can be one of the most challenging skillsfor A2 students enrolled in the
Ingtitute at the Instituto Superior Tecnol6gico del Austro. Many students write short sentences and
rely on simple structure too much. In addition, students feel uncomfortable when asked to write
longer pieces of text. Teachers notice that these problems slow down their progress and make it
difficult for students to reach the level required by the program.

Although classes offer practice, there is sometimes not enough time for the group's needs to be
met. Some students are looking for additional assistance and may need support in grammar and

vocabulary. Therefore, technological programs are provided as val uable resources that may
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complement the work donein class. These programs provide students with additional
opportunities to write from home or from anywhere they feel comfortable.

Thereisinterest from teachers and administrators to see if these technological programs are
actualy making a difference. The ingtitute is putting time and resources behind the
implementation of digital tools, so it is necessary to know if these tools are making a difference. If
it can be established that these programs are actually instrumental in encouraging students writing
up to their goals, then it will be avaluable curricular addition. If they are ineffective, however, the
college will need to explore alternative programs.

The study is necessary because it investigates what happensto A2 students with technology
as opposed to without technology and provides evidence based solely on their performance. The
results may help aid teachersin determining the best strategies, and it may aid future
recommendations within the English program. Students who arein the A2 level at the Instituto
Superior Tecnolégico del Austro reliably encounter difficulties when they write in English. Many
are not able to express their ideas as effectively, and their multiple grammatical errors distort the
meaning of their sentences. Some students waste time thinking about how to start a text, and other
students avoid writing entirely because they don’t want to be wrong.

Teachers are reporting that these are repeated characteristics every semester. Even though
students get instruction, the processis slow. Limited class time limits the kind of individual
feedback that students need. Thereby, many students leave a course without getting to the level of
informed students by the end of the class.

As apotentia remedy, the use of technological programs has emerged to provide students

with additional practice and support. These programs will allow students to write more often and
get rapid feedback. However, it is still uncertain whether or not these programs provide
significant assistance to A2 students’ writing development. The institute has not completed
studies that compare students who use the program with students who do not use the program.
For this reason, the central issue of thisresearch isto determineif technological programs truly
help improve the development of writing skillsin A2 learners at the Instituto Superior
Tecnoldgico del Austro.

This study specifically assesses the influence that programs with technology may or may not

have on the writing development of A2 learners. Thereis an increasing use of digital toolsin
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educational settings, however, the evidence of their actual effects on writing development is still
unclear in this context. As such, the focus of the topic is on how technology programs benefit the
development of coherence, grammar accuracy, and organization of ideas in writing. The research
topic centers on the relationship between technology programs and the improvement of writing in
English language learners who are at level A2 at Instituto Superior Tecnolgico del Austro. This
study looksto seeif the continual and consistent use of technology programs aids students in
producing texts that are clearer in reader comprehension and ultimately more accurate in two
specific ways. The study object is A2 students who use technological programsto support their
writing performance, compared to students who receive traditional course instruction. The intent
of the study will be to observe real changesin student writing over the course of afull academic

period.

General Objective

To analyze the effects of technological programs on A2 students writing skills at the Instituto
Superior Tecnolégico del Austro.

Specific Objectives

1. Toidentify which technological programs are implemented in the English classes and what is
their role to promote writing practice.

2. To evaluate the writing performance of A2 students before and after using technological
programs.

3. Toanalyze what students think about using technologica programsto improve writing.

To give direction to the study and understand the possible relationship between technology
and writing skills, it isimportant to formulate a hypothesis. Thisideawill aso help to compare
the results of both groups of participants and assess the difference in performance that

technologica programs generate.

Hypothesis
Technological programs significantly enhance A2 students’ writing skills at the Instituto
Superior Tecnoldgico del Austro.
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In order to examine the relationship between technological programs and writing skills, it is
important to define the variables of the study. The variables will enable a more circular process of

analysis and organize the study.

Independent Variable
Technical programs utilized in the English course, such as writing interfaces, tools for

verifying grammar, and applications for interaction.

Dependent Variable

The writing abilities of A2 students, determined by cohesion, grammatical accuracy, lexical
and grammatical resourcefulness, and organization of ideas within their discourses.

Research planning cannot proceed without outlining the methods that will shape the research
process and resolve the research gquestions. The research employs both theoretical methods,
empirical tools, and some basic statistical methods that aim to answer the research questionsin
explicit terms concerning how technical programs may be affecting the writing of students
classified as A2. The theoretical component of this study was focused on an analysis of
documents and ideas put forth by several authorsin order to explain both the development of
writing and how technology could serve as a delivery method for language learning. This
provided context for the study in order to consider what we previously know about writing, as it
relates to technology.

Data was gathered from student surveys, and from student writing samples. The surveys
demonstrated student perceptions regarding technological program use, while the actual student
writing samples confirmed the author's observations of real changesin student writing.

The writing samples allow us to determine a comparison of student writing performance before
and after the use of the programs. Statistically simple descriptive numbers such as averages and
percentages were utilized to compare the results from the beginning of the study to the end of the
study. These numbers help to determine visible improvement, and impact of the use of
technological programs on A2 students writing abilities.

The research occurs at the Instituto Superior Tecnolégico del Austro, where A2 English
students attend classes during each semester. These students have similar backgrounds as they
have beginner writing skills and little experience using English in real situations. Many of these
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students struggle to organize ideas and use grammar applications while writing. This makes them
an adequate group to investigate how technological programs might aid in the writing process.
The population includes al A2 studentsin English courses at the institute, but the research works
with a smaller group to lessen the burden of analysis.

The sample is made up of 50 students drawn from the A2 groups, divided into two sections,
in order to compare their performance. One section works with technology programs during the
course, while the other ssimply has traditional instruction without digital resources. Since both
groups compl ete the same writing activity, it allows the researcher to compare their pre- and
posttask writing. The sample size meets the study's goals of being able to see differences between
the learners and their writing but is also manageabl e for data collection and retains richness. The
students identified for the research were also selected based on their attendance and availability,
allowing for the students selected to participate in the activities associated with the research.

This research can be considered descriptive and correlational insofar as it observes the
relationship between writing performance and technological programsfor A2 students. The
research will not control for all the external variables, but it will describe changes related to the
use of digital toolsin the English course. The descriptive part of the process behaves asalensto
depict the major features of the students writing, and the correlationa phase checks for possible
links between technological programs and writing enhancements. In a comparison group design,
the study provides greater clarity about group differences due to technol ogy.

The research also uses afield approach since the data is collected in situ (i.e., in the actual
classroom), directly from students, with the aim of understanding the programs performance in
real conditions and not only theoretically. The research istransversal in nature because the datais
collected in the same time period (i.e. one academic course), this makesit possible to compare the
students performance upfront and sometime later in the course. This study provides significant
contributions to the English program as an initiative that involves the education community as a
whole.

The main contributions include demonstrating real evidence of how technology programs
impact the writing development of A2 students. Many teachers use these tools but often do not
know the extent to which writing development occurs due to the use of technology programs. This

study gives much clearer evidence to support academic decisions. The research aso provides
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essential knowledge for teachers about which aspects of writing develop more easily with
technology, specifically in terms of grammar accuracy, coherence and/or vocabulary use.

The research provides afair perspective on the effects of technology by comparing two groups
with and without technology and makes it easier for the teacher to acknowledge if an individud
student isimproving because of the programs use, or through regular class activities.

Theresearch isaso of value to the ingtitute as awhole, as the ingtitute is discussing adding
more digital resources to the teaching process which they currently do not provide. Having
information from this study, the institute can decide whether to continue investing in the use of
technology programs, or if they need to start looking for new alternatives.

The study provides benefit to students too, as evidence might suggest that using digital tools
reduces one's anxiety when writing, and makes writing more accessible. For many A2 learners,
writing is a daunting task, but if they understand how technology can assist them in the writing
process, they may become increasingly motivated and confident while developing English writing
skills.

The research, by providing authentic information devel oped from an actual classroom
context, the study can aid other educational institutions that have similar contexts. It also provides
awelcome novelty to examine an area for which there are few studies that have explored
technologica programswith A2 level studentsin a higher education context. The results of this
investigation will be informative for researchers and educators in understanding the usefulnessin
follow up research, curriculum development, and designing new pedagogical responses for
beginner writers.

The organization of this research report occursin three main chapters that outline the
problem of the study, the theoretical background of the research, and the possible solution. The
first chapter outlines the general context of writing in the study, the problem the research wanted
to evaluate, the objectives, the hypothesis, the variables considered, and the overall structure for
the research. In short, it presents the conventional nature of A2 and why writing has been a
struggle for these students, along with the notion that technological programs may potentially
support the students improving their performance levels.

The second chapter explains the methodology followed to go through the process of

conducting the study. Thiswill include the various steps for collecting information, the
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instruments that were applied with the students, and how the findings were considered. The
second chapter also describes the diagnostic stage when the writing samples were collected and
the survey instruments that were applied to help understand the students context prior to being
involved in the lesson, so that the teacher had some perspectivesinto their overall level of writing
performance. This chapter shows the most important findings from the diagnostic process.

The third chapter introduces the proposal based on the results obtained. It explains how
technologica programs can be integrated into the writing instruction of A2 students and offers
practical ideas to support teachersin their classes. The proposal is validated through theoretical
and empirical elementsthat show its usefulness and relevance for the English program of the

institute.

CHAPTER 1: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

1.1. Previous Studies on Technological Programsand Writing Skills

Studies from various countries have examined the effectiveness of digital tools
for EFL writing. One set of studies has examined an example of automated writing
evaluation systems such as Grammarly. One random control trial looked at Chinese
university students who received Automated Writing Evaluation training used
Grammarly most of the time during a writing course. Results showed aclear gainin
task achievement, coherence, and language accuracy (Wei, 2023).

In another study with Indonesian EFL students, it was reported that the use of
Grammarly helped to decrease grammatical errors and improve the students
awareness of form although the authors found that free versions limited available
features (Dewi, 2022).

Other research has examined different digital writing tools designed to guide the
writing process step by step. A study with Thai university students evaluated the use
of Paragraph Punch and ProWritingAid and found significant improvement in
content organization, sentence structure, and mechanics, together with positive
attitudes towards digital feedback (Pitukwong, 2024)

In Egypt, a quasi-experimental study with primary school pupils showed that digital
tools used in a structured program produced a large effect size on EFL writing skills
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and also increased motivation to write in English (Ebrahim, 2024). These findings
indicate that technology is beneficial in terms of accuracy, but also engagement.
Gamified applications have also been discussed in recent research. One article that
appeared in the European Journal of English Language Studies examined Duolingo
activities, and found that the students who used the app had higher writing scores
when compared to a control group, with a greater increase in vocabulary range and
sentence formation (Gamal et a., 2025). Another article that was mentioned on
digita language learning using Duolingo stated that it could help develop listening,
speaking, reading, and writing skills when blended with activitiesin the classroom
and the teacher checks student's activities (Simsek, 2025).

Although research with secondary students has suggested that Duolingo use led
to increased linguistic proficiency, including orthographic control, when compared
with conventional instruction (Peléez-Sanchez, 2023).

Recent studies have also investigated other Al-based writing tools. A review on
writing programs such as Grammarly, QuillBot, and other similar applications
concluded that these writing applications can help students clarify their writing and
add cohesion and accuracy to their texts, but they may also lead to over-reliance
without teacher guidance (Marzuki, 2023).

Similarly, another study with Bangladeshi university EFL students claimed that

Al toolsto draft and revise their writing task with fairly positive perceptions, as these
tools provided quick feedback and suggestions that students could accept or reject
(Khan et al., 2024, cited in Kamarullah et al., 2024).
In the Latin American context, research with Ecuadorian high school students found
that learners perceived Al tools as useful for improving vocabulary and grammar in
English writing, but they also expressed worries about losing their own voicein the
text (Zahiga, 2025).

Overall, previous studies show a general tendency: technological programs can
support the development of EFL writing skills when they are integrated with clear
pedagogical goals and teacher guidance. They seem to help with grammar accuracy,

organization, and motivation in different contexts and educationa levels. At the same
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time, most of these studies focus on university or secondary learnersin other
countries, and only afew consider early intermediate learners similar to A2 level in
higher education programs.

Thisleaves a space for research in the specific context of A2 students at the
Instituto Superior Tecnologico del Austro, where technological programs are being

introduced but their impact on writing is still not clearly documented.

1.2. Writing Skillsin Second L anguage L earning

Writing in a second language usually grows slowly because learners haveto
deal with several demands at the same time. Some students try to express ideas and
discover that the words they know are not always enough. Some students are aware
of grammar rules, but they do not have the ability to use them appropriately when
they are writing. Teachers have often voiced that writing requires a different kind of
attention than does speaking or listening, especialy because students are forced to
stop, consider, and select what to write on the page. Hyland (2019) states that writing
includes cognitive, linguistic, and social components, adding complexity to a skill
that many students perceive as safe and easy.

When students reach A2 level, they can use basic communication, but at the
same time, writing still feels like an activity that takes added energy. Some language
learners are able, as an example, to produce basic sentences for you, but if they are
asked to construct a small paragraph, the students will backtrack or lose their point
along the way. This happens in many EFL settings. When ELL students, for
example, "look confident" while speaking systematic phrases, but when they are
asked to write, they become frozen. One of the challenges of writing, of course, is
needing to think about organizing your ideas before you can even use language.
Harmer (2015) discusses writing and how it is easier when the learner's process
includes stages like planning, drafting and revising, although thisis not always the
case when you are A2 learners. Instead, many A2 students just begin writing with an
assumption that whatever happens will be clear.

Furthermore, vocabulary isacrucia aspect of the development of writing.
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Nation (2013) indicates that vocabulary knowledge connects directly with writing
fluency and clarity. At A2 level, many students could be limited to using a narrow
range of very familiar words, restricting the range of expression they can convey in
their writing. When they try to convey avery simple situation, they may use the same
words repeatedly or oversimplify the message. We have had learnerstell us"l know
what | want to say, but | just don't know how to write it,” and this frequently comes
from our learners who come from learning environments where their input was
restricted in English. Without having enough words that are varied in use, the student
isunable to convey how ideas are related or add details to enrich the overall effect of
their text.

Another aspect of writing that is a challenge for A2 learnersis grammar. In
most cases they know some rules, but applying the rules of grammar cannot be done
consistently. One of the sources of difficulty comes from the requirement of
organizing ideas before getting started with language. Harmer (2015) points out how
writing is clearer when learners plan, draft, and revise, but A2 learners do not always
feel ready for that to occur. Many of them get on with just writing, hoping that,
whatever the result, it makes sense.

Vocabulary plays asignificant rolein writing development. Nation (2013) notes
that vocabulary knowledge is directly connected to writing fluency and clarity. At A2
level, many students use words that are familiar to them, so they can select from a
limited range of vocabulary resources. For instance, they may want to relate or
describe a simple situation, but end up repeating the same words or overly
simplifying the communication act. Many times students have conveyed to their
teachers, “I know what I want to say, but I don’t know how to write it.” This is a
common experience, and especially for learners who have come from educational
settings with limited English input. The lack of vocabulary variety will limit student
ability to describe relationships between ideas or add detail to create depth in the
writing.

Another area of writing that is challenging for A2 learnersis grammar. In many

cases, students know some simple rules, but do not consistently apply them.
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A purposeful approach to writing is also valuable. Brown (2014) found that students
write better when they know why they are writing, and who they are writing for.
However, many A2 students do not write in order to communicate because they are
only writing for the teacher assignment, without seeing the activity as requiring
communication purposes. Thislack of understanding attributes to low motivation and
quality of writing. A student who does not see meaning within an activity islikely to
write mechanically. Teachers of A2 students have tried to create straightforward
activities with personal significance, like focusing on aroutine or a place they know,
which help sometimes, but students still need time and support to write textually
accurate information.

Another area of writing has a component of emotion. Many learning feel
uncomfortable writing in a new language; some in general and some about their
error. There is also a sense of embarrassment or nervousness on the part of students
who are requested to share their work with the class. Writing is more obviousin
revealing gaps than speaking, sinceit is there on the paper. With writing, students
can't "fix" the gap as they can with speaking by quickly moving on. Lee (2017)
indicates that "affective factors shape students writing, and that anxiety regards to
writing can result in less accuracy or control. A2 students frequently use the phrase:
"I can think it in English but then | can't writeit." These feelingsindicate that writing
instruction must incorporate both technical guidance and support for emotion
connected to writing.

Revision is an important component of writing development. Students will
rarely compose something perfect on the first go. Thisis also true for advanced
learners. Ranalli (2018) shared that "revision is one gate" through which learners can
"reorganize ideas, select better lexical choices, and find grammatical errors."”
However, A2 writers often shun revising their writing because revision is associated
with "fixing everything," which can appear overwhelming. They are often confused
about how to identify their errors and confusion. Teachers can help by guiding even
A2 writers through small steps. For example, checking verb use first, then spelling

errors, and then the order of the ideasin just a few sentences. As the process of

La Universidad para todos




UBE UNIVERSIDAD ,
ﬁ, BOLIVARIANA TRABAJODE TITULACION
DEL ECUADOR

revising writing becomes ssimpler, students will start to feel more comfortable.
Exposure to models is another important factor. Early leveled learners benefit from
viewing models of short paragraphs. Not for copying the ideas or verbiage, but for
seeing how ideas flow from one sentence to another. Richards and Rodgers (2014)
explained that modeling allows learners to notice patterns that they can apply to their
own pieces of writing later. A2 students can observe how to compose a topic
sentence or how to connect ideas in afew lines with amodel paragraph. In the
absence of model paragraphs, learners sometimes produced pieces of writing that
made no sense. Numerous teachers report that students write in a manner similar to
how they think—a pattern of moving from one topic to another. Modeling will help
them to see writing is not merely a stream of thoughts to paper, but instead, writing
often has a shape.

The learning environment also shapes writing. Students that are often exposed
to English, beit reading, watching videos, or utilizing digital content, often write
with greater confidence because they have more input.

Krashen suggests that comprehensible input supports language acquisition, and
writing represents the language a learner has taken in. A2 studentsin limited
exposure to English programs often describe writing as the time they "touch™ the
English language and thisis alot of pressure. For this reason, teacherstry to include
writing or short reading tasks to support writing, athough students often feel
hesitant.

Writing is also tied to identity. Lantolf and Thorne explain that from practice of
expresssing themselves in a second language, learners build a"writer identity." A2
learners are just starting to build a"writer" identity and may still consider English as
something external, or somehow unapproachable. But as students write more, they
begin to take ownership of their writing and begin to build confidence, and can treat
writing like something they can contain. Some students amaze themselves when they
realize they are able to articulate asimpleideain away that is better than they would
have expected. This growth gives students more confidence in any future writing

task.
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Another consideration is that writing allows for a degree of reflection. Students
may not realize they understand a grammar point until they write a sentence, and
then discover it "sounds strange.” Writing allows learners to slow down writing
process and inspect the language more deeply. Ferris (2011) argues that writing
assignments demonstrate to teachers some of the particular areas of language learners
need to practice, and helps to inform instruction appropriately. For A2 learners,
writing can be used as diagnostic. Their errors alow teachers to understand what
grammatical points need further support, and what vocabulary sets students are
lacking altogether.

Writing also reflects expectations from the culture. In many contexts, such asin
Ecuador, students may receive very controlled instruction around writing. They tend
to respond in writing with short answers to questions, fill-in-the-blanks and tiny
paragraphs. They may never write anything substantive. Scholars have suggested that
for an emergent bilingual learners especially, every timethey are asked to write at a
higher level, it may be unfamiliar. Teachers may also note that rural studentswill be
less likely write comfortably than urban students due to social and educational
aspects of their backgrounds. These expectations drive behavior in writing in
English. Understanding these differences can help ingtitutions try to build out support
systems that speak to whatever student needs are. Ultimately, the act of writing
develops over time. As Hyland (2019) explains, writing development israrely linear.
Students may make advances in certain areas while grappling with challengesin
others. For example, A2 learners may feel comfortable using a vocabulary word but
struggle with idea organization on a paper. Or one week, they may show
improvement with grammatical accuracy and then next week, not. This fluctuation is
completely normal. Writing devel ops when learners write on aregular basis and have
guidance that is appropriate for their level of language competence.

The development of writing skillsin a second language involves much more
than grammar and sentence construction. It also entails aspects of emotion, identity,
exposure, organization and practice. For A2 learners, these elements can become

mixed in a complex manner and teachers should offer simple tasks to create guided
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opportunities for learners to write. Aswriting becomes a place of discovery and
exploration of language (and not just an obligation), learners can begin to grow more

organicaly intheir writing abilities.

1.3. Technology in Language L earning

Technology has steadily become a part of learning alanguage in everyday life,
not just because technology is around us, but because students also begin to feel that
learning in front of a screen feels somewhat more familiar than with a textbook.
Some learners have indicated they learn better when they can click, listen, or see
something move. Others feel more at ease because they are in practice and no oneis
watching them. Chapelle (2016) notes that technology provides learners with
additional ways of responding to language, and that those engagements may bolster
learning in different ways. Teachers who have worked with digital tools sometimes
are more aware that students participate more when the task is connected to the
digital world they are already engaged to.

Computer Assisted Language Learning, or CALL, has been well documented
during last few decades and at times people consider CALL to be technological in
nature. In many of our classroom contexts, CALL simply means using a computer to
write, check grammar, or undertake a small task. CALL is not about complicated
technology, it is more about designing smaller tasks that foster the learners ability to
utilize English with some degree of independence. CALL, as Chapelle (2016)
explains, is concerned more with learner engagement with the task, feedback, and the
system itself. The second language interaction at A2 level can seem more
approachabl e because the computer does not have judgements on the student as they
attempt to complete a task. Students are able to repeat atask in silence without
feeling self-conscious about their speaking ability.

Some teachers will use CALL to give students access to videos, writing tools,
online dictionaries, and reading passages. These tools are able to take the language
learning context out of the classroom and onto the computer. Warschauer (2011)

argues technology has given, “new opportunities for participation, and because
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participation is framed as a digital task, it does not seem as rigid.” The students have
sometimes written with more freedom using a digital document, compared to using
paper and a notebook, possibly because of the ability to eraseit easy, or to fix it
without making a mess with the pages. Teacherswill say that a sense of flexibility
hel ps students play around with language in minor ways.

Mobile technology aso playsacritical rolein EFL education. The phoneisa
part of every student’s daily life, and instead of taking phones away, many teachers
have begun using them as devices for learning. MALL, or Mobile Assisted L anguage
Learning, makes learning feel lighter because the students can practice anywhere.
Kukulska-Hulme (2020) states mobile learning may increase exposure to the
language in everyday spaces such as buses, hallways, or while waiting. For afew
final comments related specifically to mobile learning, some students are able to
compl ete short vocabulary tasks during short breaks, and, little by little these quick
practices help build confidence too. Below A2 especially benefits from mobile tasks
asthey often feel overwhelmed by longer assignments. Mobile apps to break the
learning process up into mini steps; a student may not yet feel ready to write awhole
paragraph, but, they can practice forming one or two clear sentences using a mobile
related task. These small activities contribute to later development of writing skills,
e.g., after alearner has begun to form clear sentences, they eventually find it easy to
combine two or three sentences into alonger text. Similarly, digital environments
support collaboration. Reinders and White (2016) explain that, " often technology
enables |earners to collaborate without being physically together, asthey can
synchronously work on the same document or project whilein adigital space,” (p.
391). For brief example, a student may write a simple sentence, and then their partner
inserts some extra details. This discussion between students, about a simple sentence
and their contribution, and we become aware of their emerging understanding of the
process of extending ideas. Thereis also the potential for teachers to add comments
in shared documents offering them an additional layer of support. Thiskind of
feedback feels more gentle because it comes across as a note instead of a correction

in front of everyone else.
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Another benefit of the digital toolsisrepetition. | don't think students get it
very often the first time. With technology, this does not feel like the same grind.
Apps and platforms often throw a little reward such as a sound, color, or something
else that validates that practice is going on, even if it never comes close to perfect.
AsWarschauer (2011) stated, learnerstend to repeat whatever task it isthey do more
depending on if they are using adigital tool. It isoften not that the desire to study
more, but the environment is more relaxed. A2 learners especially appreciate this,
since writing accuracy improves with repeated exposure. Every time they have
rewritten something, they see dlight improvements.

Thisalso gives adifferent kind of motivation. Studentstell me they feel more
“engaged” when they can click, hear, or receive immediate feedback. Motivation is
closely linked to writing development. Harmer (2015) states that when students are
motivated, they will take risks with the language, and this helps them develop. In
Ecuadorian classrooms, many students have difficult experiences with English. They
may have always felt English to be a stressful or confusing subject. When technology
enters the lesson, some of that anxiety goes away, and the students are more willing
to engage.

Another component of technology in language learning is autonomy. Benson
(2013) specifiesthat digital tools give students more choices about when they want
to practice and what tools work for them. A2 learners often do not feel confident in
their ability to write, but when technology allows them to practice while sitting
quietly at home or on their phone, they begin to engage with writing in English free
from judgement. For instance, a student may have the confidence to write a message
in English using awriting application that can suggest corrections. The learner
dowly reads the suggestions, tries writing again, and learns something new. This
learning isindividual and private, and many students say they feel safe to practice
alone before they include othersin their learning.

Solutions like technology provide away for learners to engage with authentic

language. Videos, blogs, short posts, smple websites, and subtitles all provide A2

students with exposure to English in away that feels more authentic. Krashen’s
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(2982) notion of comprehensible input has been linked to digital input because
technology offers a plethora of language input that students can engage with at their
own pace. For example, a student might watch a six-minute video in English, in
which they catch afew words that later appear in their writing. Even if the student
does not understand everything, some small parts of the vocabulary, or even a phrase
or two, remain. These small parts do influence writing.

A second related aspect is control. Digital tools alow learners to manipulate
settings, pause, low down avideo, or repeat atask. The fact that learners can control
the pace and adjust settings provides alevel of control that works to reduce anxiety.
A2 level learners will often say that in class everything goestoo fast, however with
technology they can slow it down, without interrupting the pace of others. Having
that sense of control seemsto allow students to work towards better writing. If the
student can work at the pace they need, they will gain confidence in a more natural
way. Technology also facilitates multimodal writing. Some learners understand
better when there are visual supports, audio supports, and some prefer text. Digital
tools allow for combining all of these forms of meaning. Godwin-Jones (2018)
proposes that multimodal resources help learners receive language input that reflects
their cognitive preferences for processing language. A learner may look at an image
and then try to get something down on paper. Another learner may listen to a short
audio clip and write a short summary following the audio. The multimodal
preferences/learning should allow A2 learners to connect meaning into language
more intuitively.

However, there are challenges when using technology. Some learners are not
focused or get distracted very easily, and teachers may need to prompt the thinking
and purposeful uses of tools. Others may tend to rely too heavily on grammar
checking and spelling apps and will not focus on their own thinking about the
structure of their writing. Reinders (2010) explainsthis is where technology isthe
best when teachers have a clear plan and prompt learners to consider the process. A2
learners need this prompting to reflect on their learning because they are still

building the mental habits needed to write in a second language. In the end, you must
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keep in mind that technology in language learning is not the solution. It isatool that
works aslong asit isintentiona. In Ecuador, for instance, teachers (including those
at the Instituto Superior Tecnolégico del Austro) frequently experiment with digital
activities as scaffolds for writing. Some of the experiments worked better than
others. However, one would surely agree that writing devel ops when students write
often, feel supported, and feel comfortable to take risks. Technology can provide a
way for these things to happen more easily and more naturally, particularly for A2

students who are still coming to grips with the basic principles of writing in English.

1.4. Technological Programsfor Developing Writing Skills

Writing proficiency at A2 level isgenerally slow to develop because the
learners are till developing the fundamental systems they need in order to express
their ideas with some degree of clarity. Students at thislevel display an
understanding of the most basic system of a language but become overwhelmed
when expected to turn their thoughts into written text. Numerous teachers identify
A2 writing as “...fragmented..." where even though ideas may be correct in
isolation, they do not atogether devel op a coherent message. Hyland (2019) notes
that early academic writers must navigate different competing demands at the same
time (i.e., vocabulary, grammar, coherence, and accuracy), which is what makes
writing one of the most challenging skills to develop in a new language.

One of the greatest challengesis alimited vocabulary. A2 learners typically
operate with alimited range of familiar vocabulary, making it challenging to express
more refined ideas. Nation (2013) outlines the relationship between vocabulary size
and writing fluency and idea development. When learners do not have the lexical
variety they need, they tend to repeat their same words or oversmply ideas. A
student might want to describe a memory or aroutine but are able to break the whole
thing down to very basic structures. This makes the writing feel flat, and sometimes
students feel frustrated when they cannot say what they really want to say. As
teachers often observe, students seem to know ideas in their language but cannot
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"trandlate” their complexity into English because they are missing terminology.

A second magjor challengeis accuracy with grammatical forms. An A2 learner
usually knows the rulesin principle but, when writing, forgets or confuses structures.
Richards and Schmidt (2010) identify that a student's grammatical knowledgeisin
part a concern of form, meaning, and use - rarely do students juggle these three
aspects simultaneously. Common errorsinclude verb form confusion, dropped
endings, misplaced adverbs, and incorrect word order. Many A2 learners write as
they speak, writing sentences that may sound naturalifiable in their language, but not
in English. Once the text consists of several of these forms of errors, the messageis
increasingly confused and the student begins to lose confidence. Some |learners state,
| "understand grammar in class', yet struggle to produce their own writing.

Coherence and cohesion present an additional significant challenge as well.
Early-stage writers frequently produce sentences that do not connect well with each
other. Hyland (2019) observes that inexperienced writers do not create the flow of
logica sequencein their writing, which leads to writing in which no two sentences
create a relationship with each other. An example of an A2 paragraph might begin to
resemble alist of unrelated ideas. Students do not often use linking expressions as
they fear they will not use them properly. They then opt not to use them at all, which
results in a "choppy” writing style, even when the ideas of the writing are
appropriate. While teachers encourage students to use simple connectors to add
coherence, Learners still need repeated contact before they can use them naturally.

Another challenging feature is to devel op the structure of paragraphs. A2
learners are till in the process of figuring out what a paragraph is supposed to look
like. Some learners write three short sentences and think this is sufficient. Others
write avery long sentence that involves a compendium of ideas, but no punctuation
whatsoever. Harmer (2015) states that inexperienced writers require small models
and clear guidance on building topic sentences and the expansions thereof. Without
this degree of guidance, students often drift in and out of ideas, or they stop writing
altogether claiming, "they have nothing more to say." Thus, writing itself, becomesa

mechanical activity rather than a process of writing in the advent of exploration.
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Spelling can present its own complications. A2 learners may mix up similar-
looking words, or have difficulty with theirregularities of English spelling. For
learners whose first languages have more predictable or transparent spelling
conventions, the orthography of the English language can be a source of stress. Many
Ecuadorian students previoudy attended school where there was minimal exposure
to English, and where the curriculum included memorizing isolated vocabulary lists.
These experiences carry forward into their writing practice. Students can confidently
articulate aword orally, and yet struggle to reproduce its correct spelling in writing.
Their difficulty with spelling can ruin their confidence to write because they fed the
writing "looks wrong" even before another person readsit.

In addition, anxiety has a significant role in writing difficulties. According to
Lee (2017), "emotional factors' influence writing performance, especially in students
who are still building their linguistic foundation. A2 students often have the
additional fear of failing or being judged. Writing more clearly expresses errors
because it is written down and preserved on the page. When a student is speaking,
errors disappear quickly, but the errors stay on the page when a student is writing.
Many students will share that a blank page looks overwhelming because they do not
even know how to begin. Some students spend an extensive amount of time trying to
write a"perfect” sentence, thereby not finishing the writing task. This sense of
perfectionism, compounded with insecurity, compounds the writing process and
dowslearners writing development. Writing fluency is another area where A2
students have difficulty. Fluent writing involves automatic control of basic
structures, but language learners at the A2 level have not developed this automaticity
yet. Brown (2014) argues that fluency develops through occurrence with meaningful
repetition, but often students do not write at all outside of class activities. Writing is
fluency practice to improve capacity and comfort to move from one ideato the next,
and without regular writing, learners cannot develop the speed and comfort write
fluidly. Instead, they write slowly and pause after each word to think about grammar
or spelling, hindering smooth writing while producing texts with simple structures

and limited growth.
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Another difficulty comes from writing patterns transferring from the first
language. Some will apply Spanish punctuation rules to English. Some will write
long sentences, because the organization of clausesin Spanish is more flexible than
English. Lantolf and Thorne (2006) describe how learners will transfer their cultural
and rhetorical patternsfrom L1 and useit in L2. When teachers, or myself, evaluate
the writing of A2 students, we see students using commas where in English a period
is expected. Some A2 students do not use periods because they think periods break
the "flow." In short, L1 transfer and behavior is present in the writing of young
learners. Interpreting feedback also presents challenges. While teachers provide
written feedback, A2 learners sometimes do not understand the comments or do not
know how to respond to them. Ferris (2011) indicates that learners require clear and
simple guidance to improve their writing. However, when classes and writing are
large, teachers cannot always explain the comments to individual students and
students may become confused about how to revise. This may lead studentsto revise
the sentences but not to fully understand the error in the sentences. When students
are confused by the feedback and revision, it can cause them to repeat the same
mistakes in the future or due to lack of usage, their writing quality may decline over
time.

Another issue faced by A2 learnersisalack of exposure to written English.
Krashen (1982) argues comprehensible input is necessary for language devel opment
and writing will improve when students are reading frequently. Y et, many A2
studentsin Ecuador rarely read in English, usually only short passagein their
textbooks. If folio students are not reading, they do not see instances of authentic
writing and therefore do not internalize any patterns. The upshot is that less reading
will restrain the learner’s development of more accurate and varied written language.
When students read even simple texts, the quality of their writing usually gets better
because they begin noticing patterns in sentence structure, combinations of
vocabulary, and the use of punctuation.

Cognitiveload is dso part of the issue. A2 writers must simultaneously think

about grammar, vocabulary, spelling, meaning, and coherence. Richards and Rodgers
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(2014) state that writing involves the simultaneous engagement of a number of
different processes, and that requires mental effort. For A2 students, the required
effort can seem too much, which leads to slow writing and many errors. Sometimes
teachers notice that students simply freeze after writing two sentences, ssmply
because their brain feels “too full.” This is not an indicator of the students’
intelligence, per se, but rather when writing becomes overwhelming, it is a natural
part of the developmental process of writing.

Every dynamic with students must be considered, including environmental
factors. Some students do not have a quiet place to sit down to write or accessto
good technology to complete a writing task. Other students have ajob or take care of
their family and writing becomes another thing to hurry up and do during the day
rather than atime of focus. In Ecuadorian contexts, teachers regularly mention that
many students work and study, which makes it hard for those students to focus on
their writing skills, affecting writing practices. If they do not have access to steady
writing practice, their writing progress will slow down. To conclude, the challenges
of writing also intersect with the idea of identity. When students feel disconnected
from English, they struggle to develop the confidence to express themselves. A2
students are still devel oping the foundations of who they are as English writers.

Some students view English only as a subject they are required to pass and are
not aware that, as (Lantolf and Thorne, 2006) note, identity playsakey rolein
language use, which connects to when students respond that English does not
connect to their lives. Writing can feel like a mechanica exercise when Englishis
not connected to students' lives and has no personal importance. However, when
students begin to find personal significance in writing in small ways, their writing
beginsto look more *authentic* as the writing becomes more clear.

In summary, A2 learners face combination of linguistic, emotional, cognitive,
and environmental factors that influence the devel opment of their writing. These
factorsare all part of the A2 learner journey, but experience and guidance will assist
them learning of writing, and they will have regular chancesto practice, and use, the

writing process tools in meaningful ways, while being supported. Recognizing these
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factorswill allow programs and institutions to design and devel op better supports for
learners to write more confidently, and create more text with more accuracy. Writing
will still be viewed as a challenge at times, but with some support, A2 learners will

create the foundations to express their text in clearer ways over time.

1.5. Writing Development at A2 Level

Writing at A2 level typically progressesin small increments. Students at this
stage are starting to move from writing simple, standal one sentences to writing short
paragraphs with some logic to them. The shift does not happen overnight. Many
students have said that it still feels like writing is a slow process for them because
they are considering every single sentence before writing. Harmer (2015) points out
that writing development at lower levelstakes alot of contact with the structures that
students are familiar with, vocabulary recycling, and opportunities for practice under
no obligation. A2 learnerstend to demonstrate progression that feelsirregular, but
that is part of the process. One day they write a clear paragraph, but the following
week they struggle again with grammar or vocabulary. Teachers become
accustomed to this shift.

A key aspect of writing progression at A2 level is gaining control over smple
sentence patterns. Students start to rely on subject-verb—object patterns, whichis
certainly normal at this stage. Nation (2013) says that we can talk about writing
fluency when learners feel comfortable producing predictable patterns of writing.
The more automatic those patterns become, the position more students can occupy
thinking about meaning. All of this makes writing feel somewhat burdensome
without automaticity. A2 learners regularly take pauses to think through where to
place averb or if the noun requires an ending. It slows them down in their writing,
but the repetition presented in the classroom helps them internalize patterns over
time.

The growth of vocabulary is a significant factor associated with the process of

writing. Students often possess a limited range of words and phrases which resultsin
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repetitive or naive text. With new vocabulary, they begin to articulate ideas with
more detail, and according to Peléez-Sanchez (2023), vocabulary growth relates
directly to writing quality through the learner's expanded expressive repertoire. For
A2 learners, vocabulary development occurs through reading short texts, completing
digital tasks, and practicing simple descriptive writing. The students make small
shifts to slightly more specific vocabulary words (for example, "near,” "quiet,”
"Interesting," "during," "expensive") rather than relying on the same genera
vocabulary, and these shifts permit the learners to construct fuller sentences and to
add layers of detail to make the writing more meaningful.

Grammar development also concurrently influences the traditional writing
progress. A2 students are also learning to produce different forms of verbs, including
present ssimple, past simple, and some basic continuous forms. Richards and Schmidt
(2010) mention that grammatical development devel ops with more practice and
feedback. However, writing development is not limited to correct forms; it isaso
about the application of those formsin a manner that can be understood inside a
paragraph. At thislevel, it istypical for studentsto mix tenses because they are
invested in communicating the idea rather than in selecting the proper form. EFL
teachers often encounter sentences like “Yesterday I go to the park and I am play
with my cousin.” The error demonstrates that the learner understands meaning but is
not yet proficient in the grammar. With assistance, students begin to notice some of
these errors, and they are able to start correcting them more independently.

Additionally, A2 writing development is also about linking ideas. Hyland
(2019) notes that coherence devel ops when learners comprehend how one sentence
relates to another. Indue, at this stage learners begin to experiment with ssmple
linking words, like “and,” “but,” “because,” “then,” and “so.” In combination,
teachers often prompt connected writing to prevent learners from formulating a list
of unconnected sentences. When learners are constructing short narratives or
descriptions, the writing is beginning to take form. They discover that a paragraph
should have a main idea, which is generally followed by details that support this
central idea. At first, this construction feels complicated. Some A2 learners will add

La Universidad para todos




UBE UNIVERSIDAD ,
ﬁ, BOLIVARIANA TRABAJODE TITULACION
DEL ECUADOR

connectors almost anywhere while other A2 learners will use the same connector in
every sentence. However, with more exposure and practice they begin to use these
connectors back into writing with more confidence and naturally.

Another important aspect of writing development is confidence. Many A2
learners feel anxious when writing because they are afraid of making mistakes.
According to Lee (2017), affective factors contribute to writing quality, particularly
at lower levels. Students who have confidence write more freely. Teachers have
contributed that when learners stop thinking about “perfect grammar,” they are better
able to expressideas. Confidence often develops from low stakes writing such as
short messages, personal reflection, and descriptions of places familiar to the student
because they can write without the fear of being evaluated. When alearner can see
they can convey meaning with practice and even with some errors, a student begins
to gain trust in their ability to improve. The development of writing also needs to be
accompanied by consistent and frequent reading. Krashen (1982) indicates that
reading provides necessary input required to work on writing. A2 learners who read
more often, regardless of the fact that the text is simple, show patterns of developing
better sentence structure, more vocabulary range, and even better understanding of
how ideas are flowing together. Short stories, dialogues, and online articles offer
learners examples of naturally occurring writing. Even if learners do not fully
understand all words, they are still acquiring patterns that will later be used in their
writing. Additionally, teachers have expressed that students who read even
minimally each week become better writers than just writing frequently and never
reading.

Proofreading is another critical stage at thislevel. It iscommon for A2 students
to see writing as a one-shoot attempt. They finish writing a paragraph and consider it
isdone. However, Ranalli (2018) makesit clear that revision isimportant when
building writing skills asit facilitates thinking critically about one's writing choices.
At the A2 level, revisionistypically teacher-directed. At times, the teacher will ask
students to check for verbsfirst, then punctuation, and is usually followed by clarity.

With practice, students begin to notice their own mistakes while revising, indicating
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growth in metalinguistic awareness. Also, some students become accustomed to
using digital toolsto receive feedback, which is aso conducive to the revision habit.

Writing development at the A2 level isaso areflection of the learning
environment. Many learnersin Ecuador come from contexts where their only
exposure to English language learning occurred through English classes with afocus
on grammatical constructions. When they enroll in a higher education English
program they realize writing is more than memorizing a set of grammatical rules. It
takes quite a bit of planning to assist students in moving from a controlled writing
task (fill in the blank) to freer writing (a paragraph). This take time. Asthey read
different passages in English, and watch videos, students begin to experience input
that isrequired for writing development. Godwin-Jones (2018) indicates that heavy
multimodal environments provide supports for early writing since learners use visual
and/ or auditory cues to develop meaning. Technology plays an important rolein
writing development. Tools such as Grammarly, Google Docs, Duolingo and etc. or
simply writing apps can provide learners with a means to write more frequently and
receive prompt feedback. The factor of instant feedback supports studentsin
observing patterns, and suggestions to help make revisions. Wei (2023) discovered
that students using computerized feedback applications demonstrated better
coherence, accuracy and fluency in their writing, over the course of one semester.
This consistency iskey for A2 learners. The more feedback students receive, the
more they start to feel at ease with writing in various aspects.

Finally, one aspect of writing development is learner identity. Many A2 writers
arein aprocess of development of an identity as an English writer. Lantolf and
Thorne (2006) note that writing development are acts of personal expression and
cultura negotiation. When students feel that English is somehow part of their
academic writing lives, they can at least entertain the notion of English asan
achievable act rather than a scary act. When students make sense of writing, for
example, they can write with their memories, with their families, with their goals,
they can experience ownership over the language. The emotiona element helps

validate their writing. The progress of writing does not follow alinear path. Hyland
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(2019) encourages readers to remember that learning can be messy. A2-level learners
may move forward, regress in progress, recognize new errors, and subsequently,
move forward again. Teachers and educators who experience this cycle often provide
ongoing, meaningful support based on realistic expectations. They understand that
A2-level learners can develop quality writing, but only if they have enough time and
practice of substantial amounts. Writers at the A2 level even exhibit small degrees of
progress—such as using a new connector, writing alonger paragraph than the last
time, or using a verb correctly—each of these are small markers of improvement.
Broadly speaking for learners at the A2 level, writing is about developing more
vocabulary, qualifying grammatical formsto convey meaning better, developing
coherence between ideas, developing confidence in writing, developing reading
habits, developing revision habits, and developing an identity. All of these
components interact with each other. Even small, incrementa stepsthat learners
make towards progress in writing help to build afoundation for writing skills as they
continue to develop. With time, support, and regular practice, A2 learners can write
more clearly, and convey ideas that seem fuller and more meaningful when writing
in English.

1.6. Importance of Supporting Writing Development in A2 Learners

Itisvital that writing development is supported at the A2 level because thisis
the stage that paves the way for later academic and professional communication.
Initiative in support of students writing often begin early. At the onset of their
learning journey, students may view writing as something that is just getting words
down on paper. But before long, students recognize that the writing process requires
planning, organization, clarity, and precision. Harmer (2015) emphasizes that writing
is often taught early on, and this early instruction is what students will bring to more
cognitively demanding tasks later. If students receive sufficient writing support a a
low A2 level, students will bring these writing habits with them to higher levels of
proficiency. When more proficient students do not have the writing skills established
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prior, and do not receive the benefits of explicit instruction, students will likely enter
high proficiency levels with continued gaps that create very challenging experiences
in the teaching and learning of writing at the advanced level.

Writing support at thislevel is also extremely important in that it can help
students develop their confidence. Many students at the A2 level often experience a
fear of writing when presented with a blank page. Students often spend unnecessary
time worrying about making mistakes or feel socially uncomfortable writing ssmple
sentences. Lee (2017) surmised that students response to early writing anxiety isto
limit their participation and behave in less-risky ways. With supported writing tasks,
supported feedback conversations, and writing activities where students can write
without judgement, students will then begin to recognize that they can express
themselvesin an even important dynamic in their English language devel opment.

Developing confidence isincredibly important. Once students feel that they are
able to express themselves, they will write even more, which, through the writing
processisimportant for further developing writing skills. Promoting A2 writing aso
hel ps |earners recognize writing as a process. Many learners are accustomed to
thinking about writing as one-step practice where they come up with afinal version
of something they wrote. Ranalli (2018) proposes that teaching writing as a process--
planning, drafting, revising, and editing--contributes to the devel opment of
metacognitive skills. While at A2 the writing processis still somewhat new to
students, they benefit from modeling and simpler applications of this process. When
teachers scaffold and guide learners through the revision process, learners begin to
see writing as flexible, as something that develops. This mindset alleviates the
immediate pressure of "getting it right the first time" and makes writing seem more
useful and worthwhile.

Another rationale for supporting writing development isits relationship to
reading. Krashen (1982) suggests that writing improves when learners frequently
read and devel op the awareness of how language works. However, many learners at
the A2 level do not have strong reading practices already. When ateacher provides

reading along with writing, learners can begin to integrate the structures of language
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together. For example, reading short paragraphs can help learners notice how to
expect ideas to flow together, how to punctuate, and how vocabulary will represent
patterns in language. Without reading, writing can remain routine and mechanical, as
opposed to feeling natural. It isasif support writing, we are related supporting
reading because the two promote one another. Another reason writing support is so
important isto grow vocabulary. As Nation (2013) points out, vocabulary knowledge
increases through repetition in a meaningful way, and writing gives arich amount of
repetition. When students are at an A2 level, for example, they have learned ssmple
words but may not use them in extended writing. Writing tasks given to teachers that
are guided, for example: descriptions, stories, collection of routines, indicated what
the teacher was looking for in the vocabulary. The ability to apply vocabulary across
tasks, not ssimply from memory becomes sorely even more important. Over time,
students were able to use vocabulary in ways that improved control of vocabulary as
they wrote more clearly and with more expression, for English language learners.
And another important aspect is coherence. Many A2 |learners can write correct
sentences, but linking these sentences in a coherent way can be a challenge. Hyland
(2019) indicates that the writing development process includes learning how to
structure ideas together, create flow, and identify logical relationships. Teaching A2
learners how to use simple connectors (e.g. then, because, also and but) isan
important step in helping students see the text as awhole. If students do not receive
thisinstruction, they will still be able to write. But, they will still writein segments.
In contrast, with guidance, students will be writing short but coherent paragraphs.
Thisis an outcome towards A2 writing at this level. Assisting with development of
writing skills at the A2 level also prepares learners for academic demands
In higher education learners are regularly required to write for exams, reports,
reflections, and research tasks. Students who do not have basic writing foundations
may not be able to participate fully in academic environments. Writing, is often
irrespective of academic environment, is more than alinguistic skill, but isa
cognitive skill, tied to thinking, as Brown (2014) stated, to resolve problems and be
able to use critical thinking. Providing A2 learners with the opportunity to build
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writing skills hel ps provide them with the tools they need to succeed in future
academic contexts. It is also development in writing alows learnersto... to explan
ideas, support an argument, and reflect on their thinking, all critical for higher-level
work.

Expectations based on culture also support why writing supports are important.
For example, in many schools in Ecuador, writing instruction provides opportunities
for short responses and grammar exercises. Students do not engage in longer pieces
of writing until they are in (or often after they have entered) higher levels (in
elementary or secondary schoal). At that point, they will be asked to write
coexistently after frameworks or writing to communicate in clear paragraphs or
express preferences of statements of feelings, or processes. Students who do not get
this A2 level support feel lost. Godwin-Jones (2018) points out that connectivity in
digital and multimodal environments makes these practices out there in the mind, and
within these environments provide models for situations and prompts for writing, or
spaces that allow students to write that feel more in line with their prior knowledge.
Providing, supports for writing, could preparing learners for academic cul tures that
her write condition, during academic purposes. Writing additionally helps with
boosting accuracy. Students may grasp grammar rules, but they only truly learn how
those rules function in real language when they engage in writing. Ferris (2011)
states that writing reveal s gaps that may not been seen in an oral activity. If learners
are practicing writing at an A2 level, teachers can observe a pattern of errors and
provide guided instruction. In this case, writing has a diagnostic purpose. If teachers
do not provide writing support early on, students will continue to demonstrate these
types of errors at more advanced levels, making improvement much more
challenging. Early intervention will help learners address issues with the rules when
the problems are more manageable.

Another reason to provide writing support is the devel opment of a personal
voice. Aslearners move toward A2 level writing, they begin to realize how they
want to sound in English. Lantolf and Thorne (2006) contend that the task of learning

alanguage imposes itself as an identity formation. When students write about topics

La Universidad para todos




UBE UNIVERSIDAD ,
@l BOLIVARIANA TRABAJO DE TITULACION
DEL ECUADOR

that are less unfamiliar- family, experiences, preferences- they are consciously aware
of how they need to sound or are at least figuring out how to sound in English. This
process has an important impact on their ability to relate to English. Writing no
longer feels like a strange complication, but rather, a composition that they have
control over. When we provide writing support, we are really trying to protect and
develop thisidentifying voice. Support for writing also helps build autonomy.
Benson (2013) found that learners devel op when they seize learning. Writing tasks
can promote autonomy in students because writing is an act of making choices - in
all cases, students are making choices. what word (to use), how to organize their
ideas, how redraft (to change) their writing. Even though the decisionsan A2 level
learner makes, mights appear simple, the process of developing autonomy is
important. If learners are given recommended forms of structured support, then
autonomy begins when learners see writing as a process that they have control over,
and they eventually begin to write without support. This independence prepares
learners for when they must undertake longer writing tasks that include fewer
opportunities for support from the teacher.

Technology has played alarge role in supporting writing. Tools for writing
support like Grammarly, Google Docs, and Duolingo provide learners ongoing
feedback and practice. Wei (2023) noted that students who received automated
writing feedback focused on using it over several months, and their writing improved
with respect to accuracy and organization. For A2 learners, feedback provides a
"real-time" opportunity to witness the error at the time it is committed. Typicaly, the
teacher will be focused on more advanced writing issues like coherence, instead of
constantly responding to all the grammatically correct writer's commentary to focus
the teacher instead on efficiency of communication and organization. Writing
development for the A2 student also brings technology and human instruction and
content to create a balanced approach. Lastly, it isimportant to support A2 writing
development because writing fosters chances for "real” communication. Even at

lower levels, students can write messages, describe their routines, and share short

anecdotes. Therefore, when learners do even small writing tasks, they are beginning
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to see English asatool for real communication. Harmer (2015) asserts that
meaningful writing tasks can engage students and make learning more memorable.
When students write about things that they care about as part of their communicative
experiences, the language isintegrated into their lives, and it is not just another
subject in school.

In conclusion, supporting writing development at an A2 level isimportant for
linguistic, cognitive, emotional, academic, and personal reasons. A2 learners require
support to develop their accuracy, fluency, coherence, vocabulary, revision practices,
and confidence as writers. When a teacher spends time in the early stages of a
learner's writing development, they are helping students devel op the tools and
foundation they need to move on to more accomplished writing. Furthermore, this
support can also shape the way learners view writing, how they express themselves,

and how they develop their English.

1.7. Theoretical Approaches Supporting Technology Use

The utilization of digital toolsin language learning existsin coherence with a
number of theoretical frameworks that help to explain the reasons technology can
make learning more relevant to A2 learners. These frameworks are not new, but their
alignment with technology has become significantly more apparent in the past
number of years. A teacher who has worked with a digital program will often reflect
back that students are contributing more, feel safer trying new language, and develop
writing practices they did not have before. The following theories help explain how
thisispossible.

One of the most important theories that supports the use of technology isthe
Sociocultural Theory. Vygotsky's research was accomplished many years before
computers were invented. Nonetheless, it builds a substantial platform for
understanding how tools mediate learning. Lantolf and Thorne (2006) state that
learning is social and occurs in the zone of proximal development, through mediation
from tools, people, and cultural practices. Therefore, the usage of technological tools

such as Google Docs or some writing apps meaningfully act as mediators to expand
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student production of language. The device, in turn, aso becomes a part of the
learning environment. An A2 learner, who may fedl timid writing on paper, often
have greater confidence to type, asthe digital tool takes the pressure off, and offersa
space for potential revision. This connects with the concept of the Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD), which indicates that students are capable of achieving higher
levels through assistance. Technology provides aform of "scaffold" that can help
students finish tasks they would not normally be able to complete alone.

Another very strong theoretical foundation is Krashen's Input Hypothesis.
Krashen (1982) states that |earners need comprehension input that isjust dightly
above their level, and technology supplies the input in terms of videos, short
readings, interactive tasks, and digital prompts. Thisis especially beneficial for A2
learners and pre-intermediate learners as they can pause the input, replay it, Sow it
down, or repeat it. Greater control of input options reduces anxiety and gets students
to focus workflows and ultimately to processing the language in away that feels
more personal and manageable.

For writing specifically, input is essential. The more students are watching short
videos or reading posts written in smplified English, the more exposure they are to
patterns of vocabulary and structures of sentences that they will replicate in their
writing. The more input processed the easier the writing process.

Swain's Output Hypothesis (1995), is another theoretical framework that
supports the use of technology. Swain indicates that learners devel op language when
they are compelled to produce output and notice issues in their expression.
Technology creates many opportunities for output—writing a short text message,
completing adigital task, editing a sentence, or responding to a prompt. Once a
student writes a sentence and a tool like Grammarly flags an error, student becomes
aware of the gap that exists between what they were aiming to produce and what the
language requires. This noticing allows learners to adjust and improve. Noticing is
especially important at A2 level since many learners do not have automatic control

over grammar or structure yet.
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Another relevant perspective is Constructivism, which prioritizes that learners
progress knowledge when they actively engaged. Bruner (1996) and later Jonassen
(1999) maintained that learners obtain a deeper understanding of concepts when they
mani pulate information, explore problem, and/or create reasoning or make decisions.
Technology supports constructivist learning by sending opportunities for
collaborative learnersto discover language in an interactive environment. For
exmaple, writing apps, collaborative documents and digital storytelling/broadcast
apps enable A2 students to make choices, explore ideas, characters, and sequences,
revisit ideas, clarify and revise of assignments, and reflect on the task. A focus on
writing as an exploratory activity and not just the end product affords learners
exposure and engage with more, and deeper, decision making processes. Through
these experiences, students become more engaged, reflective, and learn to internalize
language forms. Cognitive theories support the role of technology. Working memory
iskey for writing. Baddeley's model, while not focused on language acquisition,
helps to explain why writing may be hard for an A2 learner. The writer must keep in
mind vocabulary, grammar rules, the organization of ideas, and spelling. Technology
can help reduce some of the load on working memory. In fact, when alearner is
typing rather than handwriting, the cognitive load shifts from physically writing to
coming up with ideas. Using technologies that prompt or offer suggestions reduce the
reliance on working memory. Ferris (2011) pointed out that some cognitive support
isimportant in the early stages of writing development, and digital tools do provide
that support since they allow the student to go step by step in the writing process.

Another important theoretical framework related to technology is the theory of
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL). Chapelle (2016) points out that
technology for language learning should facilitate interaction, feedback, and
engagement in meaningful tasks. Likewise, an A2 learner needs feedback to avoid
being fossilized in hisor her errors. The use of technology such as Grammarly,
Google Docs comments, or other types of checkers allows learnersto receive
feedback in real time, which may not always be possible for the teacher with large

classes. Thisaligns with Chapelle'sideason CALL tasks needing to offer
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opportunities for learners to notice gaps, then receive feedback, and ultimately
modify their output. The use of technology keeps the conditions steady for the
learner.

Motivation theories also help explain how technology supports studentsin their
learning. Deci and Ryan put forth the Self-Determination Theory in 1985, which
outlinesthree critical elements motivation: competence, autonomy, and rel atedness.
Digital tools, by nature, often help students develop a more sense of competence,
because they receive feedback quickly and without fear of judgment. Digital tools
also help devel op autonomy, asthey typically provide students with opportunities to
practice and review individually, at their convenience. Most apps and platforms offer
small goals, reward mechanisms, and visible progress indicators. These help learners
feel aboost in motivation to participate in the writing task or writing process. Thisis
especialy beneficia for A2 learners, who tend to feel insecure with their language
ability. When writing tasks feel fun or more manageabl e, students are more likely to
joinin or be engaged and devel op more steadily.

Another theory that supports the use of technology within the context of
writing; is Multimodality and the work of Kress (2010). Asserts that meaning is
developed through many modalities, not just text, for example, visual, audio, and
interactive modes. Digital environments support multimodal |earning, as these
modalities exist side-by-side. A2 learners regularly exploit images, sounds, videos,
and text together; this consolidation of modes facilitates connections between ideas.
Writing processesin the digital age is no longer characterized by text-based syntax;
rather thereisalarger pool of exposure of input from which the writing would grow.
Students often write more confidently when they are presented with visuals, as
visuals prompt ideas to write about. A bygone conceptuaization by Godwin-Jones
(2018) states that multimodal environments facilitate comprehension and support
writing development by providing learners various entry points into language.
Interactionist theories also provide support for using technology. Long's Interaction
Hypothesis (1996) suggests that |earners devel op language when interacting in

meaningful exchanges. Digital environments afford |earners the opportunity to
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collaborate when they are not in the same physical space. A2 learners could
comment on one another's writing, engage in editing a shared document, or
participate in a message board. These interactions provide opportunities for them to
negotiate meaning, ask questions, and clarify ideas, which can enhance writing.

L earners also receive models from peers during collaborative writing online, which
can influence their writing decisions as well.

Finally, there are 21st Century Skills Frameworks that indicate the importance
of digital literacy for today's learners. Organizations like UNESCO (2021) argue that
students need to develop technological, cognitive, and communicative competences
to participate effectively in the contemporary world. Writing through technol ogy
allows learners to devel op these skills naturally and at the same time. When students
write emails, fill out digital forms, or create online texts they are learning how
writing operates in real-life contexts. When supporting technology use in A2 writing,
it is not only about language development, but also about supporting students as
learnersin order to write digitally in their lives, at work, and in educational contexts.
In general, the theoretical frameworks that underpin the use of technology -
Sociocultural Theory, Input and Output Hypotheses, Constructivism, CALL
principles, cognitive load theory, frameworks for motivation, multimodality, and
interactionism - demonstrate that digital tools are going beyond being an additional
element; these tools are part of the way language is learned. Technol ogy provides
scaffolding, feedback, input, autonomy, and interactivity. For A2 learners, these five
elements are critical to help support them on their way to developing early writing
confidence and competence in the second language. When technology useis
grounded in theory, it is more pedagogically meaningful and benefits learners’

growth in ways that traditional instruction cannot always facilitate.
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CHAPTER 2. METHODOLOGY FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
RESEARCH AND DIAGNOSTIC STUDY

This chapter explains the methodol ogical route followed to explore how
technologica programs influence the writing development of A2 students. The idea
isnot only to describe procedures but also to show why each methodol ogical
decision made sense in areal classroom. Several authors have discussed the use of
technology in language learning along with the advantages and possible limitations
of using it in practice. Chapelle (2016) describes the role of digital tools asthe
mediatorsin language tasks since they provide the supports that learners may not
receive in traditiona instruction. This concept influenced some of the decisions that
were made for the current study, especially how the variables were defined and

measured.

Conceptualization and Oper ationalization of Variables

The research has two principa variables: the independent variable is the use of
technology programs, and the dependent variable is the devel opment of the writing
skills of A2 students. The two variables were based on theories around learning
being mediated and a gradual process. Vygotsky’s sociocultural perspective quote by
Lantolf (2014) shows that learners develop a skill or ability when interacting with
tools that shape or assist them. Writing in a second language fits thisjust aswell as
learners devel op through practice, corrections and exposure to models which is all

being done with the support of adigital platform.

Independent Variable: Use of Technological Programs.
Thisvariable is about the use of digital tools to support English learning. For
example, programs such as Grammarly, Google Docs or Duolingo provide feedback,

signal mistakes and provide models to help learners revise their own texts. Levy and
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Stockwell (2020) state that technological tools are at their best when they are used
not to replace the teacher, but as an extension of the learning environment.
Therefore, this study examines how often students access and use these tools, and
how they perceive using them.

The operational definition of this variable includes three dimensions. First, the
operational definition includes access and use, which examines frequency and type
of tools used. Second, interaction examines the actions that the learner takes within
the tool, for example, editing or rewriting. Finally, the last dimension is student
perception, which examines how the learner perceives or evaluated the tool. Thislast
dimension aligns with the idea of learner experience that develops learner attitudes,
as Hubbard and Romeo (2012) explain, attitudes ultimately influence learning

outcomes in tasks utilizing technology.

Dependent Variable: Writing Skill Development.

This dimension involves a student's ability to write simple, meaningful texts.
Writing at this level develops gradually and students consistently struggle with the
basic components of writing such as grammar, vocabulary, and coherence. Richards
states that writing is arecursive skill and develops through cycles of practice and
revision, with feedback being an important part of the process. Digital tools can
provide feedback, but the learner must till construct the final texts for clarity and
coherence.

There are four operational dimensions of thisvariable. Thefirst is coherence,
and thisrefersto the logical flow of ideas. The second is grammatical accuracy,
which considers common A2 structures. The third dimension is vocabulary, based on
how varied and appropriate the words are. The fourth iswriting fluency, understood
asthe ability to produce short texts with continuity. These components are also
mentioned by Weigle (2014), who identifies them as core €l ements when eval uating

second language writing.
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Indicators reflect specific aspects of writing, such as number of errors, clarity of

ideas, and range of vocabulary used. Rubrics and writing samples are used to

measure the indicators because, according to Hyland (2019), writing needs to be

evaluated through authentic production to understand real |earner performance.
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Table 1. DEL ECUADOR
Variable operationalization matrix
Variable Conceptual definition Dimensions Indicators Instruments Scale
Frequency of use of technological ~ Student survey on
Access and tools; type of digital program used technological habits, smple  Ordinal scale:
- USe (grammar checker, collaborative  activity log completed by low, medium,
Use of digital toolsthat support document, learning app); context of students; structured teacher  high level of use.
English learning and writing use (in class/ at home). observation checklist.
Ind_epenfjent practice, such as Gramma”y’ Number of corrections applied; Activity log of tasksin the Ordinal scale:
variable: Useof  Google Docs and Duolingo, . f revis i f platform: h . | )
technological which provide feedback In_teractlon number o revisions made; type of  platform; teacher ob_servatlon ow, medium,
' with thetool tasks performed inside the platform of student work; review of high level of
programs language models and o . . s - . .
e . (editing, rewriting, drafting). digital writing products. interaction.
opportunities for independent
work. Perceived usefulness of thetools,  Likert-type perception survey Likert scale: 1
Student comfort when using them; (1-5); short written reflections (strongly
perception motivation and interest during about their experiencewith  disagree) to 5
digital writing tasks. the tools. (strongly agree).
Dependgnt o Logical order of ideasin the Analytic writing rubric Ordl_n§I scalein
variable: Writing aragraph; clarity of themain ides; lied to student texts; rubric: low,
skill development Coherence ~ Paragraph, clanty ea,  gppliec Nt 1exts, medium, high
basic use of smple connectors (and, collection of writing samples
but, because, then) (pre-test and post-test) level of
' ' ' ' coherence.
Number of grammar errorsin verbs, . . Ordinal scalein
Grammatica  word order and basic structures; Andytic rubrlc focu%d on rubric: low,
- ; grammar; teacher scoring of . ;
Ability of A2 students to accuracy correct use of simple tenses (present writing samples medium, high
produce clear, coherent and and past). ' accuracy.
meaningful written texts using Range of vocabulary used inthe  Analytic rubric focusedon  Ordinal scalein
basic grammar, vocebulary and Vocsbular text; appropriateness of word vocabulary; review of writing rubric: low,
simple organization patterns. Y choice; level of repetition of very  samples; smple vocabulary  medium, high
basic words. checklist. lexical control.
Number of words produced in a Ordinal scale:
Writin short task; ability to complete a Timed writing task (pre-test  low, medium,
9 short paragraph; continuity of ideas and post-test); analytic rubric high fluency
fluency : : ;
without excessive pauses or focused on fluency. according to
unfinished sentences. rubric.

Note. Prepared by the author
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Resear ch Approach.

The study uses a mixed-methods approach. Creswell and Creswell (2018)
note that mixed approaches are helpful when a single type of data cannot fully
explain a phenomenon. Writing is one of those skills that needs both measurable
indicators and personal experiencesto be understood. Quantitative data helps
identify changes in accuracy, coherence, and vocabulary. Qualitative data helps
understand how students perceive the tools and whether they feel these tools

helped them improve.

Resear ch Scope

The scope is descriptive and correlational. It is descriptive because it
identifies the current state of writing in the group. It is correlationa because it
examines the relationship between the use of technological tools and the
improvement in writing. Muijs (2011) explains that correlationa studies are
useful when aresearcher wants to see if two variables move together, even if the
study does not establish a strict cause-and-effect relationship.

Type of Resear ch.

The research is field-based because data come directly from classroom
interaction. It isalso bibliographical because it uses published studiesto support
the methodol ogical choices. It istransversal because datais collected during one
academic period. Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2018) describe transversal
studies as appropriate when the goal is to observe conditions at a specific point in

time without long-term tracking.

M ethods
The analytic method is used to examine components of writing. The
descriptive method hel ps record observable characteristics. The comparative

method is useful for comparing the group that uses technological tools and the
1):1
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group that does not. These methods are prevalent in classroom-based research. As
Burns (2010) points out, one of the advantages of using multiple methodsisthat it
helps to devel op a more comprehensive perspective on learning processes,

especially for skills that develop over time, such aswriting.

Delimitation of the Population and Sample

The sample consists of 50 students who were part of two A2 groups during
the same academic period. The two groups followed the official curriculum, but
only one of the groups used technology programs as part of the writing practice,
software. Thisgroup is called the experimental group. The non-technology group
continued to practice writing with traditional instruction and served as the control
group. The sample size was chosen because it alows somewhat of a balance
between the practical work donein the classroom and the amount of data that
could be collected as writing samplesto identify patterns of writing. The sample
was a so chosen because the institute arranges its English coursesin groups rather
than allowing students to be in any combination, thus the choice of complete

groups rather than individuals.

Sampling Justification

This study utilized a non-probability sampling technique, also referred to as
convenience sampling. Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2018) explains that this
type of sampling is common in educational contexts since groups already exist,
and the researcher does not have the ability to rearrange the groups as desired. In
our situation, the groups were already scheduled to exist as A2 groupsindicated in
the academic mode of delivery, and it was not possible to change the distribution
of the students. Thisiswhy the researcher worked with the groups as they existed.
Working with intact groups al so supports the orchestration of regular academic
flow. Creswell and Creswell (2018) also mentioned that sampling of convenience
isrelevant, more specifically, with the desire to study relationships between
variables within a particular context, as opposed to having the intent to generalize
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to a population. The intent of this study was to understand and observe how
technology changed writing in this context only; the use of convenience sampled
groups was aligned with the needs of the project.

The selection of the experimental group and the control group was based on
their time of availability and the time frames of the class. The experimental group
had access to the computer |ab regularly, which made technology programs alittle
easier to integrate. The control group carried on with their classroom instruction,
without digital tools.

Unitsof Analysis

The primary analytical unit isthe student. Every student contributed writing
samples, filled out surveys, and participated with or without technology programs,
depending on their group. Writing samples were collected at two different time
frames, pre- and post-intervention. This provided the study opportunitiesto
observe changes in coherence, accuracy, vocabulary, and fluency.
The second analytical unit is the actual technology interaction. For the
experimental group, short logs of use, corrections made, and the type of tasks
compl eted within the programs were collected and analyzed. This unit provides

evidence not only of whether the tools were used, but also of how they were used.

Sampling Procedures

The research was conducted according to the schedule of the ingtitute. The
diagnostic phase took place over the course of one week, and both groups wrote
the sameinitial writing task. Following this, the experimental group wrote using
Grammarly, Google Docs, and short digital writing tasks for numerous weeks,
while the control group did paper-based writing activities. All groups finished
with afinal writing task under the same conditions. The sample was stable
throughout the time of the research. No student left the course during the
intervention, which meant that the number of students remained constant. The

interventions honored the normal rhythms of the course, a critical aspect to
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control any outside factors that might have affected the writing Research
Procedure.

The research process took several stages that assisted in the sequenced
organization of the study. Each stage functioned to a particular purpose and
allowed the researcher to notice not only what level of writing A2 students had,
but also how technological tools could mediate the devel opment process. The
procedure was flexible enough to accommodate the natural rhythm of the
classroom, asit was desirable for the researcher to observe how the use of
technologica programs worked in a natural context, not a manufactured one.
Burns (2010) suggests that classroom-based research should honor and respect the
environment in which learning is taking place, which was taken into consideration
when establishing a general structure for the procedure.

The first stage was when the theoretical review took place. This stage helped
clarify the concepts that provided the guiding framework for the study, such as
technol ogica -mediation, writing devel opment, and the characteristics of an A2
learner. Reading writers like Chapelle (2016), Levy & Stockwell (2020), Weigle
(2014), and Hyland (2019) has begun to provide a clearer understanding of the
role digital tools can take in second language writing. Stage one was significant,
asit formed the basis of defining the variables, dimensions, and indicators that
were utilized further in the study.

Following the theoretical, the next stage was the diagnosis. This stage of the
research occurred in the classroom, with both A2 groups, and its objective wasto
diagnose the main writing difficulties the students had before integrating their
work with technologica programs. The students produced a short writing task
under similar conditions. To be more specific, most students produced short texts
with problems regarding coherence, sentence structure, and vocabulary range.
These patterns were expected for an A2 group, but to see them manifested in their
real writing was beneficial to determine the next steps. The diagnosis stage
included a short survey where students commented on their experiences with
digita tools. Some used technology fairly often, but others were hesitant when
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tools would need to be gradual and ssimple at first.

The modeling stage came next. This was the stage where the researcher had a
clear plan for how the technological programs would be used throughout the
intervention. It was not agoal to introduce a plethora of tools only to have
students confused or pressured to complete atask. For that purpose, we narrowed
the technological tools down to Grammarly and Google Docs. The tools were
chosen because they were accessible, good at an A2 level, and aligned with
writing. Grammarly provides grammar suggestions and makes simple structures
visible that students might confuse.

After that stage, Google Docs allows collaborative writing and easy peer
feedback. Referring to Reinders (2014), digital tools seem to have a greater
impact when the students understand why they use them, so at this stage, the
researcher also explained the purpose of each tool to the learners.

The intervention stage ran for several weeks and was the focus of the
research procedure. During the intervention stage, the experimental group was
using the technological programs for writing tasks while the control group was
continuing to use paper-based writing. The activities for both groups were the
same regarding content, but the state of the tools in writing and adjustments were
different. Each week the experimental group was completing small writing tasks
in which they had to check their sentences, rewrite short paragraphs or correct
simple structures. They also had to reconsder the suggestions given through the
programs and decide which of the suggestions they wanted to accept. The step of
making that decision was critical, as Ferris (2012) states that feedback is more
effective when the learner has an opportunity to think about it, rather than just
taking it at face value.

The researcher oversaw activity logs of the experimental group, documenting
the interaction with the tools and the challenges faced. <students expressed
bewilderment based on some of the suggestionsin Grammarly, as sometimes the

program gave students structures that were even above the limited A2. When this

occurred, the teacher intervened with an explanation to alleviate student
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frustration, which was instrumental in maintaining a positive atmosphere, and
changed the technology from being a potential barrier and/or frustration to being a
helpful resource. The control group was the traditional instruction group, where
students completed handwritten tasks and were given teacher comments as
feedback on their written tasks. The control group served as a comparison group
to see how students progressed without the technological programs. Together, the
results of each group provide a more robust picture of technology's utilized rolein
the writing process.

This evaluation took place in the final phase of the intervention. During this
phase, both groups completed a summative writing task under the same conditions
as the diagnostic writing task. The final writing tasks were assessed using the
same analytic rubric, described in the previously mentioned phase, which looked
at coherence, vocabulary, grammatical accuracy, and fluency. The goa wasto
explore differences in devel opments between the experimental group and the
control group, and how these differences related to the technological programs.
The last stage was the phase of reflection and integration. The researcher reflected
on al of the data as a whole, including writing samples, surveys, activity logs, and
observations. Taken together, they told a complete story of what students were
thinking as they worked through the technological tools and how they went
through changesin their writing over the same time. Some students suggested that
using the technological tools gave them more confidence, as they were able to
check their errors that needed fixing before contributing their text to the teacher.
Some students liked the paper-based assignments rather than the technological
assignments, as they felt they had more experience using a document on paper.
These various responses are common in technology-enhanced learning, as
Godwin-Jones (2018) observed, comfort with the digital experience between
students, which leads to a reflective stage, made many points of difference.

In summary, the entire research process allowed for arich understanding of
the writing difficulties A2 students have and how the technological tools can
assist student writing. The process was very gradual to allow the classroom
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context to shape the process and the students Iearning over time, and, therefore,

produce valuable and meaningful, useful data and outcomes.

Resear ch Stagesand Their Purpose

The research process was sequenced in anumber of stages, which helped
organize the study in a sensible and logical way. Each stage had its own role and
contributed to the ultimate understanding of how atechnological program can
support the writing development of students at A2. The stages of research were
not acting independently of each other. Each stage wastied to the other, and
decisions made in one stage directly affected the next stage. Indeed, as Burns
(2010) reminds us, education research is often cyclical, where ideas, actions, and
reflections are in constant interaction, and thisideainfluenced the way that this

study was conceptualized.

Theoretical Stage

Theinitia phase focused on theoretical inquiry. Thiswas the foundation of
the research. It situated the research within a context of authors discussing second
language writing, technological tools, and learner development of skillswith
support. The objective of this phase was to ascertain the overall concepts before
looking at the definitions of the variables and methodological decisions. Authors
such as Chapelle (2016) and Levy and Stockwell (2020) hel ped understand how
technology can be conceptualized as a mediational tool in the learning process. At
the same time, authors such as Weigle (2014) and Hyland (2019), explained how
writing develops in a second language and what channels of development can be
reasonably considered at an A2 level.

This phase established what the research was really about. It became obvious
that writing is not merely a product, but it is also a process that involves careful,
careful steps, feedback, and practice. It was useful to narrow down what aspects
of writing can be gathered in away that isreliable. If it were not for this stage, the
study would have not had a clear path of research because elements of the
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theoretical development of the variables were not clear.

One of the goals of the theoretical stage wasto link the study to more
contemporary discussions in language teaching. Reading more recent materials
highlights the need for applying technology in meaningful ways, and not merely
as an add-on. Additionally, the theoretical stage allowed for some limitations of
digita toolsto be identified, such as some tools make suggestions that might be
too advanced for an A2 learner, so those suggestions should be considered to
avoid frustration. The ideas presented in this part of the study helped to inform the

planning of the intervention in later stages.

Initial Diagnostic Stage

The second phaseinvolved theinitial diagnostic task. The aim of this phase
was to examine the actual writing ability of the students before implementing the
use of technological programs. This section was conducted in class with both
groups completing a short writing task. The diagnostic task showed several
similar issues, such as simple sentence errors, limited vocabulary, and poorly
connected ideas. Although it wasn't surprising to see these results for an A2 level,
| was able to review the results in real samples, which informs the type of support
students actually needed.

Along with this diagnostic stage, | also provided a short survey that asked the
students about their history of using digita tools. Some students share that they
use apps all of the time, while others indicated they hardly ever write using
technology.

These differences in prior experience mattered greatly, asthey indicated the
intervention needed to be introduced incrementally. Thiswasin line with the
comments of Hubbard and Romeo (2012), in which they state that students
attitudes and confidence influence their meaning-making interactions with digital
tools.

Another aim of this stage was to establish a baseline from which to compare
action taken during and after the intervention. The first part of the diagnostic
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samples served as a clear benchmark for measuring progress after action was
taken. The researcher could not solely depend on perceptions; therefore,
collecting actual writing samples before using the technological programs was

essential in order to compare the starting level to the final level objectively.

Modeling Stage

The third stage was the modeling of the proposal. In this part, the researcher
designed the methodol ogical route for the technological intervention. This stage
connected the theoretical ideas from the first stage with the realities observed in
the diagnostic stage. It was important to choose digital tools that were not too
complex for A2 students. For this reason, Grammarly and Google Docs were
selected. Both tools offer support for writing without overwhelming the learners.
Reinders (2014) explains that technology works better when it is simple enough
for students to understand the purpose of the tool.

The modeling stage also included planning the type of tasks that students
would complete using the tools. The tasks had to be short and manageable
because long activities could make students lose motivation. The researcher
planned tasks such as rewriting sentences, correcting basic structures, and writing
short paragraphs. Each task had a specific purpose related to the dimensions of the
dependent variable: coherence, accuracy, vocabulary, and fluency.

Another significant aspect of the modeling stage involved explaining to
students how the technological tools would be utilized. Thiswould help to
decrease the students’ anxiety level and allow them to feel somewhat in control of
their work. The researcher, during the modeling stage also planned how evidence
would be collected during the intervention via activity logs, observations and
writing samples.

The objective of the modeling stage was to organize the intervention to
meet student needs while taking into account their levels. The modeling

stage would ensure that the technological tools would be used in a

meaningful and organized way in the research process.
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Final Diagnostic or Validation Stage

The final phase consisted of the diagnostic and validation stage. This
occurred following the intervention stage when both groups completed afina
writing task under the same conditions asthe initial diagnostic task. The goals of
this phase were to measure any change in the students writing in the experimental
group before and after using the educational technological programs. The same
analytic rubric was used to assess coherence, grammar, vocabulary, and fluency.
During the diagnostic phase, the researcher determined if the technological
programs made any improvements in the writing skills of the experimental
group's students in comparison to the students in the control group who did not
use educational technological programs. Muijs (2011) statesthat correlational
studies require clearly outlined comparison points to show there isarelationship
between the variables, and this segment served as some of this evidence.

Lastly, in the validation stage, the researcher aso collected data on students
observations at the end. Some students reported that they felt more confident in
writing down their ideas, because they could check their ideas before showing
them to the instructor. Several students pointed to the fact that the tools hel ped
them identify errors they would normally miss. These reflections help support if
the intervention matched the students needs, and whether these tools were
suitable for A2 level students. The overall aim of this phase wasto put together all
the data collected throughout the study. To create a composite impression of the
writing devel opment, writing samples, surveys, logs, and observations were
analyzed together. The purpose of this stage was to hel p validate the proposal by
identifying whether the technological programs supported the development of
their writing ability in this context.

Diagnostic Results: Analysis, Interpretation, and Discussion
The preliminary diagnostic stage assisted in identifying the key difficulties that
A2 students had encountered before utilizing technological programs. Both
groups, the experimental and the control, did a short writing task of 70-90 words
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in the same classroom situation. Thistask gave the researcher the chance to assess
coherence, grammar, vocabulary and fluency in a natural writing performance
context. The results reveal that most of the writing samples were shorter than
expected for thislevel of writing. Most of the writing samplesfell in the 45 65-
word range. This suggests students had yet to develop fluency and confidence in
writing English. This same tendency was found in both groups, suggesting they
started from a comparable level, which isuseful for comparison at alater time.

Coherence also seemed to emerge as a difficulty area. Large number of
students produced coherent but disconnected sentences or ideas without a clear
sequencing of their writing. Some used basic connectors, but not awaysin their
proper placement. This made the paragraphs sound fragmented. Grammar
problems were also frequent. Errors appeared in subject—verb agreement, verb
tense, plural forms and basic word order. VVocabulary was limited as well.
Students tended to repeat the same simple words, which reduced precision in the
message. These patterns match what several authors describe for early writing
stagesin aforeign language, where students still depend on memorized forms and
struggle to extend ideas.

A short survey applied during the diagnostic stage showed that many
students felt insecure when writing with digital tools. Some used technol ogy
occasionally, mostly for vocabulary checks, but many preferred traditional writing
methods. These differencesin digital habits helped understand that the
technologica intervention had to be introduced gradually.

To illustrate the diagnostic results, the following figure summarizes the
percentage of students at low, medium and high levelsin the four writing
indicators eval uated.
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Figurel

Diagnostic results by category (Coherence, Grammar, Vocabulary, Fluency)
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Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

Note. Percentages of studentsin low, medium and high levels across the four
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writing indicators during the initial diagnostic stage.)
To supplement the figure, the subsequent tables explicate the findings with
additional depth, including group level and overall patterns. These tables facilitate

the evaluation of how each component of writing performed at the start of the

study.

Table?2

Initial Diagnostic Resultsby Group and Indicator (Percentages)
Indicator Group Low % Medium % High %
Coherence Experimental 56%  32% 12%
Coherence Control 60% 30% 10%
Grammar Accuracy Experimental 69%  21% 10%
Grammar Accuracy Control 71% 19% 10%
Vocabulary Range Experimental 53%  37% 10%
Vocabulary Range Control 57% 33% 10%
Fluency Experimental 60%  30% 10%
Fluency Control 64% 28% 8%

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

Both groups began with a comparable baseline, indicating that subsequent
changes in either group can be more confidently attributed to the use of technical

orograms and not to some initial differencesin proficiency.
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Table3
General Diagnostic Summary (Combined Groups)

Writing Indicator Low Medium High

Coherence 58% 31%

11%

Grammar Accuracy 70% 20%

10%

Vocabulary Range 55% 35%

10%

Fluency 62% 28%

10%

Note. Elaborated by MolinaA.

Thistable demonstrates that most of the students fell into the low category

on al four indicators, notably grammar accuracy. Only a small percentage of

students achieved the high level on any component.

Table4

Average Word Count in Initial Diagnostic

Group Mean Word Count Expected Range for A2
Experimenta 56 words 70-90 words
Control 51 words 70-90 words

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

The mean word count of both groups falls below the expected range,

indicating that students struggled to elaborate their ideas.

Table5

Common Error Types Observed in Writing Samples
Error Type Frequency % Examples (smple)
Subject-verb agreement 68% He play, Shelike
Present vscontinuous  64% I amgo, | go now
Article omission 59% | have dog
Word order 54% | like very much it

Limited vocabulary 55%

2 e

repetitive use of “good”, “nice”, “very

o

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

These patterns indicate that students were till constructing basic forms

which are typical at A2 levdl.
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Table6

Students’ Self-Reported Digital Writing Habits (Survey)
[tem Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Uses apps for vocabulary 18% 42% 28% 12%
Writes using digital tools 12% 38% 34% 16%
Feels confident writing with technology 18% 40% 30% 12%
Preferstraditional paper writing 52% 30% 12% 6%

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

Those findings suggest that while some students are comfortable with the
technology, many are still uncomfortable doing writing activitieswith it. The
diagnostic results indicate that students needed strong support in coherence,
grammar, vocabulary and fluency. The general pattern shows that most learners
were functioning at a basic level and that writing tasks required careful structuring
to help them grow. The presence of high percentagesin the low category suggests
that students were not yet ready to manage writing tasks independently.

At the same time, the survey results show mixed feelings toward digital
writing tools. This means that the technological intervention had to be
implemented with patience and simple steps to avoid overwhelming the learners.
Together, the observations, the tables and the figure confirm that the intervention

with technological programswas justified and necessary in this specific context.

CHAPTER 3: PRESENTATION AND PROPOSAL VALIDATION

This proposal is created as aresponse to the difficulties that appeared in the
diagnostic stage, where many A2 students showed problems when they tried to
write short texts. They would struggle to connect ideas, select the appropriate
grammar forms, and maintain a clear structure. These problems not only affected
their grades but also made students feel anxious and even frustrated when they
needed to write something in the English language. After anayzing the findings
and speaking with some teachers within the institution, the researchers felt that the
traditional model of writing instruction was inadequate in this case. More
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specificaly, the students needed more support, especialy in practice and
feedback.

During the diagnostic stage, students also mentioned that they were often
inclined to catch up on writing at home but were unsure of what to do. Many of
the students preferred to use computers and cell phones, and felt more
comfortable using apps or online tools. This was reflective of a potentia direction
for the proposal - if students feel more comfortable working with technology, then
technology could be used to bridge the gap to improve writing. Thisinformed the
development of the proposal from the beginning, asit allowed us to identify tools
that students are already using or at least are comfortable using.

The proposal does not seek to eliminate the teacher or lessons as we know
them, but it triesto introduce a systematic approach where ssmple, technol ogical
tools are embedded in a meaningful way. The aim isfor the students to learn how
to utilize digital programs not only to correct mistakes they make, but also to
allow for understanding as to why mistakes are made, and how to avoid these
mistakes in the next task. The programs chosen for the lessons were writing
platforms, grammar checkers, collaborative documents and tools that provide
immediate feedback. These tools enhance the |earning experience because
students can see their errors immediately and make a change without feeling
judged or that the moment was "hosted" by a grade.

This proposal also considers the reality of the institution. Most students do
not have fancy equipment, but aimost al of them have access to a phone or |ow-
level computer. The technological programs chosen will perform well on these
basic devices and do not require a paid subscription. The proposal respects the
context and tries to design something that students can actually use, both inside
and outside the classroom. In this sense, the proposal becomes realistic and
sustainable, because it does not depend on equipment that the institution cannot
provide.

At the same time, the proposal protects the pedagogical role of the teacher.

The teacher becomes a guide who hel ps students understand the feedback that the
UBE
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do not always know why the correction is necessary. For that reason, the proposal
combines autonomous work with guided reflection. Students practice with the
tools, and then, in class, they talk with the teacher about the corrections and the
patterns they observe in their writing. The writing tasks included in the proposal
do not operate as separate topics than what isincluded in the regular curriculum.
They follow the pathways and themes that the course is already using. This
gives students the opportunity to connect technical literacy with authentic
academic tasks. When they are writing, they are writing about content that they
are familiar with from their course. In thisway, the activities do not fed artificial
or digointed from what they are already doing in the course. The proposal aimsto
include a writing practice that feels more authentic, is more often, and less
threatening at the A2 level. The proposal aso builds on the idea that students
engage more with tasks and are more likely to develop as alanguage learner if
they see the product of their improvements. The technological tools used here,
enable the student to retain original drafts, compare drafts, and see themselves
improve. This can promote motivation because the student can look back at their
own work and realize that they are improving. This may seem to be a minor
psychologica motivator in language learning, but it is especially important at the
A2 level where, just, many learners are still unsure of their own ability. The
proposal was devel oped with the awareness that writing issues considered at A2
level are not solely based in linguistic perspective. They are a'so emotional.
Sometimes, students avoid writing because they are afraid of making mistakes.
The technology can lessen this fear by allowing students private space to try,
delete, rewrite and experiment with the language. The tools are not judging them,
they ssimply respond. This type of environment may change the way students feel
toward writing and help them devel op a better attitude toward writing, which is
something the teachers at the institution believe is necessary.
This proposal does not claim to be perfect or final. It is adaptable. The ingtitution
and teachers will change it according to students needs. The aim of the proposal
isnot to use the program exactly, but to use it as an example to show potential
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shows only one possible route the institution can take to promote A2 learners
writing, and there is room to build improvements into something even better.
Finally, this proposal isinspired by the belief that writing can develop through
practice and reflection. Technology does not do the work for students. It aids the
studentsin visualizing their writing more tangibly. With a blend of technology,
teacher assistance, and authentic writing experience, this proposal suggests a
learning space for A2 learnersthat is a precise fit for their needs and context. The
aim of this proposal isto get them to feel more confident, more independent, and
more able to write texts that express their ideas, opinions, and insightsin
coherence and clarity.

The proposal aims to offer structure and a sustainable plan to improve A2
learners writing, particularly through the use of technology. The goal isto create
a space where learners can practice more, receive straightforward feedback on
their proxy, and, in general, feel more confident in writing. The proposal works
through the writing process, step by step, through classwork accompanied by
digital activities they can do out of class, at their own pace, and in away that
reflects the reality of the institution (with knowledge of the devices students
typicaly use).

The general aim of the proposal isasfollows:

General Purpose
To strengthen the writing skills of A2 students through the integration of
technologica programs that support grammar accuracy, organization of ideas, and

clarity in short written texts.

Specific Purposes
1. Toguide studentsin the use of ssimple technological tools that offer
immediate feedback on grammar, spelling and sentence structure.
2. To promote consistent writing practice through digital activities that allow
students to create, revise and compare their texts.

ort students in identifying recurring writing problems and help them
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Char acteristics of the Proposal

This suggestion has several features to recommend it to A2 students who
want to develop their writing in atechnological programme. It was designed to
be simple, easy and realistic, because a diagnostic phase revealed that students
felt more settled when it was spell out smply and not too heavy. Therefore, this
suggestion utilizes tools that students are familiar with or are smpleto learn, so
they can concentrate on developing their writing process, and not on learning
software that shapes the practice at the same time. The program blends teacher
directed with independent practice, the balance is one of the key characteristics.
Another significant characteristic is that the proposal worksin short steps. A2
students are often tired or frustrated when the writing task feels too long.
Therefore, the program pieces out writing practice in small focused activities
that builds gradually. Each activity has its purpose and the technological tool
provides feedback right away. This also helps writing tasks feel small and
manageable. The tool aso prefaces students to writing as a process, helps them
to think of correct as something normal, and something that they can modify and
understand over time. These small prism steps and practice are all still tapping
curriculum topics as students are working on writing about what they previously
studied in class. This renders the experience more natural and less intimidating
for students to write.

The proposal integrates multiple technology programs. Some support
students in organizing ideas using ssimple templates. Other programs will identify
errant verb forms or punctuation. Others highlight grammar errors or support
better vocabulary use. Thisintegrated approach gives students a comprehensive
writing experience. It also addresses different needs because the diagnostic stage
indicated that some students had difficulties with verb forms, while others had
difficulty with ideas or even punctuation. This means some students received
feedback on verb forms, while others received feedback on logical flow and

connecting ideas. This fact promotes a personalized form of writing experience.
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Another aspect of this proposal isthat it encourages student autonomy, but not in
isolation. The program supports students individually, but the teacher still hasan
essential role. After each writing activity, the teacher guides studentsto think
about the feedback they received. This was necessary because students may
sometimes react to their own errors mechanically, without thinking about what
the correction means. The proposal alows them to ask questions, compare
writing drafts, and discuss patterns. This habit of discussing their work expands
student awareness of their own language use.

The proposal is aso mindful of the very real circumstances of the institution.
Students do not require high-speed internet or costly technology. The selected
programs operate on basic cellphones, tablets, and ssmple computers. Thisis
another reason why the proposal is sustainable. Technology is utilized in a
manner that acknowledgesit as an aid and not aluxury, which isimportant for a
proposal that aspiresto be utilized in a public or semi-public educational context.
Another element of the proposal isthat it has a steady rhythm. The proposal is
intended to help students work in a specified number of weeks, and in each
week, they complete one or two short writing tasks using the technol ogical
programs. This pace guides students to practice frequently without feeling the
weight of those expectations. Writing becomes a consistent practice rather than
an intermittent task. The proposal aso features spaces for students to reflect on
their progress and related drafts, and to keep a small portfolio of their writing
assignments. The portfolio allows students to visualize their progress over the
length of the program.

Finally, the proposal is meant to be flexible. Teachers would be able to adjust
the tasks, the number of tasks, or the level of difficulty based on the group and
their specific needs. There are also ssimple modifications that teachers can use
within the technological programs, asit is hoped that the assignment can be

adapted to grow as needed in the future.
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Modeling of the Proposal

The organizationa structure of the proposed model emerged from the
evidence collected from the diagnostic phase. When students wrote short-form
texts, they exhibited patterns of low control of grammar, organization of ideas
and selection of vocabulary. In fact, atraditiona model, in which students write
in class and only have 30-40 minutes to write and then receive a grade, was
clearly not sufficient. Given these patterns, the design of the proposed model
began with a focus on ways to expand students opportunities for practice, while
also providing them opportunities for ongoing feedback. The combination of
additional practice, coupled with feedback, became the basis for the model.

Thefirst step in developing a model was sel ecting the technol ogical
programs that would offer support for writing tasks. The selection was not
arbitrary; each potential tool was assessed based on the criteria of accessibility,
clarity, free versions, and types of feedback available. In both writing contexts,
most students have access to either aregular mobile phone or a very basic
computer, usable for writing functions. Thus, only tools that worked best with
very basic computer applications were selected. The tools selected for inclusion
in the proposed model were: Google docs, Grammarly (free version only),
QuillBot (limited free functions), and Online Writing Checker tools which
indicate basic grammar patterns. These tools represent an ecosystem in which
the student can have an opportunity to write, be provided with directions and
suggestions, and have the opportunity to revise their writing while attempting to
be minimally overwhelmed.

The next section of the model was establishing the pedagogical flow. The
proposal has a cycle that repeats with every writing assignment: input, guided-
practice, assisted-writing, revisions with technology and reflections with the
teacher. The cycleissmall but always present and helps create a structured norm
for learning. Students do not jump in straight to writing. They get prepared by
thinking through ideas, organizing those ideas with a ssmple guide, and

roducing their draft. Then they advance to review their drafts using technology
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in the form of an application to anayze the errors made, rewrite the text, and
save it asanew draft. The cycleis an important feature of awriting process. For
A2 students, they require the obvious repetition, and predictable routines in order
to feel some confidence.

Each cycle was designed to align directly to class topics to create a visceral
deficit between the original curriculum and the writing task. This avoids the
disconnect of writing activities not aligning with curriculum. Students, when
writing, use themes that they are already discussing in class, as opposed to taking
awriting task that uses a theme outside of what they are struggling to
comprehend. The model explicitly creates arelationship of technology to the
syllabus within awriting process that feels natural and fits within an existing
learning routine.

The proposal isin three distinct parts- adigital writing process, an
autonomous revision stage, and a guided-reflection stage.

The digital writing sessions are the moments when students get to use
technology to write their first drafts. The autonomous revision phase is when
students explore the corrections and learn about i nterpreting the corrections. The
guided reflection sessions happen in the classroom when the teacher helps the
students understand why some corrections keep repeating and how to avoid these
kinds of mistakesin future writing. The model promotes writing because the
three parts inform and support each other.

Another important aspect of the modeling process was the progression
toward increasing difficulty. A2 students tend to feel pressure when tasks are too
demanding, so the proposal began with shorter paragraphs and a controlled
writing task. As students practiced more, writing would be more sustained and
the teacher would reduce the degree of scaffolding. This gradual progression
toward independence builds their capacity as writers and encourages their self-
confidence. We have aimed to develop a reference point so that they feel like
capable writers and not entirely dependant for corrections on the technology.
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Also, an aspect of the model developed a set of writing templatesto help
students think about organizing ideas. The templates are non-intrusive to the
written content. Instead, they ssmply offer away for studentsto structure their
writing, of which many A2 |learners need. The templates are not rules or
conditions, especialy when producing atext for the first time. The templates
provide basic information, like topic sentence, supporting ideas and a closing
line. These templates are helpful because they reduce anxiety, and allow students
to focus more on grammar and vocabulary.The modeling process included a
straightforward system to track students’ progress. Students maintained two
versions of each writing task: the first draft and final draft. Those writing
assignments were kept in adigital folder the student could access at any
moment. This aspect of the model proved critical because it allowed studentsto
chart their progress over time. It also alowed the teacher to see patterns and to
modify writing activities when needed. Progress tracking does not require
complicated software which makes it easy to use in the institution. The proposal
was created with flexibility in mind. Teachers easily modify the activities based
on time available or needs of the class. The possible technological aspects were
chosen because they could be ssmply used or replaced for similar items. For
instance, if the teacher on a particular day is unable to use Grammarly, she could
use another on-line grammar check tool. The process was key with the students
rather than the information.

The modeling phase concluded with the establishment of an application
schedule.

The proposal isfully developed to last for one academic period, and it
consists of weekly writing cyclesin which students are paired with one type of
text for aweek, and again the cycle repeats. Each assessment task goes from
descriptive writing, to short narrative writing, and into opinion paragraphs-

reflecting the risein levels of complexity for A2 learners. Students are writing

most weeks and working with technology in a predictable rhythm.
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The modeling of this proposal strikes a balance between technology, pedagogy
and the real context of A2 students. It is not amodel that depends on expensive
equipment or advanced training. It isasimple, structured and flexible model that
acknowledges how A2 learners think, feel when they write, and navigate their

way to technology in their daily lives.

Structure and Dynamics of the Proposal

The proposal is organized as a flexible program that integrates technological
toolsinto the regular writing lessons of A2 students. It was created to be ssimple
to apply and easy for studentsto follow, because during the diagnostic phase
many learners said they felt lost when writing and needed a clearer path. For this
reason, the structure of the program is divided into several stages that guide
students gradually, helping them build confidence while using digital tools that
support their writing process.

The program works along the same curriculum that the institution aready
uses, so teachers do not need to change the topics or learning outcomes. Instead,
the proposal adds atechnological layer that hel ps students practice more
frequently. The proposal includes writing tasks, brief reflections, and selected
digital tools at every phase. To avoid bombarding students with too many new
systems, the professors will present the tools slowly, one at atime. The intention
isto first have learnersinteract with the tool (what it is, how it works, etc.), then
to have them utilize it in awriting task, and finally, utilize it to notice differences
in their writing.

The suggestion is that the proposal can be offered over the length of one
academic term. Further, it breaksinto four larger phases with each phase having
adifferent aim, but still tied to previous phases. For the first stool, the professors
introduce students to a sake learning of comfort with utilizing the tools. The
second stool comprises writing tasks with more guided practice upon students
making mistakes, then revisions upon noticing differencesin their draft. The

third stool alows longer writing with the capacity to compare similar or varied
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versions of adraft. Finally, students prepare afinal writing portfolio as they
verify their progress in readiness to notice changesin their drafts, post.

The way these phasedactivities unfold or develop ideally combinesindividud
work on some exploratory writing/tasks combined with collaborative and teacher
guidance.

Students begin with brief drafts or exploratory writing in class or at home
mostly utilizing digital programs. After receiving feedback from the tools, they
revise their drafts and bring them to classfor discussion. During these
discussions, the teacher helps them understand the type of errors they make and
how to correct them. This step is essentia because students sometimes accept the
changes suggested by the tool but do not understand why the correction is
necessary.

The proposal aso includes collaborative writing activities. In some moments,
students work together on shared online documents. This activity allows them to
read each other’s texts and learn new vocabulary, expressions and structures.
Collaboration a'so makes writing feel less stressful because students support

each other and notice that they often struggle with the same grammar points.

Table7.
Components and Purpose of the Proposal
Component Purpose Type of Activities Tools
Component 1. . o Rewordify,
Writing Warm-Up I—_|e|p students wntg Shor't yvr|t| ng prpmpts, Grammarly
. simple sentences with rewriting activities,
and Basic . . Free, Google
fewer grammar mistakes. sentence repairs.
Accuracy Docs.
Component 2: Support studentsin Paragraph frames, topic CD;gogIe
Guided Paragraph building short paragraphs sentence practice, idea s,
- : ot collaborative
Writing with coherence. organization. oditi
iting.
Component 3: Guide students to Srr:e[n ggg
P ' produce longer writing  Draft—edit-redraft cycles, -
Independent . " Quillbot
o with support from short compositions, peer L
Writing and : (limited),
technology and teacher  review.
Feedback Cycle comments
feedback. feature
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Note?

Drafting is at the center of the dynamics. The suggestion does not expect
students to produce perfect writing initially. The aim isfor students to write, to
rewrite, and to compare versions. This lessens their anxiety and learns through
an experimental process. The technology also helps with this becauseit retains
the drafts so students can go back and examine earlier drafts. In observing their
change in writing they recognized their own growth.

The teacher’s role in this proposal is significant. The tools do not displace
the teacher. The teacher is now the informational resource who indicates
patterns, clarifies queries, and demonstrates how to use feedback to advance.
The proposal expects teachersto review model texts, point out trends or common
errors, and to delineate ways in which the drafts can result in improved writing.
When students can connect the automatic feedback with the teacher’s
information, their understanding of writing isricher.

The structure a so considers the emotive aspect of learning. Many A2
students said during the diagnostic stage that they are anxious when participating
through writing. The proposal creates a safe environment for practice prior to
sharing with an audience. The technological tools provide a space for writing

that isfree of immediate judgment.

Table8.
Weekly Breakdown (8-Week Proposal)
Week Focus Activities Expected Output
1 \I/\r/]rtirt(i) ntg tools + sentence Tool demo, ssimple prompts 5-8 basic sentences
2 Grammar awareness Error correction tasks Corrected sentences list
3 | dea expansion Sentence connectors (A2 M ini-paragraph (4-5
level) lines)
4 Topic sentences Building meaning 1 guided paragraph
5 Paragraph structure Support + details 1 improved paragraph
6 Drafting First short text Draft 1
7 Editing with tools Tech + teacher feedback Draft 2
8 Final writing Final version + reflection  Final text + learning log

|laborated by Molina A.
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Implementation Chronogram (8 Weeks)
Phase Week Activities Responsible
Phase 1: Orientation 1 Introduce tools, placement writing Teacher
grh:;?fe: Basic Writing 2-3  Grammar repair, mini-paragraph  Teacher + Students

Phase 3: Paragraph

Construction 4-5 Topic sentences, supporting ideas Teacher

Phase 4: Drafting Process 6 First short composition Students
Phase 5: Editing Process 7 Tool feedback + teacher comments Teacher + Students
Phase 6: Final Writing 8 Final text + reflection Students

Note. Elaborated by MolinaA.

Example of Activities
Activity Example 1: Sentence Repair

Studentsreceive alist of incorrect sentences from their own writing.
They use Grammarly Free to check corrections and rewrite twice.
Activity Example 2: Paragraph Frame

Students compl ete a paragraph frame like:

My favorite placeis___ .1 likeitbecause . When| gothere, | usualy .
For me, thisplacefeels .

Then they expand it with teacher guidance.

Activity Example 3: Writing Cycle

Students write a short composition (50-70 words).

They check it with tools.

They apply changes.

Teacher reviewsfinal version.

Validation of the Proposal by Experts

The proposal was validated through expert judgment, a processthat is
commonly used in educational research to verify the coherence, clarity and
relevance of a pedagogica design. For thisvalidation, a small group of experts
in English teaching and educational technology was invited to review the

different components of the proposal.
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All of them work in higher education and have experience teaching English
to beginner and intermediate learners, which makes their opinions meaningful
for this specific context.

The experts received the complete proposal, including its foundations,
structure, activities and expected results. They were asked to evaluate the clarity
of the objectives, the coherence between the diagnostic results and the proposed
actions, the relevance of the technological tools selected and the feasibility of
implementing the program at the institution. They also reviewed the expected
learning outcomes and the eval uation strategies proposed for A2 learners. Their
opinions helped identify if there were unclear parts or if something needed
adjustments before applying the program with students.

Most experts agreed that the proposal iswell aigned with the needs observed
in the diagnostic stage. They mentioned that A2 learners benefit from frequent
practice with digital tools that support writing and that the activitiesincluded in
the program match the level of the students. One expert highlighted that the use
of toolsthat give immediate feedback can increase motivation because students
can revise their sentences without waiting for a grade. Another expert mentioned
that the structure of the proposal is simple enough to follow but still offersa
clear progression from basic sentence practice to short paragraph writing.

The experts also eval uated the feasibility of the proposal. They explained
that the technological tools selected do not require complex equipment and that
students can participate even if they only have mobile phones. For them, this
detail made the proposal realistic and applicable in the institution, because it
reflects the technol ogical access that students already have. They aso noted that
the teacher’s role is clearly defined, which avoids confusion about how to guide
students when the software gives corrections.

In the section related to evaluation, the experts suggested keeping a balance
between the automatic feedback from the tools and the teacher’s comments.
They said that students at A2 level sometimes need help understanding why a
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correction is necessary, and that the proposal should keep space for guided
reflection. This comment was integrated into the final version of the proposal by
including short classroom discussions and moments of metacognitive reflection
after each digital task.

When analyzing the expected results, the experts agreed that the proposal
setsrealistic goalsfor A2 learners. They mentioned that expecting perfect
grammar is not reasonable at thislevel, but improving clarity and basic structure
is possible with consistent practice. For them, the proposal helps students move
from fragmented sentences to more coherent small paragraphs, which matches
the writing descriptorsfor A2 level.

The experts completed a validation form with criteriarelated to clarity,
coherence, relevance, feasibility and educational value. The mgjority of scores
were placed in the higher range of the scale, showing general approva of the
program. Some suggestions were made to strengthen the instructions of the
activities and to add small examples in the teacher’s guide. These suggestions
were used to adjust the final version and improve the clarity of the
implementation steps.

The expert validation shows that the proposal is coherent with the students
needs and the institution’s context. It is seen as a practical and accessible
program that can support A2 learners in improving their writing skills with the
help of technological tools. The experts consider the proposal useful and
applicable, and their comments hel ped refine the structure so it becomes clearer
and more solid for its future implementation.

Results of the Proposal | mplementation

After implementing the technological writing program for six weeks, a new
set of data was collected to measure changes in students’ writing performance.
These results give aclearer picture of how the proposal worked in rea practice.
The analysis covers quantitative growth in grammar accuracy, lexical use,

coherence, organization and fluency in writing. It also includes qualitative
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information about how students felt when using the digital tools and how these
tools influenced their confidence and attitudes toward writing. The results are
presented by dimensions so the reader can see where the strongest improvements

appeared and where progress was slower.

Quantitative Results

a. Grammar Accuracy
Students showed noticeable improvement in grammar control. Most errorsin

tense choice, subject-verb agreement and basic sentence structure were reduced.

Table 10.

Grammar Accuracy: Pre-test and Post-test Means
Group Pre-test Mean Post-test M ean | mprovement
Experimenta (n=25) 4.8 /10 7.2/10 +2.4
Control (n=25) 4.9/10 5.6/10 +0.7

Note. Elaborated by MolinaA.

The experimental group showed stronger progress. The use of Grammarly,
Google Docs suggestions and Write & Improve made them revise sentences
more carefully. Errors did not disappear, but sentences became more stable and
less fragmented. In contrast, the control group continued making similar

mistakes as before.

b. Coherence and Idea Organization

Studentsimproved in connecting ideas and maintaining alogical flow in

short paragraphs.

Table 11.

Coherence and Organization Scores
Group Pre-test Mean Post-test M ean | mprovement
Experimental 5.2 7.0 +1.8
Control 51 5.8 +0.7

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.
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Students in the experimental group wrote paragraphs that sounded more
connected. They used more linking words, clearer topic sentences and more
consistent order of ideas. The digital outline templates included in the proposal

hel ped them plan before writing.

c. Vocabulary Use
Students increased their use of appropriate vocabulary and reduced repetition

of the same words.

Table 12.

Lexical Choiceand Variety
Group Pre-test Post-test Improvement
Experimenta 5.0 6.6 +1.6
Control 51 5.7 +0.6

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

The use of online dictionaries, thesaurus functions and contextual examples
from the writing tools supported more varied vocabulary. Gains were moderate
but stable.

d. Writing Fluency (words per text)
Fluency was measured by the number of meaningful words students
produced without reducing quality.

Table 13.

Writing Fluency
Group Pre-test (average wor ds) Post-test Increase
Experimenta 67 words 104 words +37
Control 65 words 78 words +13

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

Students wrote longer and more compl ete paragraphs. They seemed less

afraid of writing because the tools gave them support while drafting.

e. Global Writing Score

A combined score was calcul ated to show general improvement.
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Figure 2.
Global Improvement Chart
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Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

The experimental group improved one full point more than the control group,
showing that technological programs had a positive impact on writing at A2

level.

Qualitative Results

a. Student Per ceptions
Students’ comments were grouped into categories.

Table 14.
Themes from Student Reflections
Category Description Frequency
. Students felt safer writing because tools corrected them .
Confidence . High
privately.
Motivation They felt more motivated since technology made writing Medium
less stressful.
Autonomy Students liked practicing at home with no pressure. High
Err;g(re;standl "9 Tools hel ped them see patternsin their mistakes. Medium
Technical A few students had issues with internet access. Low
Challenges

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.
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Most students felt the tools made writing “easier to start” and “Iess scary”.
They liked receiving quick feedback and believed it helped them avoid repeating

errors.

b. Teacher Observations

During the implementation of the technological writing program, the teacher
reported several changesin how A2 students approached writing tasks. The
improvements were visible not only in the written products but also in their
attitudes toward writing. Students became more active during drafting sessions
and showed more curiosity about the corrections suggested by the technological
tools. The teacher noticed that students started to compare versions of their texts
and tried to understand why certain structures worked better than others. This
attitude was not common before the proposal.

Another important change was the way students handled mistakes. At the
beginning, they waited for the teacher to fix every detail. By the end of the
program, many of them attempted two or three self-corrections before asking for
help. The teacher observed that students became more responsible when
completing writing tasks and more careful with punctuation and basic grammar.
These small behaviors helped improve clarity in sentences and the flow of short
paragraphs.

The teacher also mentioned that some students who were usually insecure
started to participate more when the class analyzed examples of corrected texts.
They felt safer because the technological tools allowed them to rewrite without
embarrassment. The combination of feedback from tools and support in class
produced a more positive attitude toward writing.

Table 15.
Teacher Observations After the Proposal Application

Observed Aspect Description of Improvement

Students produced simpler, clearer sentences and reduced

Sentence clarity unnecessary repetition.

Paragraphs showed a more logical flow, with clearer

Paragraph structure beginnings and endings.
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Description of | mprovement

Students completed second and third drafts without being

Draft responsibility asked, using technological toolsto guide corrections.

Students tried to solve problems before asking the teacher,

Self-correction habits especially grammar and punctuation errors.

Students showed less fear of making mistakes and

Writing confidence participated more in class discussions about writing.

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

c. Comparison of Pre-test and Post-test

The comparison between the pre-test and the post-test shows a clear change
in how students write when they receive constant support from technological
programs. In the pre-test, many students had short texts, frequent grammar
problems, and difficulties connecting ideas. After the proposal was applied for
several weeks, the post-test revealed that students were able to produce longer
and more organized pieces of writing. The improvement can be observed in
different indicators, not only in the fina score.

The experimental group shows the strongest progress. Their average score
increased from 5.0 to 7.0, which means that they were able to correct severa
weaknesses detected early in the process. The control group also improved, but
their change was smaller, from 5.0 to 6.0. This difference suggests that the
technological programs supported the students by giving them more practice and
more chances to revise their mistakes before submitting their work.

When the indicators are observed one by one, the pattern becomes even
clearer. Studentsin the experimental group learned to structure their ideas more
clearly, and they were more careful with grammar choices. Vocabulary range
also increased dightly, although this was not the strongest area. Still, students
used more connectors, more descriptive words, and more complete sentences.
The control group, on the other hand, improved mainly in sentence length and

basic grammar, but they still struggled with coherence and punctuation.
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The table below summarizes these changesin a ssmple way.

Table 16.
Comparison by Component
. : Control Control
. Experimental Experimental
Indicator Group Pre-  Group Post-
Group Pre-Test Group Post-Test Test Tedt

Coherence &
Organization 7.2 4.9 5.8
Grammar g 7.0 5.0 6.1
Accuracy
Vocabdlary 6.5 4.8 5.5
Range
sentence g, 7.1 5.1 6.0
Fluency
Global Score 5.0 7.0 5.0 6.0

Note. Elaborated by Molina A.

The experimental group improved between 1.8 and 2.3 pointsin all
indicators, while the control group improved between 0.8 and 1.1 points. This
difference suggests that technological programs supported students’ progressin a
more consistent way. Students who used the tools wrote longer sentences,
organized ideas with more clarity, and reduced basic mistakes that were very
common before.

Another important element is the attitude change. After the proposal,
students showed more confidence when writing. They did not wait for the
teacher to correct everything. Instead, they revised their own drafts using the
tools and tried different options until the text made more sense. This changeis
important because it shows that students devel oped more autonomy, whichisa
key objective at A2 level.

The results show that the technological writing program did not only help
with grammar corrections. It also made writing more organized, more fluent and
more confident. The tools acted like a support system. Students did not depend
on them, but they used them to build stronger drafts.
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The program seems effective for A2 students because it matches the way
they naturally learn. They like using phones and computers, and thislowers
stress. Writing becomes a more familiar activity instead of aformal obligation.

A grouped bar chart comparing experimental and control groups across four
writing indicators. coherence, grammar accuracy, vocabulary range, and fluency.
The experimental group shows a notable improvement from pre to post test in al
indicators, with increases of 18-20 points on average. The control group also
improves but at a slower rate (5-8 points). The difference between both groups
indicates that the technol ogical writing program had a stronger impact on writing
development.

Figura 3.
Comprenhensive writing improvement comparision

il

The figure shows a clear contrast between both groups. The experimental students
improved more strongly in every indicator. Their post-test scores are higher in coherence
(+20 pts), grammar accuracy (+15 pts), vocabulary range (+17 pts), and fluency (+19 pts).
The control group improved but in a modest way. This pattern confirms that technological
programs supported faster and more stable growth in A2 writing. The visual comparison
hel ps show that the improvements were not isolated but consistent across the whole

writing construct.
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ONCLUSION

This research investigated how technological programs can promote the development of
writing skills among A2 level students. Following the diagnostic phase, proposal
implementation, and comparison of the results from both the pre-test and the post-test, afew
key conclusions became evident.

To begin, technological programs had an overall positive effect on students writing
performance. This conclusion is directly related to the overarching objective of evaluating
the effects of educational technology. The experimental group made higher gains than the
control group in all areas of writing performance. The technology allowed studentsto engage
more in rewriting, correcting mistakes, and formulating their ideas with more confidence.
Second, with respect to the first specific objective, the analysis of technological tools showed
that programs such as online editors, grammar checkers, and collaborative documents can be
useful when there is sufficiently clear instruction from the teacher. Students engaged these
toolsnot only to correct mistakes, but also to learn what revisionsthey needed to make. Thus,
technology engaged students in both accuracy and awareness, which are important skills for
A2 writers.

Third, with respect to the second specific objective, the results demonstrate clear
improvement when comparing the pre-test and post-test results. The experimental group
showed an increase in average scores in terms of coherence, accuracy of grammar,
vocabulary usage, and fluency. These improvements indicated that the intervention had
helped students exercise their writing in amore cohesive and sustained manner. The control
group also improved, yet the extent of their improvement was smaller, which verified the
intervention's effectiveness.

Fourth, in accordance with the third specific objective, students held positive perceptions
of using technological programs. Many expressed higher self-efficacy and gallantry in taking
risks. They indicated that writing was easier because the technological programs allowed
them to rewrite at their own pace, and that emotional transference was key to their improved
performance, especialy for students who began with low levels of self-regulated processing

Inwriting.
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traditional writing instruction for A2 Tearners. The findings revealed that when technological

programs were utilized with purpose regarding the task and in a guided manner, student
writing was clearer, they were able to correct their mistakes independently, and they werein
the process of developing a more sustainable writing habit. The proposal developed an
educational environment that promotes autonomy, self-assurance, and continuous

improvement.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Continue to incorporate technology in writing classes. The school should keep using
programs such as Grammarly, Google Docs, and others that are free to facilitate writing.
These tools allow for continuous writing practice and help students recognize and resolve
errors with greater ease.

2. Provide teachers with training on effective digital-writing practices. Teachers need brief
workshops on how to support students as they work with technological devices, which
includes how to explain corrections, track progress, and craft a clear writing task at the A2
level.

3. Encourage students to write regularly in and outside of the class. Students should write,
using the technological tools suggested in the proposal, once aweek. Routine writing
ultimately helps reinforce grammar, structure, and vocabulary.

4. Impel studentsto consider their writing process. Learners should compare drafts to assess
progress. |n some respects, self-reflection creates awareness and inspires continued
engagement.

5. Use amixed method: teacher support + independent work. Technological tools tend to be
highlighted when used with teacher assistance. Writing conferences, peer review, learner-
to-learner, and guided editing provide writers with an understanding of why mistakes are
made.

6. Extend the proposal to additiona courses or levels. Because the outcomes were
encouraging, the institution may wish to implement the proposal in other levels of English,

with the necessary modifications to the tasks for specificity for each group, or additional

roups.
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iy significame for grduaikon This msearch will be corled oan n a face-ie-feon
clussromm using wak-hawd lneming sirsloghes 10 onhunce wiriiing shkilks. The pdidi
learners panictpating come froen diverse harkgroonds, and the tracker-reseanches
willl guide the activities aml collect the meossary data (Brougiom itk process.

18, Descrlpiion of the practical cowtribatioonss of the prapasal,

The siody an the offects of @sk-based beaming for AZ-bevel studems 22 [T5 ded
Aupsirn affers valisatle, bands-om insights for teachers, helping them sirengthen
students’ fanyuage abilities and commumpestion skills. 1E respomds to the demand
fior resmarch-sapported jeaching methods. supports mome sfisctive languosge:
learndng mesules, and equips bearners fo wrile in English wiih peaior confidence

13 Importince of the proposal from the Following perspectives: Prafessional,
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ANNEX 4: PRE 'Y POST TEST

Wriling Test - PRE-TEST (A2 level)
General Instructions (for students)

s Time: 30 minates

= Write your answers in English.

= Try i wnte between B0 and 1N words 1n each fask.

= Focus o organizing vour ideas, using correct grammar, vocabulary und wntmg
clear sentences.

Task 1 = Personal Paragraph
Topde: My ddailly routine and one special day

Write a paragraph about vour normal day from Monday to Friday.
Include:

v What time you get up, study, work or travel
o Two or three typical activities you 3o every day
= Dme day that was different or special recently

Write BO—100 words.

Task 2 — Short Narrative Paragraph

Topic: A probles and kow [ solved it

Write a paragraph about a small problem you had {at home, at schoel, &t work or in the
ity
Inclucde:

»  What the problem wis
= When and whers it happened
«  What vou did to solve it
¢ How wou felt im the end

Write B0—100 words.
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Wriling Test - POST-TEST (A2 level)

(remeral instrmctbomns [for stadents)

= Time: M mimstes
«  Write your arswers in English.

= Ty townite betvween Bl and 1 words m cach task.

Task 1 — Personal Paragraph

Topdes My fenere plarg fioe pext vear

Write a pemgraph about vour pluns fic next year.
Il

= Wour shabes, wark or persomal goals

= Twoor three things you want W improve in your life

«  Why these plans sre Enportant for vou

Write Bl 1) vy

Task 2 — Short Narvative / Opindon Paragraph

Topie: Fechrolog: in mv life

Wirite a paragraph about how vou wse technology in your daily Life.

Inclucle:

«  Two or three technological toeds vou use (for cxample: apps, websitos, programs)

= How these teals kelp you
e Cme problem or difficulty you hve with echnelogy

Wiabe Hill-10b wirds
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3. Riibrica de evaluacidn (pars pre y post test)
Analytic Writing Rubrie (A2 level) — 0 to 5 per criterion

Tuvtal score: (20 points
{Coherence & Organization + Grammar Accuracy + Vocabilary Range + FloencyTemgth)

fi—Tu
Cribesiom % - Excelent 4 = (e 3 = Bl 2=1 = Limized e
[ddsaz mee chear Edaas are mpsily Ldeas are difficuli
wmd logically  chear, with misce :j’“"rﬁ'"‘-”k N i ey st bt
ordemd There i protdens in PP ST Semvmrnces: ol
disnrysaizad disconmecied or i,

Coberenct & aman ideaand  onder. Theso s n Eon do fiviahed
Ovganiestion suppacting desild, maie idea Bl el I T I g

Al conescl well, impossibile w
vkl TR o A
il it conneried understaradnble sz
Vary few Sormie )
Hrmoes. Eroms o STamemtical  Freguent ermrs :;él;:nn; e comtril ol
ninl affewt i, e Wit bl word ander szd basic gramsnar

Gr i underdsmdmy. Lunt PemAn: arder ur hasic drielires e Seglirices are

ACoaracy chzar. Most gpeeneenil, bul the

Cormet wen of 7, diaasing oftan Mes™al.  incomgpdsie or
Il_mm “n:::.lﬁppm cramemtically can be andensiood. ﬁﬁguaﬂﬂ nod (= Engglish.
mostof the time.  “Tee-
Ulgrs enoigh Limnited ramge of
[hazd o varsely ol wigshulisy for vocabulery. Masy Wery limilad Almoal e
Ad-lewel words., the sk, with BEPREERDNE, vocibuley. Uses  mlovant
T Chooses mostly  Some varkly. Seneriesey e basie weords anly,  vecsbuliry,
w Epeprly Siine epebipon  shskent avoids Betammy wrimip o Words ane
Baug:
vocasulary for the af werds. capressing Mess  invenied words.  isolated ar nod
lipic. FKase Cloeianal Besause thay do Comreramicalion = enrssecied Ly
e bl weroneg wamd niH know the difficuli. ihw e,
chaloe. wortli.
Wriles cleas i
Writes B0-300+  (hi reqaired :":“"' "':':;’: Wary shorl st
wortts perizsk.  legth |70-100 i = | unnder 50 wonds). N b
Flaencw!  Seomnciaflon ook Some  CTOwONEL gL o et o7 oty
Lengih naturalby wath few miner l:lcm.lﬂ. iy TExLfeels chopgry, fragm I::v:td. with %D lsoluoed
LT Flirw, Bt the bext with 'TIL;"““ M Eeyguent breaks = wirrd,
MEArng. is um@l]l ET:-::. [ T
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ANNEX 5: SCHEDULE

Week Activities Dieseription
25 Studets recene mformetion about the progran, the
l:lr“k wtlm technalogical tools, and dhe porposs of the wntmy actnvities,
e Acocmmts for ench toof are creafed,
Week Hageline Woting  Students compleie @ writing fask to messore thedr inatial beved
: Test {Pre-fest) Pugbrics are applicd and seores are reconded
Week T Students beam Bow to e Goople Docs and Grammsarly
1 ,';,:":k":hls 1 Tescher models bos to reviee simple sentences and short
——puragphs,
Week . . Students waork oo shor descrptive paragraphs. They edit
4 OuidedPractice] 4 op. o ing the inols. Teacher gives light feedback.
Week Tramung Foous on coherence. Students leam kow 1o orgameze ideas wiilh
5 Wirkshop 2 digital plunmers and online templates.
Week . Studenis procuce & shar narmative parmgraph, Self-comection
] Gl Pruititerd: encouraged befors eacher cormertion
Wierk Teacher reviews prisgress with o small rubric. Stdems discass

Mid-point Chock

7 challenpes ard perceptions,

Week Troming Vocabalary improvemest through digital 1eols such e

] Wirrkahien 1 Cambridor Online Dictiorany and vocalndary !

Week , Paragraph writeng focused on vocabulary exparsion. Stodenis
5 Uniidded Practice 3 cihit znd rewnie with m.il.nu]L'E.c-ll BUppO.

Week Draft-to-Flisl Studeits write & bomper sext { 10— 120 wiords). They catnplews
10 WHh.nE Frigect tw |:|.'iE:.iI.|:|l revizions and receive formative feedhack.

Wiek Indepemsdent Students work mdividually aang the tools. Teacher monitors
1] Fractics arel prowvides shor comments

Week Fmal Wnitmg Test  Sdents compisie o wniting fosk sirmalar to the precbect.
A2 [Posi-lest) Resulis are soored witk ihe same mubric,

Week ) Teacher comipiires pre- and post=les seores, Student surveys
i3 Dl Asaty are analveed,

Week Finsl RBeflection  Students share apiniens aboat the technological tools and how
14 Seasion they felt during the program.

Week . Final results are organized for the thesis, incloding cherts,

15 Report Preparstion tzblcs, and narrative inlerprelation.
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