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Abstract 
Although it has been present in education for several decades, the last 10 years have witnessed a 
surge of growing interest in Collaborative Writing (CW) in many educational environments.  This is 
probably due to the current context of writing in the workplace and the development of Web 2.0 
technologies including blogs, wikis and other collaborative software such as Google docs [10].   In 
particular, previous research focusing on CW tasks has demonstrated the many positive benefits for 
students in foreign and second language learning contexts including increased motivation, 
engagement and interaction among other learner-centered advantages.  

But what happens to the role of the teacher in collaborative writing? To date, little research has 
focused on the role of the teacher in CW, or what teachers can and should do to enhance the learning 
experience and optimize the opportunities presented by such writing tasks. Drawing on the findings of 
a mixed methods case study, this paper considers three different teaching profiles, their interaction 
with the students participating in the CW Project and students’ perceptions of the role of the teacher 
before, during and after completing the Project. It aims to shed light and insight on what teachers may 
encounter and how to truly foster a culture of collaboration amongst students participating in CW 
projects in small groups of 3 and 4.   
Keywords: Collaborative writing, CALL, Foreign and Second Language Learning, Wikis, Web 2.0, the 
Role of the Teacher. 

1 INTRODUCTION  
Life in the 21st Century has required educators to reconsider the approaches and activities that are 
being used and implemented in both traditional and online learning environments where growing 
importance is given to the role and use of technology. While Collaborative Learning (CL) and the 
practice of Collaborative Writing (CW) are not new to the area of education, the past decade has seen 
a surge of interest and use of the latter in particular, probably as a result of the proliferation of 
collaborative writing software and tools available [10] and, frequently used at  both the professional 
and personal levels such as blogs, wikis and Google Docs. In consequence, many recent studies in 
the area of Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL) have focused on the use of CW projects 
and the software implemented to carry them out, informing on and emphasizing the many benefits for 
learners in EFL/ESL settings where the practice of writing is often seen as a difficult and complex 
task[4][7][15].  Most of these studies are learner-centered: often examining student perceptions of CW 
experiences and how they enhance learning and the writing process.  Existing studies focusing on the 
role of the teacher in cooperative and collaborative learning  have demonstrated that the teacher is 
crucial to promoting student interaction, however, few studies have examined how teachers’ verbal 
behaviors contribute in CL environments [6]. This paper aims to present a closer consideration of the 
role of teacher in online CW projects. It examines the contributions made by 3 teachers collaborating 
together with 3 class groups as they carried out a  wiki-based CW project. Reporting on the findings of 
a mixed methods case study, this paper considers three different teaching profiles, their interaction 
with the students participating in the CW project and the students’ perceptions of the role of the 
teacher before, during, and after completing the task. It seeks to provide insight on what teachers may 
encounter and how to encourage a culture of collaboration where opportunities for developing learner 
autonomy and interdependence occur amongst students participating in CW projects  implementing 
several small groups of 3 and 4.   

2 METHODOLOGY 
The findings of this paper come from a case study of a CW project using PBworks wiki software 
implemented in the first year of study at a private university center in Barcelona as part of a four-year 
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degree program in Tourism [15]. Using Mixed Methods Research, data was collected from a total of 63 
first year students divided into 3 groups based on language proficiency according to the CEFR each 
led by a different teacher. All of the students participated in the CW writing project named Touripedia 
as part of the course contents of the subject English for Tourism. The 3 class groups  which 
participated were led by 3 different teachers who were all female, varied in age, background, 
experience and group levels and student numbers. Table 1 below summarizes the teacher and 
student group profiles identifying the teachers as Junior Teacher (JT), Senior Teacher (ST) and 
Researcher Teacher(RT).  

Table 1. Teacher & Class Profiles. 

 Teacher 1- JT Teacher 2-ST Teacher 3-TR 

AGE 27 45 50 

EXPERIENCE 3 years 12 years 22 

LEVEL CEFR B2+ CEFR A2+ CEFR B1 

# STS 23 STS 17 STS 23 STS 

# GROUPS               7  5 6 

All of the teachers were highly committed professionals who participated in the CW project design, 
delivery and facilitation. Nonetheless, they all had particular teaching styles and professional and 
pedagogical interests which influenced their focus and participation and served to suit the needs of the 
language proficiency of each particular class group. While the teachers conducted face-to-face 
classes with the 3 groups, the online writing project was, for the most part, developed outside of the 
classroom with the teachers using the wiki platform’s Comment Feature to connect and interact with 
the students during the project which lasted throughout most of the course. Touripedia, an inquiry 
based writing project, was meant to develop the students’ abilities to investigate, explain and develop 
various topics of the tourism sector while also improving their EFL writing skills. A total of 63 students 
participated in the project, 53 of whom completed a 3-wave questionnaire which reflected student 
perceptions and preferences regarding English language learning, writing, group work, the role of the 
teacher, and the CW wiki project, before, during and after the experience. In addition, student and 
teacher interactions recorded by the wiki were also analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively. 

3 RESULTS 
The results presented in this paper are only part of the complete case study results and findings and 
focus on the role of the teacher in a computer mediated CW project. 

3.1 The Role of the Teacher According to Contributions to the CW project 
All of the teachers included in this case study were involved in the original design, preparation and 
presentation of the project. In addition, they also provided initial training to the students introducing the 
wiki software, PBworks, in special hands-on tutorial sessions. After that, it was left up to each teacher 
to decide how and when to interact, encourage or follow-up on the students’ work throughout the 
project via the Comment Feature, in class discussion, group work reports, etc. Of the 3 teachers, only 
the RT incorporated a regular project report in the face-to-face classes whereby the CW groups had to 
explain how their group was working, what had been done and what was still to do. Based on this 
classroom report, the RT would enter the wiki and provide feedback and encouragement to the 
students on a regular basis. The other teachers randomly decided when to enter the wiki to check on 
work completed, student contributions, etc. As a result, consistency in the frequency of comments and 
comment types varied among the teachers. 

3.1.1 Teachers’ Actions and Verbal Contributions via the Wiki Comment Feature 
Table 2 below shows the number and distribution of comments throughout the 3 phases of the project 
as posted by both teachers and students. The first phase of the project (I-L+B+P) was dedicated to 
learning how to use the wiki and brainstorming and planning the project contents in each of the CW 
working groups consisting of 3 or 4 members. The second phase (II-R+D) consisted of researching the 
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topic and developing it collaboratively. The third phase (III-E+Pr) consisted of editing and then 
presenting the contents orally to the all class groups.  

Table 2. Comment Contributions (CCs) per Teacher and Project Phase (PP) 

PROJECTPHASE 
(PP) 

JT CCs JT-ST 
CCs 

ST CCs ST-STS 
CCs 

RT CCs  RT-STS 
CCs 

I – L+B+P  2 36 10 20 14 16 

II - R+D  0 2 0 0 17 5 

III - E & Pr 7 4 5 14 12 11 

Totals 9 42 15 34 43 32 

While each of the groups demonstrate different patterns of comment contribution and distribution 
among the 3 phases of the project from both teachers and students, the second phase of the project 
stands out in that neither the JT nor the ST contributed with comments and in return, few (JT Sts =2) 
or none (ST STs =0) were made by the students. This contrasts directly with the results of the third 
group, the RT group whereby the teacher posted 7 comments which in turn resulted in 5 student 
comments. The low number of student comments posted during the second phase of the CW project 
may also be affected by the objectives, timing, and duration of the phase. The main objectives of this 
phase were to research and develop an initial draft of the topic contents; however, this phase also 
coincided with exam period and a break in classes of almost 2 weeks. Hesitancy of the students to 
contribute first drafts of the project was also revealed as many students reported that they were 
carrying out their research and first drafts independently in Word documents which were then cut and 
pasted into the wiki document.  

3.1.2 Teacher Comment Types  
In addition to the quantitative data of Table 2 above, the comments made by the teachers were 
qualitatively analysed for content to indicate the nature and motivation of each comment posting. 
Categorization of the comment types is indicated in Table 3 below which breaks down the comment 
categories into 3 main types: social, pedagogical and technical. Social comments included greetings 
and general chit chat of a social nature among the groups, while pedagogical comments encouraged, 
reinforced or provided feedback on the project contributions made by individuals and technological 
comments referred to some aspect or feature of the wiki software. This breakdown is presented 
quantitatively in Table 3 below.  

Table 3. Comment Categories According to Teacher  

Teacher  Social  Pedagogical  Technological  Teacher Total # 

JT  0 7 2 9 

ST  5 8 2 15 

RT  6 21 16 43 

Category Total # 13 36 20 67 

According to the results of Table 3, the RT consistently posted more comments from all three 
comment categories throughout the project. While this is most likely due to the teacher’s personal and 
professional interest in carrying out the research, it may also be due to heavy teaching workload. Both 
the JT and ST had additional classes and were fulltime teachers while the TR was only teaching part 
time in addition to carrying out other administrative tasks. Nonetheless, the table helps to indicate 
teaching styles showing the pedagogical orientation of all three teachers whereby only the ST and RT 
demonstrated a focus on the importance of social interaction. Furthermore, the RT registered the 
greatest number of comments related to the technology at use while both the other teachers gave it 
minimal importance. Once again, this is probably a direct result of researcher’s vested interest in the 
CW project as research and her sphere of influence among the students.  
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3.2 Student Perceptions of the Role of the Teacher  
In addition to the quantitative and quantitative results presented on the comments and actions of the 
teachers above, additional findings on the perceptions of the students regarding the role of the teacher 
are also presented. 

3.2.1 Student Perceptions: Questionnaire Results on the Role of the Teacher 
Table 3 below is taken from the results of the 3-wave questionnaire delivered to the students before, 
during and after the project to reflect on their perceptions of the role of the teacher on their learning. It 
indicates different patterns in the change of perspective according to teacher, phase and language 
proficiency group. 

Table 4. 3-wave Likert Scale Student Questionnaire results: The Amount of English 
 I learn depends on the Teacher I have 

Teacher  Agreement Q1:Before  Q2:During  Q3:After  

JT Total: 
Strong Agreement: 
Agreement:   

83.1 
20.8 
62.3 

75.5 
29.4 
47.1 

82.3 
29.4 
52.9 

ST Total: 
Strong Agreement: 
Agreement: 

77.3 
27.3 
50.0 

100.0 
50.0 
50.0 

90.0 
42.9 
57.1 

RT Total: 
Strong Agreement: 
Agreement  

94.2 
11.8 
82.4 

77.3 
18.2 
59.1 

90.9 
27.3 
63.6 

All 3 Ts Mean  4.1 4.18 4.19 

All 3 Ts Deviation 0.62 0.69 0.74 

Almost 85% of the JT group, which had the highest level of proficiency (B2+), indicated that they 
believed their learning depended on the teacher they had. This original amount underwent a decrease 
of almost 10% in the second phase of the project but then remounted to be almost as much as at the 
start of the project. Nonetheless, this percentage changed in degree with 10% of students moving 
from a general to a strong agreement after completing the project. 

This was different in the case of the ST group which had the lowest level of proficiency (A2+). Less 
than 80% of this group initially considered that their learning depended on the teacher they had. 
However, this changed dramatically in the second phase of the project when 100% of the students in 
the group agreed that the teacher was important to their learning. Furthermore, of the 100%, 50% 
indicated strong agreement. The results reflected changes again in the third phase when the total 
agreement of the students dropped by 10%, as did the number of students in strong agreement which 
dropped by 8%.  

The pattern of response to this question however, is different in the case of the RT group. With an 
initial agreement of almost 95%, this group recorded the highest percentage in the first phase. 
However, only 12% of the students  were in strong agreement with the statement. These percentages 
changed in the second phase of the project when agreement dropped to less than 80% but strong 
agreement rose by more than 30%, going from 12 to 18%. The degree of strong agreement continued 
to rise in the third phase when the number of students who strongly agreed, tripled in number reaching 
almost 30%.      

4 CONCLUSIONS 
Often carried out as an individual task, writing is a complex and complicated skill to teach. It requires 
time, attention and dedication. Challenging and sometimes even arduous for learners, development of 
the skill through computer mediated technology may serve to reduce the negative perspective that 
both teachers and students have of writing. Collaborative software such as wikis may even facilitate 
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learning and development of the skill by encouraging continuous practice and skill development as 
students work together to produce a joint production. Even though students involved in CW projects 
work more autonomously, the role of the teacher continues to be crucial to determining how the 
students work. By examining and comparing teacher profiles, teaching styles, and wiki project 
contributions and actions, this study found that the presence of the teacher in the wiki, determined by 
the number and type of comment posted contributed to both the number of contributions made by the 
students in the wiki and to their overall perceptions towards the role of the teacher in their learning and 
the process of writing.   

In addition, student wiki contributions, according to project phase, also indicated that the teacher 
needs to consider the incorporation of more training in, and a fostering of, collaborative work in such 
projects. Put in other words, student patterns of contributions throughout the project and their 
perspectives revealed that for the most part, writing was viewed as an independent task and the act of 
writing collaboratively, did not come naturally. In today’s technological world where collaboration is an 
increasingly demanded skill and required competence, it makes sense to incorporate it in the areas of 
EFL and ESL where English serves as an international language for work, communication and 
collaboration across cultures as it does in the industry of Tourism.    
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