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Abstract
Developing the writing skills of ESL students have been the focus of language education scholars for the
past three decades. This relates to the importance writing has accrued among the other language skills.
Collaborative learning has been debated as an approach to improve the writing skills of students. The
study investigated (a) the perceptions of ESL students towards collaborative learning, and (ii) the
perceived effect of collaborative learning on the writing skills of ESL students. Thirty participants from an
English language course were randomly sampled. The quantitative analyses and discussion show that
students have a positive perception towards collaborative learning which in�uences their interest to be
actively and frequently engaged in it. Peer feedback was essential to improving the writing skills and
developing general language skills through collaborative learning. The study reports an overall effect of
collaborative learning improving the writing skills of learners. After providing the limitations of the study,
implications and recommendations are stated for further research.

Introduction
Learning is a lifelong activity. The learning of a second language such as the English language has
proven to be a di�cult task for most students in several contexts. Veramuthu and Shah (2020) opine that
writing is “pigeon-holed as an intricate task” (p. 55). Ivanic (1998) holds a view that writing should portray
the identity of the student. That is, most second language learners �nd writing di�cult when they are not
comfortable with portraying themselves in the content of their writing. Weigle (2007) acknowledges the
relevance of writing as a skill. Huy (2015) points out that writing is an important skill in the English
language as it translates itself from the academic �eld to corporate settings. While there is a large
scholarship that recognizes the importance of writing, most English as Second Language (hereinafter,
ESL) learners are not aware of this relevance and still encounter di�culties in writing. Following this
challenge, several strategies have been devised to improve the writing skills of ESL learners: through oral
feedback (Schuldt, 2019; Solhi & Eginli, 2020), peer feedback (Huisman, Saab, Van Driel, & Van Den Broek,
2018; Fan & Xu, 2020), written feedback (Bonsu, 2021; Hyland & Hyland, 2019), computer-mediated
feedback (AbuSeileek & Abualsha’r, 2014; Sauro, 2009), and games (Kheryadi, 2017; Mazhar, 2019). While
few kinds of research have recognised the role of collaborative learning to improve the writing skills of
learners (Al-Besher, 2012; Mansor, 2007), they are constrained to online interactions (Alghasab, Hardman,
& Handley, 2019; Qing-quan, 2009).

Generally, collaborative learning has evolved as an essential concept in education (Al-Besher, 2012;
Kohonen & Bedley, 1992) to be encapsulated as an activity in improving English language skills in
English as Foreign Language (hereinafter, EFL) and ESL contexts (Khan & Mansoor, 2020). Collaborative
learning is conceptualized by different scholars to essentialize the objectives of learning. Umar, Adamm
and Fahal (2020) explain that collaborative learning means arranging students in heterogeneously small
groups to work together to achieve a common goal. Implicitly, this de�nition recognizes the individual
differences in the competence of students. In an effort to de�ne collaborative learning, Ibrahim, Shak,
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Mohd, Zaidi and Yasin (2015) provide a signi�cance that it allows second language learners to rely on
one another for knowledge and this makes learning more interesting and meaningful.

While the de�nitions holds, Ibrahim et al. (2015) advise that collaborative learning is not merely about
grouping students to work together, but it involves shared meaning, negotiations and elaboration of
conceptually practical knowledge (Van Boxtel, Van der Linden, & Kanselaar, 2000). While students
verbalize their understanding in the group, they can practice and improve coherent writing skills through
the interaction. This assertion is supported by the claim of Wilmer (2008) that most students are
underequipped to take on complex learning on their own. In this regard, the use of a collaborative learning
strategy becomes necessary to facilitate the learning of such ESL learners. Al-Besher (2012) connects
writing and collaborative learning to mean a heterogenous small group of ESL writers working as a team
to produce and create a shared piece of writing. The result of the collaboration is the development of a
piece of writing and these results catalyze to improve the writing skill of each member in the group. Rice
and Huguley (1994) reveal that this is achievable when the group brainstorms, collects ideas, plans,
makes an outline, revises and edits the writing. Aljamhoor (1996) extended the relevance of planning to
the writing process.

The main rationale for this study emanates from the reports by scholars on the falling standards of
writing skills of ESL learners after several strategies have been devised to ensure improving writing.
Several theoretical perspectives such as socio-cultural theory (Dongyu, Fanyu, & Wanyi, 2013), cognitivist
theory (Flower & Hayes, 1981;), socio-cognitivist theory (Atkinson, 2019, Barrot, 2015), genre theory (Afful,
2007; Arancón, 2013;), and interactionist theory (Bowles & Adams, 2015;) have been originated to support
the writing of ESL students. This study dwells on the effectiveness of collaborative learning to improve
the writing skills of ESL learners through the perceptions of the students. This follows that the use of
collaborative learning can provide opportunities for learners to improve their writing through interaction
with their peers. Pham and Nguyen (2020) review the positive in�uence of collaborative learning through
peer feedback on second language writers to enhance their self-regulatory learning and scaffold their
writing. Also, some existing scholarship recommends channelling attention to improving the writing skills
of students (Sukirman, 2016; Veramuthu & Shah, 2020). Sukirman (2016) acknowledges the in�uence of
collaborative learning to improve the writing of students through peer learning.

The study addresses two key concerns. Firstly, little research has investigated collaborative learning in the
ESL context, speci�cally Ghana. More importantly, these studies focused on web-based and online
interactions. The current study focuses on traditional collaborations. Secondly, from the extant literature,
there is a debate on the suitable approach or theory to improve the writing skills of students. The present
study is designed to examine the effectiveness of collaborative learning to improve writing by analysing
the perceptions of students. The need to investigate the perceptions of students towards collaborative
learning improving their writing stems from the assertion that perceptions are in�uential factors in writing
skills (Bulut, 2017; Veramuthu & Shah, 2020). This investigation can lead to renovating language learning
curriculums to integrate collaborative learning as a core activity in improving learning (in this study,
writing skills) of ESL students. The �ndings of this study can relevant to other �elds of second language
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research such as feedback and language acquisition. In this regard, the study is guided by the following
research questions.

i. What are the perceptions of ESL students towards collaborative learning?

ii. What is the perceived effect of collaborative learning on the writing skill of ESL students?

Literature Review

Social Constructivist Theory
Social Constructivist Theory (hereinafter, SCT) evolved as a theory from Vygotsky’s Socio-cultural theory.
SCT serves as a paradigm mostly adopted in language education. Yang and Wilson (2006) highlight the
momentum SCT is gaining in the ESL and EFL learning contexts. Srour, Aqel and Shawish (2021) reveal
that SCT distinguishes itself from the traditional perspective where teachers are seen as repositories of
knowledge and active more than the learners. However, in SCT, learners are active participants who
construct their knowledge and progress to be better. Vygotsky (1978) explains that the development of
learners’ skills through the construction of meaning by interacting with more knowledgeable peers
transpire at the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD).

SCT holds some assumptions about learning and knowledge. Within the theory, learning is a social
process that does not require passive activities, but rather active engagements to facilitate development
(Gredler, 1997; Kafai & Resnick, 1996). Given that learning is a social process, knowledge is socially and
culturally acquired. Meanings and understandings are created through the interaction between learners
(Kukla, 2000). The emphasis on the importance of interaction and the role of peers in improving the
language skills of one another is evidenced in the literature (Laal & Ghodsi, 2012; Strijbos & Fischer, 2007;
Warmkessel & Carothers, 1993).

From the SCT perspective, writing is a social practice developed through active interaction. Previous
cognitivists (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Hayes & Flower, 1987) considered writing as a cognitive process;
however, some tendencies have considered writing in a social constructivist sense (Hodson & Hodson,
1998; Lantolf, 2000; Van Lier, 2000). These scholars have shifted attention from individuated activities
towards sharing of mental activities amongst learners. Pea (1993) states that “the mind rarely works
alone” (p. 47) and writing as a complex mental activity lends itself to the learners working together in its
production.

Thus, brainstorming, collaborative problem-solving, shared planning, drafting, peer feedback, written
feedback, and revisions have been recommended to be relevant in the writing process. The essence of
collaboration cannot be downplayed. While the assertion is acceptable, Barnard and Campbell (2005)
note that collaborative learning requires the willingness of the learners to learn from each other.

Collaborative Learning
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Collaborative learning has received attention from linguists and educationists from the 1970s to the
present day. Though research on collaborative learning is multidisciplinary (Strijbos & Fischer, 2007), it
has frequently been applied in language learning contexts. Slavin (2011) conceptualizes collaborative
learning as an instructional procedure whereby students of all levels of performance work together in
small groups to achieve a group goal. Previously, Lv (2014) added that collaborative learning is a
systematic teaching strategy that makes learners cooperate in a heterogenous team to achieve a
common goal. Deducing from the de�nitions, the outcome of collaborative learning should re�ect
development as a goal is achieved. The study operationalizes the achievement of a common goal as
improving the writing skills of learners. This is achieved through group (social) interaction.

In trying to devise an approach to collaborative learning, Hunter (1999) explains �ve impacts of
collaborative learning. First, it engages students as active learners; second, it enriches students’ learning
experience; third, it creates an interactive context for learning; fourth, it encourages discussions and
questioning; �fth, it develops the skills of learners. Bower and Richards (2006) have recognised
collaborative learning to enhance deep learning and facilitate problem-solving. However, Kuusisaari
(2013) admonishes that in the effort of adopting collaborative learning for language learning, it should
not shift its focus from the objectives of teaching. That is, collaborative learning in improving the writing
skills of learners should be tailored with the objectives of teaching writing.

Based on the SCT, collaborative learning supports students to improve their writing skills. Collaboration
learning provides prospects for a conversational classroom (Bower & Richards, 2006). Chandra (2015)
points out that collaborative learning celebrates diversity as Lv (2014) and Umar et al. (2020) term it as
heterogeneity. Also, there is interpersonal development and opportunities for feedback from peers.
According to McLeod and Soven (1992), collaborative learning holds at its core that writing is a social
process rather than individual effort which re�ects the essence of the SCT in learning writing.

Previous Studies
Several studies have shown the applicability of collaborative learning (Ibrahim et al., 2020; Umar et al.,
2020; van Leeuwen & Janssen, 2019; Zhang & Cui, 2018) in ESL learning contexts. Existing kinds of
literature in ESL contexts have not overlooked investigating writing skills as well (Azlan & Yunus, 2020;
Bonsu, 2021; Elboshi, 2021; Khazrouni, 2018).

Veramuthu and Shah’s (2020) study reviewed how effective collaborative learning is among secondary
school students in an ESL classroom. Their study reviewed the importance of collaborative learning and
was mainly guided by one research aim; to investigate the perceptions of ESL students towards
collaborative writing. The study used a quantitative approach and data was collected through the
questionnaire guide. After analysing data from 32 students, they �nalize that collaborative learning as an
approach to writing is helpful to students. The students showed positive perceptions towards
collaborative learning to writing. This informs language education tutors in their instructional designs.
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Umar et al. (2020) analysed the impact of collaborative learning on language skill achievement in the ESL
classroom. Quite differently, Umar et al. adopted an experimental design where pre-tests and post-tests
were carried out with 44 students. They focused on all the language skills (reading, speaking, listening
and writing). They report that collaborative learning enhances the achievement of students in learning
English. As such, there is a positive relationship between collaborative learning and language skill
development. Similar �nding has been reported by Galarza Pucha (2020) who identi�ed a statistically
signi�cant difference between post-test and pre-tests con�rming a positive relationship between
collaborative learning and writing. A collaborative learning environment enhances the essay writing of
students.

On writing, Chokwe (2013) reviewed the factors that impact the writing skills of students in ESL contexts.
While there were external factors to the educational context (such as colonialism), the most enticing
mention was the underprepared teachers and ineffective teaching approaches to writing. This does not
allow students to be actively engaged in the process of learning writing. Chokwe argues for effective
measures to address poor writing skills. To this call, Ibrahim et al. (2015) presented the relevance of
incorporating collaborative writing in the ESL classroom. Through collaborative learning, students provide
support for one another and improve their writing skills (Galarza Pucha, 2020). Shull (2001) examined the
effectiveness of collaborative learning that used peer feedback to improve writing skills. This study was
fundamentally aimed at descrying whether collaborative learning could solve the problems of writing
skills. Shull reported an improvement in the writing of the students in the experimental group as
compared to the control group. The essence of peer feedback in language education has been
acknowledged by Tian and Zhou (2020), Lin (2018) and Gaynor (2020). These studies have essentialized
the importance of peer support in improving learning and writing. Elboshi’s (2021) empirical review
reports signi�cant improvement in the writing skills of students through peer support. Azlan and Yunus
(2020) sought to incorporate the growing demand for social networking sites from undergraduates and
how it affects their writing. The students perceived their writing to have improved through such sites. This
is not out of context as such sites are envisaged as a social community where peers interact and share
knowledge.

From the review of previous studies, it can be a�rmed that the studies used SPSS as a quantitative tool
for analysis. The use of a quantitative approach and a questionnaire instrument was evidenced as well.
These methodological grounds justify the need for the study to adopt the same. Also, the impact of
collaborative learning on language learning generally and writing speci�cally has been reported through
the studies. Most importantly, the relevance of peers in the process of improving the writing skills of
others has been in�uential in the literature.

Materials And Methods
The participants for the study were drawn from Level 300 English Major students from the Department of
English. The selected participants for the study were 30 students. The number of participants is justi�ed
based on the review of previous studies where the number ranged between 20 to 55. The participants
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were randomly sampled from a single class of sixty-�ve (65) students. This procedure was adopted
because each of the students has engaged in collaborative learning from the onset of their university
education. From personal observations, such collaborative learnings have been geared towards sharing
knowledge and building writing strategies for their examinations. Therefore, the participants offered
suitable responses for the study.

The study uses a descriptive survey design. According to Nassaji (2015), descriptive design describes the
characteristics of a phenomenon or subjects in a study. The descriptive survey design aims to collect,
analyse and interpret data from respondents. The design is to evaluate the perceptions towards the
practice of collaborative learning. As this study mainly draws on behavioural investigations, the
descriptive survey is suitable for this study. Additionally, the quantitative research approach is adopted to
analyse the data. The quantitative research approach was adopted because it offers multifaceted means
to analyse the data statistically.

Given the design and approach of the study, the questionnaire instrument was used for the data
collection. Understandably, the design, approach, and instrument ensure the credibility of the results. The
questionnaire instrument is widely used in second language research for the past two decades (Dornyei &
Taguchi, 2009; Seker & Dincer, 2014). This tool was adopted based on its e�ciency, less expensiveness,
and wide coverage of participants. As such, it is hoped that the �ndings of this study demonstrate the
perceptions of ESL students towards collaborative learning improving their writing skills. The
questionnaire comprised two main sections (Section A and Section B).

The data obtained were analysed with Statistical Package for Social Sciences version 25 (SPSS 25). This
statistical analysis tool has proven to be effective in quantitative research. The tool was used to
descriptive statistics to provide a summary of the analysis in the form of means, frequencies, tables, and
standard deviation. The direction of the analysis of the data was used to determine the perceptions and
effect of collaborative learning on improving the writing skills of ESL students.

Results
The results of the data collected and analysed from the participants are presented in Tables 1 and 2.
Table 1 presents the results of the analysis for the research question (i) while Table 2 presents the
analysis for the research question (ii). The results are presented in percentages, frequencies, means and
standard deviation. In the two tables, the keys are explained as SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, Un = 
Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree, M = Mean, and StD = Standard Deviation.
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Table 1
Perceptions of Students towards Collaborative Learning

Statements SD

F (%)

D

F (%)

Un

F (%)

A

F (%)

SA

F (%)

M StD

1. I do not like to work or learn with
my friends.

11
(36.7)

6 (20) 7
(23.3)

6 (20) - 2.27 1.172

2. Collaborative learning helps us to
share knowledge and build
experience.

2
(6.7)

2
(6.7)

6 (20) 11
(36.7)

9 (30) 3.77 1.165

3. Collaborative learning helps me to
improve my language skills.

1
(3.3)

4
(13.3)

3 (10) 8
(26.7)

14
(46.7)

4.00 1.203

4. I am more active during
collaborative learning.

1
(3.3)

2
(6.7)

3
(10.0)

14
(46.7)

10
(33.3)

4.00 1.017

5. Collaborative learning enhances
my social skills.

4
(13.3)

4
(13.3)

5
(16.7)

10
(33.3)

7
(23.3)

3.40 1.354

Source: Field data, 2021

Table 1 presents the results of the analysis on the data collected to determine the perceptions of students
towards collaborative learning. From the results, 36.7% of the students indicated that they ‘strongly
disagree’ with the statement that ‘I do not like to work or learn with my friends’. While 23.3% were
‘Uncertain’, there was a percentage tie score for ‘Disagree’ and ‘Agree’ at 6% each. The mean of the item
was 2.27 with a standard deviation of 1.172 indicating a high measure of spread. Given the mean of
2.27, it can be determined that the students have a positive perception about learning with their peers
which are expressed through their disagreement with the negative statement. On item 2 of the
questionnaire, the students expressed that collaborative learning helps them to share knowledge and
build experience through an agreement of 66.7% (i.e., A {36.7} + SA {30}). The disagreement with the
statement was at 13.4% while 20% were uncertain. Although the measure of spread is high, the mean
score of 3.77 indicates the students’ positive perceptions about collaborative learning helping them
increase their knowledge. The mean is skewed to 4 which re�ects the certainty that comes with the
‘agreement’ to the statement. The language skills development through collaborative learning was also
included. To that, 26.7% of the students ‘agreed’ and 46.7% ‘strongly agreed’. 16.6% (i.e., SD {3.3} + D
{13.3}) of the students expressed disagreement. Their language skills were not improved through the
collaborative learning activities. 10% were uncertain about the improvement in language skills. Given a
standard deviation of 1.203 and a mean of exactly 4.00, more than 66% of the ‘agreement’ falls within the
standard deviation which con�rms the improvement of language skills of learners through collaborative
learning. From item 4, the least standard deviation (1.017) was recorded in line with a mean of 4.00.
Compared to the other responses, the variation, though above 1, is relatively low. 80% (i.e., SA {33.3} + A
{46.7}) of the students ‘agreed’ that they are active in collaborative learning activities. The disagreement
was hinged at a percentage of 10 (i.e., SD {3.3} + D {6.7}) and 10% was also uncertain. From the results, it
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is con�rmed that students are more active during collaborative learning. Finally, the last item on the
questionnaire sought to �nd out the enhancement in the social skills of students through collaborative
learning. 13.3% of the students ‘strongly disagree’ that collaborative learning enhances their social skills,
13.3% ‘agreed’, and 16.7% showed uncertainty. 33.3% ‘agreed’ and 23.3% ‘strongly agreed’ that their social
skills were developed. This statement attracted the highest standard deviation of 1.354 with a mean of
3.40. The mean is within the range of ‘Uncertain’. From the variation in the spread of responses, the
results show that the students are unsure how their social skills are enhanced through collaborative
learning.

Table 2
Perceived Effects of Collaborative Learning on Writing Skills

Statements SD

F (%)

D

F (%)

Un

F (%)

A

F (%)

SA

F (%)

M StD

1. Writing together in groups is a
strategy that helps me to write clearly.

1
(3.3)

- 8
(26.7)

12
(40)

9 (30) 3.93 .944

2. Planning and outlining a topic with
my friends help me more than I do
alone.

1
(3.3)

2
(6.7)

5
(16.7)

14
(46.7)

8
(26.7)

3.87 1.008

3. Developing my own writing is not
helpful for me.

2
(6.7)

4
(13.3)

3 (10) 7
(23.3)

14
(46.7)

3.90 1.322

4. Peers in my group provide good
comments on my writing.

1
(3.3)

2
(6.7)

6 (20) 10
(33.3)

11
(36.7)

3.93 1.081

5. I cannot edit or proofread my own
writing alone.

3 (10) 8
(26.7)

6 (20) 7
(23.3)

6 (20) 3.17 1.315

6. I do not prefer feedback from my
peers on my writing.

11
(36.7)

12
(40)

5
(16.7)

2
(6.7)

- 1.93 .907

7. I would like to engage in more
collaborative writing activities.

2
(6.7)

1
(3.3)

2
(6.7)

12
(40)

13
(43.3)

4.10 1.125

8. Collaborative learning helps me
acquire new vocabularies to use in
my writing.

- 4
(13.3)

3 (10) 11
(36.7)

12
(40)

4.03 1.033

9. My writing skill was better before I
engaged in collaborative learning.

9 (30) 9 (30) 3 (10) 7
(23.3)

2
(6.7)

2.47 1.332

10. Overall, I think collaborative
learning has positive effects on my
writing skill.

2
(6.7)

1
(3.3)

6 (20) 7
(23.3)

14
(46.7)

4.00 1.203

Source: Field data, 2021

Table 2 provides the results for the analysis of the perceived effects of collaborative learning on writing
skills. From Table 2 on item 1, 70% (i.e., SA {30} + A {40}) of the students ascertained the effect that
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collaborative learning has on the clarity of their writing. The mean score of 3.93 indicates an agreement
was attained. The standard deviation was low and appreciable, given that the data is clustered around
the mean. This points out that collaborative writing improves the clarity of writing of students. Planning
and outlining are important to writing. With a percentage of 73.4 (i.e., SA {26.7} + A {46.7}), the students
expressed a total agreement that planning and outlining a topic for writing with their peers are useful for
them. A standard deviation of 1.008 and a mean of 3.87 was attained. The scores determine that
collaborative learning impacts the planning and outlining of students. On item 3, there was a high spread
out of data with a standard deviation of 1.322 from the mean of 3.90. Nonetheless, 70% (i.e., SA {23.7} +
A {46.7}) of the students agreed that developing their own writing is not helpful for them. That is, they
require assistance from their peers to develop better writing. The skewness of the mean score towards
4.00 establishes that students need support from peers to develop their writing plan. Additionally, on the
provision of good comments from peers, 36.7% of the students ‘strongly agreed’ and 33.3% ‘agreed’ to the
statement. Given a mean of 3.93 and a standard deviation of 1.081, the results con�rm that peers provide
good comments which positively affects writing skills. Item 5 sought to identify the possible capacity of
students to edit and proofread their writing. 26.7% representing the majority ‘disagreed’ and 10% ‘strongly
disagreed’ with the statement. This shows that the students do not require to be in groups in order to edit
their writing. 23.3% ‘agreed’ and 20% ‘strongly agreed’ indicating their inability to edit their writing. 20%
were ‘uncertain’ about the statement. Attaining a mean score of 3.17, it is con�rmed that students are not
sure as to whether they can proofread their writings alone or not.

While the students disagreed (76.7%) with the statement that ‘I do not prefer feedback from my peers on
my writing’ (Item 6), the students con�rmed the positive effect peer feedback has on their writing. The
mean score was 1.93 with the least standard deviation of .907. This response is appreciable because the
students indicated the ‘good comments’ they get from their peers in item 4. That is, the good comments
motivate the students to prefer feedback from peers. The highest mean score of4.10 was attained for
item 7. The students expressed their interest in engaging in frequent collaborative writing activities. This
is supported with an 83.3% agreement (i.e., SA {43.3} + A {40}). Vocabulary development is essential to
improving writing. To this, 76.7% (i.e., SA {40} + A {36.7}) of the students agreed that they acquire new
vocabularies through collaborative learning. Though the responses were spread out (standard deviation = 
1.033), the mean score (4.03) con�rms the level of agreement to item 8. For item 9, 60% (i.e., SD {30} + D
{30}) of the students disagreed that their writing was better before collaborative learning activities. This
implies that the writing skills of the students improved through collaborative learning and not prior to it.
With a 2.47 mean, it is evident that collaborative learning betters the writing of learners. Finally, item 10
sought ground to con�rm the positive effect collaborative learning has on writing skills. With a 70%
agreement (i.e., A {23.7} + SA {46.7}) and a mean of 4.00, the students expressed that collaborative
learning has a positive effect on their writing skills.

Discussion
The perception or understanding of students can be a motivational factor to their engagement in
collaborative learning. The students demonstrated through their responses that they have a positive
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perception of collaborative learning. This �nding is supported by the studies of Veramuthu and Shah
(2020) who also con�rm the positive perception of students towards collaborative learning. Given this
positive perception, the participants also con�rmed that they would like to engage in more collaborative
learning activities. This expression of interest is facilitated by the positive perceptions of the students. As
such, they become more active during the collaborative learning process. These �ndings are inherent in
the thrust of the SCT where active engagement improves learning. This is consistent with the report by
Hunter (1999) and Lv (2014) where learners are active participants and take charge of their learning in
collaborative activities.

Consistent with the �ndings of other studies, the study reveals that students have a positive perception of
collaborative learning since they can share knowledge and build experience. Bulut (2017) also added the
positive perceptions of students towards collaborative learning. Also, it is a�rmed that the general
language skills of learners are developed through collaborative learning. These �ndings are supported by
Umar et al. (2020) who con�rmed a positive relationship between collaborative learning and language
skills development. Previously, Laal and Ghodsi (2012) added the active interaction in collaborative
learning to improve the language skills of learning. On writing, it was found that there is an effect of
collaborative learning on improving the clarity, planning, and outlining of writing. Rice and Huguley
(1994) are amongst the researchers who have reported such positive effects of collaborative learning on
clarity, planning, and outlining writing.

The study reports that students cannot develop their writing on their own. As such, the support of peers is
required. In this regard, it was indicated that peer feedback is helpful to improve writing skills. The
comments from peers were found to be useful in improving writing. These �ndings imply the signi�cance
of peer feedback comments on improving writing. The report of the current study is hinged on the
scholarship on peer feedback from Bower and Richards (2006), Sukirman (2016) and Shull (2001). Peer
feedback serves as a guide to others to foster and improve their writing skills (Elboshi, 2021). From the
SCT, peer feedback creates an interactive learning context in a friendly manner (Bower & Richards, 2006).

Collaborative learning is envisaged as a social learning process. Although Laal (2013) reported social
skills to be elemental in collaborative learning, it was found that students have an indifferent concern
about how collaborative learning improves their social skills. Here, the social skills comprise the
establishment of interpersonal relations in the heterogeneous group. Additionally, no effect was realised
on the ability of students to proofread and edit their work. The study formulates that this inability rises
from the individual acts in trying to carry out the proofreading and editing task. This is concurring with
Wilmar’s (2008) claim that learners are unable to take on complex language learning tasks (where writing
is a complex cognitive task) on their own.

As opined earlier, vocabularies are relevant to improving writing skills. In that regard, it was revealed that
students acquire new vocabularies through collaborative learning. Similar �ndings are reported from the
study of Lin, Hsiao, Tseng and Chan (2014). These vocabularies are used in the writing process which
re�ects the development of the students. In addition, the writing skills of the students improved through
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collaborative learning. Generally, the study reports a positive perceived effect of collaborative learning on
improving the writing skills of the students. The �nal report from the present study is supported by the
�ndings of Al-Besher (2012), Mansoor (2007), Sukirman (2016), Ibrahim et al. (2015) and Umar et al.
(2020) who revealed the effect of collaborative learning on writing skills.

Conclusion And Implication
The study was conducted to evaluate the perceptions of ESL students towards collaborative learning on
improving their writing skills in an English language classroom. While the �ndings of the study are
credible, some limitations are provided concerning the study. First, the number of participants used
though justi�ed based on previous studies, is relatively small. This affects the deductive generalizability
of the results of the study to the entire population or other ESL contexts. Second, there was no regression
analysis to establish the relationship between collaborative learning and writing skills. Such
methodological approaches were adopted by Galarza Pucha (2020) and Umar et al. (2020). Finally, the
study did not further investigate the students’ ‘uncertain’ perception about the development of social skills
through collaborative learning. It is proposed that interview guides could have made up for this. Despite
these limitations, the study reports a positive perception towards collaborative learning and a positive
effect of collaborative learning on writing skills. In this regard, the study recommends that educationists
should adopt collaborative learning as a core instructional strategy to foster language skills development
in the classroom and other learning contexts. Given the great importance placed on peer feedback in
writing, writing curricula and other textbooks developers should incorporate activities where peers could
interact and improve their writing as they bene�t from one another’s writing. From the limitations
identi�ed, further research can investigate the relationship between collaborative learning and writing
adopting a mixed-method approach. The participants in such a study can be increased in order to provide
wider generalizability. Finally, further studies can compare the development of social skills through
collaborative learning on online platforms and classroom contexts.
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