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COLLABORATIVE WRITING IN HIGHER EDUCATION
ENGLISH-LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION:
A REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND PEDAGOGICAL PRACTICE

This article examines collaborative approaches to developing English-language academic writing
Skills in higher education, with particular attention to similarities and differences between
international and Ukrainian pedagogical contexts. The study explores contemporary
conceptualisations of academic writing as a multidimensional, socially situated, and discipline-
specific competence shaped by globalisation, digitalisation, and intercultural communication.
Drawing on international and Ukrainian scholarship, the review analyses theoretical perspectives on
academic literacy, disciplinary writing and collaborative learning and synthesizes empirical research
on collaborative writing practices, including peer review, brainstorming, group writing, joint text
production, and digitally mediated interaction.

The findings indicate that collaborative approaches support the development of writing proficiency,
genre awareness, critical thinking, learner autonomy, and intercultural competence; their effects on
writing fluency, while historically debated, appear positive when collaboration is carefully structured.
International studies emphasise the importance of interaction, negotiation of meaning, and shared
responsibility in fostering academic literacy and language development. The Ukrainian scholarship
increasingly aligns with international competence-based and genre-oriented approaches while
preserving a strong focus on methodological structuring and digital integration in higher education.

Keywords: academic writing skills, collaborative writing, English-language instruction, higher
education, pedagogical practice.

Background inclusive and equitable education and the

In contemporary higher education, development of relevant skills for lifelong
English-language academic writing has learning, and SDG 17 (Partnerships for the
become a fundamental academic and Goals), which highlights the significance of
professional competence for students collaboration, international cooperation, and
across disciplines. It enables effective knowledge exchange across institutions and
participation in scholarly communication, countries. This article treats these goals not
supports academic success, and facilitates merely as a policy but as an analytical lens:
integration into the global academic collaborative writing pedagogy can be
community. Developing academic writing understood as an implementation of both
skills, however, remains a complex and SDGs, as it fosters inclusive, high-quality
demanding process that requires not only learning environments (SDG 4) and develops
linguistic knowledge but also the ability to the collaborative and communicative
organise ideas, construct arguments, competences required for international
synthesise information, and adhere to academic partnership (SDG 17). Within this
academic conventions. framework, higher education institutions are

The importance of this competence is increasingly expected to create learning
reinforced by global educational priorities  environments that foster both academic
articulated in the United Nations excellence and collaborative engagement in
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)  global contexts.
(United Nations, 2015), particularly SDG 4 Contemporary educational and
(Quality Education), which emphasises professional realities are increasingly shaped
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by digital communication and technology-
enhanced collaboration. Students, teachers,
researchers, and professionals are often
required to co-author texts in real time using
shared digital platforms and online
collaborative tools. Such practices require not
only linguistic competence but also the ability
to negotiate meaning, coordinate ideas,
provide  constructive  feedback, and
participate effectively in digitally mediated
communication.

In response to these developments,
collaborative learning has gained increasing
recognition as an effective pedagogical
approach in language education. Grounded
in social constructivist theory, it is
understood as a socially mediated process
in which knowledge is constructed through
interaction, dialogue, and collaboration.
This view is supported by educational
theorists who emphasise learning as an
active process of meaning-making (Bruner,
1996), experiential engagement in social
contexts (Dewey, 1938), and participation
in communities of practice (Wenger, 1998).
Within  this framework, collaborative
learning emphasises interaction, shared
responsibility, and the co-construction of
knowledge. Within academic writing
instruction, collaborative practices such as
group writing, peer review, collaborative
editing, and discussion-based tasks create
opportunities for learners to refine their
written output through feedback, reflection,
and active engagement with peers.

International and national educational
practices demonstrate growing interest in
integrating collaborative approaches into
academic writing instruction. Research
indicates that collaborative learning
contributes not only to the development of
writing proficiency, including coherence,
linguistic accuracy, and genre awareness,
but also to the enhancement of critical
thinking, learner autonomy, self-reflection,
and intercultural communication skills. At
the same time, differences in educational
traditions, pedagogical priorities, and
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technological integration influence the

implementation of collaborative writing

practices in different national contexts.
Against this background, this article

reviews international and Ukrainian
scholarship on English-language
academic writing instruction in higher

education. The study aims to identify key
theoretical perspectives, empirical findings,
and contextual challenges associated with
collaborative learning in academic writing,
and to situate Ukrainian pedagogical
research within the broader international
landscape. In particular, the article seeks
to answer the following research question:

What are the similarities and differences
between international and Ukrainian
theoretical frameworks and research
findings on developing English-language

academic writing Skills through
collaborative learning?

Methodology

This article is a narrative literature

review examining collaborative writing in
English-language academic instruction in
higher education. Sources were selected
purposively to represent key theoretical
frameworks, empirical studies, and recent
research in both international and
Ukrainian scholarship. International
sources were drawn primarily from the
applied linguistics literature, with particular
attention to peer-reviewed journal articles
and edited volumes published from 2010 to
2025; foundational theoretical works, cited
for their influence on the field, were
included regardless of publication date.
Ukrainian sources were identified through
targeted searches in Ukrainian academic
databases and institutional repositories,
supplemented by citation tracking from key
Ukrainian publications. The review is
organised thematically around three areas:
theoretical conceptualisations of academic
writing, international empirical research on
collaborative  writing, and Ukrainian
pedagogical scholarship and practice.
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Findings

Academic
competence

Academic writing has increasingly been
conceptualised in applied linguistics and
higher education research as a global
academic competence shaped by
disciplinary, social, and digital dimensions
rather than a purely linguistic skill. Recent
studies emphasise that academic writing
functions as a form of disciplinary
discourse through which students actively
participate in knowledge construction
within specific academic communities
(Hyland & Hyland, 2019), while also
engaging with evolving global and digital
communication practices (HanuSova et al.,
2020; Schmied et al., 2023). From this
perspective, writing extends beyond
grammatical accuracy and lexical control to
include the ability to engage with genre
conventions, develop argumentation, and
construct an appropriate academic stance
within disciplinary dialogue (Thaksanan &
Chaturongakul, 2024; Sun & Jiang, 2024).

A key theoretical development in this area
is the shift from viewing writing as a technical
skill to conceptualising it as a socially
situated practice. The academic literacies
approach, developed by Lea and Street
(1998, 2006), has been particularly
influential in this regard. This framework
argues that academic writing is embedded in
broader institutional, cultural, and
epistemological contexts, shaped not only
by linguistic rules but also by power relations,
disciplinary norms, and expectations
regarding what counts as valid knowledge
(Hyland, 2022; Lea & Street, 1998; Lea &
Street, 2006). From this standpoint, students
entering higher education are not simply
learning how to write correctly; they are
learning how to participate in academic
communities and develop disciplinary ways
of meaning-making. Writing becomes a
process of identity construction, in which
students gradually position themselves
as participants in academic discourse
communities.

writing as a global
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Building on this conceptualisation, Hyland
(20008, 2022) argues that academic writing is
fundamentally shaped by genre conventions
that vary across disciplines. Academic texts
differ in terms of structure, argumentation
patterns, use of evidence, and rhetorical
strategies, requiring students to develop
genre awareness and learn how disciplinary
communities construct and communicate
knowledge. Wingate (2016) further argues
that academic literacy should not be treated
as an isolated or remedial skill but should be
explicitly integrated into disciplinary teaching,
given the difficulties students experience
when transferring writing skills across
different academic contexts.

The importance of academic writing has
been further amplified by the
internationalisation of higher education. As
universities  increasingly  operate  in
multilingual and  globally  connected
environments, English-language academic
writing functions as a form of global
academic literacy required for participation in
international research networks, scholarly
collaboration, and academic mobility (Lillis &
Curry, 2010; Hyland & Jiang, 2025).
Publication in English-language journals
often determines academic Vvisibility and
professional advancement, yet EAP
research consistently highlights that writing
practices are not standardised but vary
significantly across disciplines (Hyland,
2022). This variability challenges the idea of
a single "standard" academic writing model
and reinforces the need for flexible,
discipline-sensitive pedagogical approaches.
Students must therefore learn to navigate
different rhetorical expectations and adapt
their writing to diverse academic contexts.

Overall, academic writing in higher
education can be understood as a
multidimensional literacy practice that
integrates linguistic, rhetorical, cognitive,
and social dimensions. It involves the
development of language proficiency, but
also the ability to engage critically with
sources, construct disciplinary arguments,
and participate meaningfully in academic
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discourse communities. It is shaped by
institutional  expectations,  disciplinary
conventions, and global academic
standards, making it a central competence
in  contemporary  higher  education.
Moreover, if writing is a process of
disciplinary  socialisation and identity
construction, as Lea and Street propose,
then collaborative writing practices (in which
students negotiate meaning, challenge
each other's interpretations, and co-
produce genre-appropriate texts) provide
precisely the kind of interactional
environment in which that socialisation
occurs. Collaboration, in this view, is not
merely a pedagogical technique but a
vehicle for the genre awareness and
epistemic participation that academic
literacies theory describes.

Ukrainian research on academic
writing

Ukrainian research on teaching academic
writing has developed significantly over the
past decades, particularly in response to the
world's internationalisation  of  higher
education (de Wit, 2011; 2011a; Knight,
2008) and the growing role of English-
medium academic communication. Within
Ukrainian  pedagogical and  applied
linguistics scholarship, academic writing has
increasingly been recognised as an
essential component of students'
professional and academic development
(Tarnopolsky & Storozhuk, 2020; Kozolup et
al., 2020; Kvasova,. 2024; Svyrydova &
Ameridze (2016), and this recognition has
gradually extended to collaborative
dimensions of writing instruction.

Ukrainian scholarship has explored a
range of collaborative and structured
approaches to writing pedagogy. Bigunova
et al. (2025) propose an eight-stage model
for teaching academic writing in English that
explicitly incorporates peer review and
collaborative revision as core stages. After
introducing genre conventions and guiding
students through text analysis and
language-focused practice, the model
incorporates peer and teacher feedback, as
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well as self-correction, before final
submission. The authors argue that these
collaborative stages support the
development of students' academic writing
competence, critical  thinking, and
independent learning skills: outcomes that
closely mirror those reported in international
collaborative writing research.

Summary writing, another important
direction in Ukrainian research, has also
been approached through collaborative and
dialogic means. Kvasova (2024) develops
and evaluates an improved methodology for
teaching summary writing as a transferable
academic skill, combining structured
instruction with peer interaction. The
findings suggest that summarisation skills
developed through such approaches in
English may be transferable to academic
writing in the first language, with potential
implications for multilingual learners.

A notable alignment between Ukrainian
and international practices is evident in the
integration of digital technologies and blended
learning tools into collaborative writing
instruction. Recent Ukrainian studies indicate
that platforms such as Google Classroom,
Google Docs, ZenGengo, PaperRater, and
WordWall are increasingly used to facilitate
peer collaboration, revision processes, and
formative feedback (Kavytska & Drobotun,
2022; Kvasova, 2024). These tools replicate
the  digitally = mediated collaborative
environments described in international EAP
research, suggesting that Ukrainian higher
education is actively incorporating the same
digital collaborative turn identified in the
broader literature.

Tarnopolsky & Storozhuk, 2020 (2020)
investigate a project-computer technique for
teaching English academic writing that
combines collaborative project work with
digital technologies and internet resources,
demonstrating the effectiveness of integrating
these modes into writing instruction. Kozolup
and Komar (2024) similarly argue for more
systematic integration of writing instruction
into university programmes, recognising
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academic writing as a specialised discourse
practice rather than a surface language skill.

Ukrainian research also highlights
challenges in implementing collaborative
writing approaches. These include limited
exposure to authentic academic discourse,
insufficient practice in writing research-
based texts, and uneven levels of English
proficiency among students. Additionally,
there is an ongoing need for teacher training in
collaborative and genre-based  writing
pedagogy, as many instructors are still
transitioning from traditional grammar-oriented
instruction. These challenges are not unique to
Ukraine. They are widely documented in
international EAP literature, but they take
particular form in the Ukrainian context, where
institutional  resources and programme
structures are simultaneously adapting to both

international academic standards and
wartime educational conditions.
Collaborative writing in higher

education: Empirical evidence

Collaborative writing has become a
widely discussed pedagogical approach in
second language (L2) and academic writing
instruction, particularly within communicative
and socio-cognitive paradigms of language
learning. It is understood as a socially
mediated process in which learners construct
knowledge through interaction, negotiation,
and shared problem-solving (Storch, 2013).
Writing, in this view, is not conceived solely
as an individual cognitive act but as a socially
distributed activity shaped by dialogue, peer
feedback, and joint decision-making.

A key conceptual distinction between
collaboration and cooperation underpins
this body of research. Dillenbourg (1999)
argues that cooperation typically involves
the division of labour among group
members, whereas collaboration requires
sustained interaction, shared planning, and
continuous negotiation of meaning, with
learners jointly responsible for both the
process and the final outcome. This
distinction matters pedagogically: tasks
designed as collaboration, rather than
simple task division, are more likely to
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generate the interactional processes that
support language development.

In  academic  writing  classrooms,
collaborative practices typically include
brainstorming, outlining, peer review, and
joint text production. Researchers have long
emphasised that such interaction fosters
deeper engagement with language use and
supports learners in developing disciplinary
literacy, as students are required not only to
produce linguistically accurate texts but also
to negotiate meaning and construct
knowledge within specific academic genres
(Hyland, 2022; Lea & Street, 2006). Much
empirical research supports this position.
Studies such as Storch (2019) and Dobao
and Blum (2013) demonstrate that
collaborative  writing enhances idea
generation, vocabulary development, and
learner engagement. Watanabe and Swain
(2007) highlight the role of peer interaction
in facilitating language learning through
negotiation of meaning, while Ozdemir
(2024) reports a positive effect on L2
individual writing performance in terms of
complexity, accuracy, fluency, and
functional adequacy.

The effects of collaborative writing on
writing fluency have historically been less
convincing. Several studies report no
significant advantage of collaborative writing
over individual writing in terms of fluency.
Zabihi and Rezazadeh (2013) found that
collaboratively — written texts did not
significantly outperform individually written
texts on fluency measures, which are often
associated with total word count in a timed
task. Elola & Oskoz (2010) similarly reported
no significant differences in fluency between
individual and collaborative writing conditions,
despite improvements in accuracy.

More recent research has challenged this
assumption. Pham (2021) investigated the
effects of collaborative writing on writing
fluency among 62 Vietnamese EFL
students divided into experimental and
control groups. The experimental group
engaged in structured collaborative writing
activities during the composing stage,
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following a clear procedural framework:
brainstorming collectively, co-constructing
outlines, dividing writing responsibilities
according to individual strengths, producing
sections independently, and integrating and
revising the complete text collaboratively.
Writing fluency was measured through word
counts in timed argumentative essays. The
results revealed that collaborative writing
significantly improved fluency not only in
collaboratively produced texts but also in
subsequent individual writing tasks,
suggesting a transfer effect. Qualitative
findings further indicate that students
perceived collaborative writing positively,
reporting increased motivation, richer idea
development, and improved exposure to
diverse linguistic forms, though challenges
including disagreements and unequal
participation were also noted.

Taken together, the literature indicates
that while collaborative writing consistently
enhances writing quality, vocabulary use,
and learner engagement, its impact on
fluency depends significantly on the degree
of structural organisation. When
collaborative writing is implemented through
a clear procedural framework, it can
positively influence both collaborative and
individual fluency, positioning it as a
scaffolding mechanism that strengthens
internalised writing processes over time.

Conclusion

This review has examined collaborative
academic writing in  English-language
university instruction, comparing international
scholarship with  Ukrainian pedagogical
research, in order to answer the question of
what similarities and differences characterise
these two research traditions.

Both of them align in conceptualising
academic writing as a socially situated,
discipline-specific, and cognitively complex
practice that cannot be reduced to surface
linguistic  accuracy. Both  recognise
collaborative writing as a pedagogically
valuable means of developing not only
writing proficiency and genre awareness but
also critical thinking, learner autonomy, and
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interactional competence. Ukrainian
scholarship demonstrates a clear and
accelerating alignment with international
EAP frameworks, particularly through the
adoption of competence-based and genre-
oriented approaches and the integration of
digital collaborative tools.

Differences lie primarily in emphasis and
context. International research places
greater attention on the interactional and
cognitive mechanisms of collaboration
(negotiation of meaning, scaffolding, identity
construction ) and has produced a more
extensive empirical base for evaluating the
effects of collaborative writing on specific
writing outcomes. Ukrainian research, while
increasingly  empirical, continues to
foreground methodological structuring,
explicit instruction, and digital integration as
the primary pedagogical practices,
reflecting institutional traditions and the
practical constraints of the Ukrainian higher
education context.

The review also identified a debate in the
international literature regarding the effects of
collaborative writing on fluency, which recent
research is beginning to resolve in favour of
structured collaborative frameworks (Pham,
2021). This finding is directly relevant
to  Ukrainian  practitioners  designing
collaborative writing tasks, as it underscores
the importance of procedural organisation
rather than open-ended groupwork.

In relation to the SDG framework
introduced at the outset, the evidence
reviewed here supports the conclusion that
well-implemented  collaborative  writing
pedagogy contributes to both SDG 4 (by
creating inclusive learning environments
that develop higher-order literacy
competences) and SDG 17, by cultivating
the collaborative, communicative, and
intercultural competences essential for
international academic partnership.

Further research might productively
address two gaps identified by this review:
first, empirical studies within the Ukrainian
context that directly evaluate the effects of
specific collaborative writing interventions
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on writing quality and fluency, to build an
evidence base comparable to that available
internationally; second, investigation of how
digital platforms and Al-assisted tools are
reshaping collaborative writing practices
across both contexts, given the rapid pace
of technological change in academic
environments.
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BikTopis Opo6oTyH (YkpaiHa)
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KONNABOPATUBHE NMNCbMO B AHITTOMOBHOMY HABYAHHI Y BULLIIA LLUKOI:
ornan AOCNIMKEHDb | MNEAATOr4YHOI NMPAKTUKHU

AxTyanbHicTb. B ymosax arobaniszauii ma yugposizayii suuioi oceimu aHa/1o0Mo8He akadeMiyHe rucbMo
Habysae crmamycy Kito4o8oi haxosoi kKoMmrnemeHmHocmi cmyO0eHmig pisHUX crieyiansHocmel. BoHo 3abes-
rneyye eghekmusHy yH4acme y HayKosili KoMyHikauii, akademidyHy ycniwHicms ma iHmezpauito 8 MiXXHapoOHUU
Haykosul nipocmip. KonabopamusHe Hag4aHHs, WO IPyHMyembcsl Ha 3acadax couiaslbHoO20 KOHCMPYKmMu-
8ismy, 0edarni akmueHiwe 8rnposadyembCs y NPakmuky euknadaHHsI aka0eMiyHO20 rnucbMa siK 3acib pos-
8UMKY He Jlule MOBIeHHEBUX YMiHb, a U KpUmMUYHO20 MUCIIEHHS], @8MOHOMII YYiHHS ma MiXKKynbmypHOI
KoMriemeHmMHocmi.

Mera ctatTi — npoaHanizysamu MixkHapoOHi ma yKpaiHCbKi 0CiOXXeHHS 8 2aJly3i Ha@4aHHSs1 aHa/IOMOBHO20
aka0eMi4yHO20 rnucbMa y 8uwili WKOJ1i 3 MEMOIO 8USIBIIEHHS CrIilIbHUX puc i 8idMiHHOCMeU Mix deoma HayKo-
sumu mpaduyiamu w,odo meopemuyHUX 3acad ma eMripudHUX pe3yrbmamie yrpogadxeHHs1 Konabopamus-
Hux nidxodis.

MeTtoponoria. Cmamms € memamu4yHum o2riadom nimepamypu. [Dkepena dobupanucs yinecnpsmoeaHo
O npedcmassieHHs KIFYo8UX MeopemuyYHUX KOHUernuil, 3Hadyuux eMripudHux 0ocioxeHb i akmyarbHuX
nybnikayiti 8 MiXXHapodHOMy ma yKpaiHCbKoMy Haykogomy Ouckypci. Oernsd opeaHi3o8aHO memamuyHo 3a
mpbomMa HarnpsMamu: meopemuyHi KoOHUenmyanisauii akabemiyHo20 nucbma, MiXKHapoOHi emmipu4Hi docHi-
OXXeHHS1 KorlabopamugHO&20 rnucbMa ma yKpaiHcbka rnedaesoeiyHa Hayka i mpakmuka.

Pe3ynbtatm Ta o6roBopeHHs. O6udsi Haykosi mpaduuji (MixHapodHa ma ykpaiHCcbka) po3ansadarmb
akaldeMiyHe NMUCbMO SIK couiaribHO 3yMOoesieHy, ducyurnliiHapHO-crieyugbiyHy ma KOeHImueHO CKiiadHy rnpak-
muky. Obudei eusHaromb KorabopamueHe nucbMo nedazo2idyHo YiHHUM 3acob0M pO38UMKY MNUCbMOBOI KOM-
rnemeHmMHoCcmi, XaHpo8oi 0bI3HaHOCMI, KDUMUYHO20 MUCIIEHHSI ma aemoHoMii. BiOmiHHOcmI rnonsearome
rnepesaxHo 8 Momy, W0 MiXXHapoOHIi AOCTiIOXKEHHST 30cepedXXeHi Ha iIHmepaKUiliHUX | KO2HIMUBHUX MexaHi3Max
konabopauiil ma maromb wupwy emripudHy 6a3sy; ykpalHcbka Hayka, 3anuwaroducs 0edari 6inbw emnipuy-
HOr, mpaduyiliHo akueHmye MemoOuYHy CMpPyKmMypoeaHiCmb, eKCriyumHe Hag4aHHs ma yughposy iHmee-
pauito. Lodo ernnusy Ha weudkicmb nucbMa, xo4ya pesynbmamu docnioxeHb mpuganul 4dac 6ynu
cyriepeydniugumu, Hoei OaHi ceid4amb rpo Mo3UMUBHUU eghekm cmpyKkmypoeaHo20 KorabopamueHo20 ru-
CbMa SIK Ha pieHI CriflbHO CMBOPEHUX, maK i iHOugidyanbHUX mekcmis. YKkpaiHCcbka nedagoaidyHa rpakmuka
OeMoHCcmpye cmilKy meHOeHUito 00 367IUXEHHS 3 MiXKHapOOHUMU KOMIIeMEHMHICHO-OPIEHMOo8aHUMU ma a-
HposuMu ridxodamu.

Knro4oBi cnoBa: Haguy4ku akademiyHO20 nucbma, KoslabopamueHe nucbMoO, Hag4YaHHS aHasliticbKoi MO8,
suwa ocgima, nedazoeiyHa rnpakmuka.
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