The Effectiveness of the Process Writing Approach (PWA) in Developing Writing Skills among Higher Secondary Students in Bangladesh: an exploratory investigation

Abstract: 
In the contemporary global context, proficiency in English writing is essential for academic success, professional development, and effective participation in international communication. Despite studying English for nearly ten years, Higher Secondary Certificate (HSC) students in Bangladesh continue to experience persistent difficulties in developing adequate writing skills. These challenges negatively affect their academic performance, access to higher education, employability, and long-term career progression, thereby limiting the nation’s human capital potential. This exploratory qualitative study investigates the effectiveness of the Process Writing Approach (PWA) in developing English writing skills among higher secondary students in Bangladesh.

Guided by constructivist learning principles, the process writing approach conceptualises writing as a recursive and developmental activity involving planning, drafting, revising, editing, and reflection, with teachers acting as facilitators rather than evaluators. Data were collected through semi-structured interviews with ten higher secondary students and five English language teachers to capture their experiences, perceptions, and challenges related to writing instruction and learning. The interview data were analysed thematically following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) framework to identify recurring patterns and key pedagogical insights.

The findings reveal that traditional product-oriented teaching practices dominate classroom instruction, leading to limited opportunities for peer collaboration, feedback, and iterative revision. Students reported increased engagement, confidence, and awareness of writing strategies when exposed to process-oriented practices. Teachers highlighted improvements in students’ idea generation, organisation, coherence, and grammatical accuracy, alongside enhanced learner autonomy and motivation. However, challenges such as time constraints, large class sizes, examination-driven curricula, and limited teacher training were identified as barriers to effective implementation of the PWA.

This study contributes to the growing body of literature advocating learner-centred writing pedagogy in English as a Second Language (ESL) contexts. The findings offer important implications for curriculum designers, teacher educators, and policymakers, emphasising the need for pedagogical reform, professional development, and assessment realignment to support process-based writing instruction at the higher secondary level. By fostering reflective and strategic writing practices, the process writing approach holds significant potential to improve students’ academic preparedness and future professional success in Bangladesh.
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Introduction: 
In Bangladesh, English is taught as a compulsory subject from the primary level through the Higher Secondary Certificate (HSC) examination, amounting to at least 12 years of formal study by the time students reach the higher secondary stage. Yet research consistently shows that many students continue to struggle with English writing proficiency, particularly in areas such as grammar, coherence, vocabulary use, organisation of ideas and skills that are essential for successful academic and professional communication in a globalised world (English Writing Proficiency of Bangladeshi Students, 2025) (Rana et al., 2025). 
Writing has been identified as one of the most challenging language skills for learners of English as a Foreign Language (EFL), given its cognitive and linguistic complexity (Akter, 2024). Studies in the Bangladeshi context report that students habitually rely on memorisation and product-oriented instruction, which emphasises accuracy in the final written product rather than the cognitive processes involved in composing text. Such pedagogical practices hinder students’ ability to develop fluency, critical thinking, and expressive competence in writing, skills integral to meaningful communication and academic success. Washback research in Bangladesh indicates that high-stakes exams mainly influence teaching towards test preparation and memorization, rather than communication skills (Rahman et al., 2021).
The traditional product approach to writing instruction, which remains dominant in many Bangladeshi classrooms, focuses on error correction and end-stage evaluation rather than on the recursive stages of writing development (Rana et al., 2025). This approach often limits opportunities for planning, drafting, revising, and peer feedback, thereby constraining learners’ engagement with writing as a meaning-making process. The consequence is a persistent gap between students’ language learning experiences and their ability to perform effectively in high-stakes examinations, which assess writing as a core communicative skill.
In contrast, the Process Writing Approach (PWA) views writing as a dynamic and iterative activity involving pre-writing, drafting, revising, editing, and, where possible, publishing. The approach foregrounds learner autonomy, peer and teacher feedback, and recursive revision, aligning with foundational conceptions of writing as discovery and problem-solving (Murray, 1972). The same author argued that writing is not simply a finished artefact but a recursive process of discovery through language, involving pre-writing, drafting, and rewriting. This perspective laid foundational groundwork for process writing pedagogy, underscoring the importance of composing stages rather than final product accuracy (Murray, 1972). Research in global EFL contexts indicates that process-based instruction can improve students’ writing quality, self-regulation, and confidence by enabling them to engage with writing as a developmental process rather than as a one-off product (Datta, 2025). 
Despite its promise and documented benefits in other contexts, empirical investigation into the systematic application of the process writing approach in Bangladesh especially at the higher secondary level remains limited (Datta, 2025). Prior studies suggest a dearth of research focused specifically on writing pedagogy and skill development among Bangladeshi learners, particularly in relation to process-oriented instruction. This gap is significant given the crucial role that writing plays in examinations, higher education, and employment outcomes for HSC learners (Macrothink Institute, 2025). 
Therefore, this study explores the effectiveness of the process writing approach in enhancing writing skills among higher secondary students in Bangladesh through an exploratory qualitative investigation. Using semi-structured interviews with students and teachers and thematic analysis of collected data, the research foregrounds learner and teacher perspectives on writing challenges and pedagogical experience. Findings from this study are expected to inform curriculum development, instructional practice, and assessment reforms that better align writing pedagogy with the needs of EFL learners in Bangladesh. This study is guided by the following research questions: 
1. How do HSC students and teachers perceive English writing challenges in the current educational context? 
2. What are their views on the implementation and potential effectiveness of the Process Writing Approach (PWA)?
3. What themes emerge from students’ and teachers’ experiences regarding PWA in contrast with traditional product-based writing instruction? 

Literature Review with Theoretical Perspectives:
Higher Secondary Certificate (HSC) education in Bangladesh operates at considerable scale, with HSC cohorts typically exceeding one million candidates (Ahmed, 2025). For example, one reporting cycle indicates 1,047,242 candidates sat under the general education boards, illustrating the system-wide reach of any pedagogical intervention targeted at HSC writing (Rana et al., 2025). The high-stakes nature of the HSC where written production is central to English assessment means that persistent weakness in writing can systematically constrain progression to higher education and employment pathways (Rana et al., 2025). This stakes-driven environment also creates powerful “washback” pressures, often privileging exam rehearsal and product accuracy over sustained writing development. Evidence from broader Bangladesh assessment research highlights how testing regimes can strongly shape classroom practice and student experience, frequently intensifying narrow instructional priorities (Rana et al., 2025).
A growing body of Bangladesh-focused work reports that many learners reach upper secondary or transition to tertiary study with limited control over core writing competencies (idea development, organisation, grammatical accuracy, and genre-appropriate expression) (Ahmed, 2025). A recent study focused on higher secondary learners explicitly flags a continued gap between curriculum aspirations and actual writing performance, calling for closer attention to classroom pedagogy and writing-focused learning opportunities (Rana et al., 2025). Complementary evidence from Bangladesh English-learning experiences at earlier stages suggests that learners often arrive at later schooling with limited preparation for extended writing tasks and academic writing expectations. System-level constraints plausibly amplify these outcomes (Ahmed, 2025). Bangladesh policy and assessment reviews note issues such as teacher development capacity, materials alignment challenges, and persistent implementation gaps, which can undermine communicative skill development (including writing) even when curricula signal communicative goals (Rana et al., 2025). In such contexts, writing instruction can become dominated by model answers, memorisation, and surface-level correctness features commonly associated with a product approach to writing.
Writing pedagogy is often discussed through the lens of product versus process orientations. Product approaches commonly emphasise final-text correctness, imitation of models, and teacher-led correction, whereas process approaches treat writing as iterative problem-solving that benefits from planning, drafting, feedback, revision, and editing (Weng, 2025). Contemporary discussions in ELT continue to contrast these paradigms and argue that process-oriented pedagogy is more aligned with developing transferable writing competence, particularly where learners need structured support to generate and refine meaning (Ahmed, 2025; Hunter & Zaman, 2022). 
Recent meta-analyses indicate that structured writing instruction, particularly process-oriented approaches such as those by Graham et al. (2023) and Graham and Sandmel (2011), significantly improves adolescent writing. which examined experimental and quasi-experimental studies and found that process writing instruction improves writing quality and can support motivation to write (Rana et al., 2025). While the contexts and grade levels vary, this evidence base is important for Bangladesh because it suggests that process-based instruction is not simply a “method preference,” but a “pedagogical pathway” with measurable learning benefits provided implementation is feasible (Ahmed, 2025).
PWA is not a single technique; its effectiveness is typically realised through a bundle of practices (Bilkis et al., 2021). Recent syntheses emphasise three components that repeatedly emerge as influential:
(a) Feedback and peer response: Peer feedback especially when structured and scaffolded has been repeatedly associated with improvements in writing outcomes and learners’ engagement with revision (Wei and Liu, 2024). A systematic review of peer feedback research (2014–2024) reports expanding evidence and identifies design needs (e.g., guidance and training) that influence effectiveness. Recent work also shows that peer feedback can influence affective variables such as writing anxiety, which is highly relevant in exam-driven EFL contexts (Ahmed, 2025). A systematic review confirms peer feedback supports all aspects of writing development when well scaffolded (Wei and Liu, 2024). Evidence also indicates that structured peer review can sustain feedback in large classes by reducing dependence on teachers (Gao et al., 2024).
(b) Revision as meaning-making (not just error correction): Process instruction is strongest when revision targets organisation, clarity, and argument/idea development beyond surface-level grammar fixes. Research on revision practices in EFL writing highlights emotional and cognitive shifts when learners move from “form-only” editing toward substantive revision, reinforcing the importance of instruction that normalises multiple drafts and targeted revision goals (Wei, 2024). 
(c) Teacher facilitation and classroom feasibility: A core promise of PWA is repositioning the teacher from sole evaluator to facilitator of planning, drafting, feedback, and revision cycles. However, feasibility depends on time, class size, and assessment structures constraints frequently raised in Bangladesh education policy and practice discussions (Sciedu Press, 2025).

Theoretical perspectives: Flower and Hayes’ Process Writing Approach
The image 1 below illustrates Flower and Hayes’ Process Writing Approach (PWA), which conceptualises writing as a recursive, cognitive, and goal-directed process rather than a linear activity that ends with a single final draft (Flower & Hayes, 1981). At the centre of the model is the Process Writing Approach, highlighting that writing develops through iterative cycles of planning, drafting, feedback, reflection, and revision. The process begins with prewriting and idea generation, where writers brainstorm, explore the topic, and organise ideas. This stage corresponds to Flower and Hayes’ planning component, which involves goal setting and content generation. Writers then move into planning, where ideas are structured and rhetorical goals are refined. Next, drafting represents the translating stage in the original cognitive model, where mental plans are transformed into written text (Graham and Sandmel, 2011). The image emphasises that this draft is provisional, encouraging writers to view writing as developmental rather than fixed.
Teacher review and peer feedback enrich the task environment by introducing audience perspectives, evaluation criteria, and scaffolding. This reflects sociocultural perspectives on writing development, where interaction and feedback mediate learning (Vygotsky, 1978; Hyland & Hyland, 2019). The reflection stage enables writers to evaluate their progress, develop metacognitive awareness, and make strategic decisions about revision. This aligns with self-regulated learning theory, where reflection supports deeper cognitive engagement (Zimmerman, 2002).
The model then highlights revision as a meaning-focused process, where writers reorganise ideas, strengthen arguments, and improve coherence. This supports research showing that process-oriented revision improves writing quality more effectively than surface-level correction (Graham & Sandmel, 2011). Finally, editing and proofreading focus on grammatical accuracy, clarity, and mechanics, positioned deliberately after revision to ensure that meaning development precedes technical correctness. The circular arrows throughout the diagram reinforce that writers can loop back to earlier stages at any time, demonstrating the recursive nature of composing.
Overall, the image operationalises Flower and Hayes’ cognitive theory into a classroom-friendly pedagogical cycle, validating iterative drafting, feedback, and reflection as normal cognitive processes rather than additional workload. This helps explain why purely product-oriented instruction often fails to develop genuine writing proficiency (Flower & Hayes, 1981).
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Fig 1: The Process Writing Approach (Source: Flower & Hayes, 1998). 

The Process Writing Approach: Relevance to the Bangladeshi Context 
Bangladesh, as a developing nation, remains predominantly rural, with 68.34% of its population residing in rural areas and only 31.66% living in urban centres, according to the Population and Housing Census 2022 (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, 2023). This rural–urban demographic divide has significant implications for the education system, particularly in terms of access, infrastructure, and learning opportunities. Educational institutions in rural areas are often under-resourced and lack adequate teaching facilities, trained personnel, and language-learning support mechanisms (World Bank, 2023). As a result, when a large proportion of students transition from rural schools and colleges to urban higher education institutions, their linguistic limitations especially in English writing become more pronounced (Rana et al., 2025). 
Teaching writing to this diverse cohort presents substantial pedagogical challenges, as many learners have been socialised into traditional product-oriented approaches that prioritise memorisation and surface-level accuracy over creativity and critical thinking (Akter, 2024). This reliance on rote learning is not confined to English; similar patterns are observed in Bangla writing instruction, reflecting a broader assessment-driven educational culture (Chowdhury and Kabir, 2023). Consequently, students often struggle to generate original ideas, organise arguments coherently, and engage in reflective revision practices. In this context, the Process Writing Approach (PWA) offers a promising pedagogical alternative (Rana et al., 2025). By emphasising recursive stages such as planning, drafting, revising, and editing, the approach supports gradual and sustained development of writing proficiency. Although the systematic application of PWA remains relatively new in Bangladesh, its learner-centred orientation and focus on formative feedback provide a strong theoretical and pedagogical foundation for improving HSC students’ writing competence. The approach facilitates structured skill development and encourages learner autonomy, suggesting its potential for long-term impact on academic writing performance at the higher secondary level (Chowdhury and Kabir, 2023).
Evidence suggests that Bangladesh-based empirical work on process writing exists but remains uneven across levels. A feasibility-focused study in secondary schooling argues that process-oriented writing can improve student writing performance and reduce mistakes, while also highlighting the centrality of feedback cycles (Sultana and Rahman, 2023). At the tertiary level, recent Bangladesh research with teacher candidates similarly argues for the utility and “essentiality” of process approaches, particularly in strengthening revising and reflective writing practices (Datta, 2025). Yet, the HSC level remains under-investigated relative to its importance. The upper secondary stage is distinctive: writing is tightly coupled to examination performance, classroom time is pressured by syllabus completion, and teaching tends to be strategically aligned to assessment formats. These conditions create a compelling need for context-sensitive evidence on whether and how PWA can be implemented meaningfully within HSC realities precisely (Rana et al., 2025).

Research Methodology 
This study adopts a qualitative research paradigm to explore the lived experiences, perceptions, and pedagogical challenges of higher secondary students and teachers regarding English writing instruction. Qualitative research is appropriate for this investigation because it seeks in-depth understanding of people’s perspectives and contextual complexities rather than producing generalisable numerical data, allowing the researcher to explore how and why the Process Writing Approach (PWA) may influence writing competence in the Bangladeshi EFL context (Creswell and Poth, 2023). Qualitative methods are widely used in educational research to capture nuanced meanings, feelings, and experiences that cannot be quantified easily (Merriam and Tisdell, 2023). The study employs an exploratory, descriptive qualitative design, which is ideal when existing empirical evidence is limited or when a phenomenon has not been extensively studied within a specific context (Guest et al., 2024). In this case, systematic investigation of the PWA at the HSC level in Bangladesh remains under-documented, necessitating a research design that foregrounds participant voices and contextual instruction practices (Rana et al., 2025).
Participants were selected through purposive sampling, a non-probability technique commonly used in qualitative research to identify individuals who can provide rich, relevant, and diverse insights into the phenomenon under study (Palinkas et al., 2023). This study involved:
· Ten (10) higher secondary students enrolled in different colleges; and
· Five (5) experienced English language teachers with direct involvement in HSC English instruction.
Participants were chosen based on their engagement with English writing instruction and willingness to reflect on both traditional and process-oriented approaches. The sample size, while modest, aligns with qualitative methodological norms that prioritise depth over breadth and is sufficient for identifying meaningful patterns and themes through rigorous analysis (Guest et al., 2024).
Data were gathered using semi-structured interviews, a flexible interview format that employs a thematic guide while allowing the researcher to probe and explore emergent insights (Kallio et al., 2023). Semi-structured interviews mix predetermined questions with adaptive follow-up prompts, enabling participants to articulate their views in their own terms and offer nuanced perspectives on complex experiences. An interview guide was developed following best practices in qualitative research, informed by extant literature on interview design and piloted to ensure clarity and relevance (Creswell and Poth, 2023). In-depth interviews were conducted in person or via secure online platforms, depending on participant availability, and each session lasted approximately 30–45 minutes. All interviews were audio-recorded with informed consent and transcribed verbatim to ensure accuracy in analysis.
Thematic analysis was employed to interpret the interview data, as this method provides a systematic yet flexible approach to identifying, analysing, and reporting patterns of meaning across qualitative datasets (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Braun and Clarke, 2022). Thematic analysis is widely recognised for its ability to organise complex qualitative information into coherent themes that directly address research questions (Braun and Clarke, 2022). This study’s thematic analysis followed the six-step framework outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006), involving:
1. Familiarisation with the data: repeated reading of transcripts to understand the breadth and depth of content;
2. Generating initial codes: identifying meaningful data segments that relate to research questions;
3. Searching for themes: clustering related codes into candidate themes;
4. Reviewing themes: refining themes by ensuring internal coherence and distinction from one another;
5. Defining and naming themes: generating clear thematic definitions and labels; and
6. Producing the report: weaving together thematic findings with illustrative quotations and analytical interpretation. 
The thematic approach is particularly suitable for this study as it supports both inductive interpretations rooted in participant responses and deductive linkages to theory and prior literature such as reconciling participants’ lived experiences with theoretical insights from writing pedagogy (Braun and Clarke, 2022). To enhance trustworthiness, several strategies were employed in line with contemporary qualitative research standards (Lincoln and Guba, 2023):
· Member checking: Selected participants were invited to review initial theme summaries to ensure accurate representation of their views.
· Audit trail: Detailed documentation of coding decisions and analytic memos was maintained for transparency and potential replication by future researchers.
· Reflexivity: The researcher engaged in ongoing reflection about interpretive biases and positionality, recognising how these could influence theme interpretation.
These practices align with qualitative research standards that emphasise methodological transparency and analytical accountability. 
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Fig 2: The research study framework (created by the authors). 

Data Analysis and Interpretation 
The analysis below follows a reflexive thematic analysis logic, moving from meaning units → codes → candidate themes → refined themes, and is grounded in participants’ accounts of writing instruction and their emerging exposure to PWA in selected college settings. Evidence is drawn directly from the interview transcripts and each theme below is supported by multiple direct participant quotations. 

Theme 1: Product-oriented writing as an entrenched learning culture (rote learning, guidebooks, “suggestions”): Across student interviews, the most consistent pattern is that English writing is typically learned through memorisation of common topics and guidebook-driven scripts such as paragraphs, compositions, summary, application and email. For example, student 1 stated, “…in our classes, we mostly memorise model paragraphs from guidebooks because those same topics usually come in the exam…”. Students described classroom and coaching-centre routines where teachers provide sheets, notes, or suggestions prior to examinations, and students prepare by memorising and reproducing them. For instance, student 3 stated, “…my teacher gives us ‘suggestions’ before exams, and we just memorise them word by word…”. Students further added that they are trained to reproduce answers, rather developing ideas. For example, student 6 stated, “…we are trained to reproduce answers, not to think or write in our own way…”. 

Interpretation 
The quotes illustrate that how writing is framed as reproduction rather than composition. Students perceive success as the ability to recall memorised texts rather than construct original meaning. This aligns with the product-oriented pedagogy, where the final script is prioritised over the writing process. The institutionalisation of “suggestions” reflects a washback effect of high-stakes examinations, encouraging surface learning strategies and discouraging creativity. The quotes further suggest that, under exam pressure, writing becomes a risk-avoidance activity, and memorisation is perceived as the safest route to grades. Even when some teachers encourage creative writing, students reported the outcome still ended in suggestion based rote learning, indicating the strength of the broader assessment culture in shaping everyday practice. Based on the above, it can be said that a product-only ecology narrows learners’ opportunities to build idea generation habits, organisational control, and revision strategies capabilities that are central to developing writing proficiency at HSC level.

Theme 2: Writing anxiety, low agency, and “fear” of English writing
Several students positioned English writing as stressful and intimidating. For example, student 10 stated, “…whenever I have to write in English, I feel nervous because I am scared of making mistakes…”. Likewise, student 8 stated, “…I avoid writing English because I know my grammar is weak and my sentences are not good…”. Several students reported that they are afraid of writing English as they feel English is the toughest thing to write. For example, students, 3, 6, 7, and 8 stated they are “…afraid of writing in English as writing in English is the toughest thing and need to remember many things like tense, grammar etc with dependence on coaching-centre materials and rote routines…”. Another student linked lack of enjoyment to inability in writing English. For example, student 10 stated, “… English writing is boring because I cannot write in English properly and it make my confident low…”. Even students who felt relatively a little comfortable with grammar, still reported weakness in coherence and effectiveness and suggesting a gap between sentence-level control and text-level competence. For example, student 7 stated, “…although I am comfortable with grammar and tenses, but still English writing makes me feel inferior compared to Bengali writing…”. 

Interpretation 
These quotes demonstrates how fear of error and negative self-perception shape learners’ writing behaviour. Writing anxiety emerges as a key barrier to engagement, reinforcing avoidance strategies such as memorisation. This affective dimension shows that writing difficulty is not purely linguistic but also emotional and psychological. This theme further reflects a classic agency constraint such as students do not experience writing as their own thinking made visible, but as an externally judged performance where errors are penalised and time is limited. Because the dominant routine is memorise reproduce, learners may not develop confidence in generating original content under exam-like conditions. Anxiety also appears to be reinforced by limited opportunities for repeated practice and feedback within crowded classrooms.

Theme 3: Limited classroom time and large class size restrict feedback and practice
Students repeatedly highlighted structural constraints such as writing practice is very rarely done in class (once a month), teachers prefer homework, and class time is limited. For instance, students, 2, 4, and 9 stated, “…we rarely practise writing in class because the syllabus has to be finished quickly…”. A few students pointed out that the class size is too large and difficult for us to either listen to the teacher carefully or receive feedback from the teachers. For example, students 1, 2, 4, and 5 stated, “…there are more than 70 students in our class, so the teacher cannot check everyone’s writing…”. At least 3 teachers have agreed on the same point. For example, teachers 1, 3, & 4 stated that “…we hardly can reach to all the students owing to large class size of 80-90…”. In addition, teacher 2 made an important point of class timing, which lasts for about 45 minutes. According to teacher 2, “…due to limited time (45 minutes session), it is practically impossible to make individual student’s correction…”. Another teacher (teacher 5) similarly reported “…due to typical class sizes of 70-80, most feedback is just ticks and crosses, not detailed comments…”. The same teacher argued that for effective process-based implementation would require substantially smaller groups (e.g., 30-40).  

Interpretation 
These statements reveal how institutional constraints restrict formative feedback and iterative drafting.  Classroom synthesis research indicates that teachers often focus on manageable surface corrections under workload pressure, reducing opportunities for deeper revision support (Mao et al., 2024). Teachers from implementing process-oriented pedagogy. This highlights the systematic barriers to PWA adoption and explains why teachers default to homework-based corrections and surface-level marking. This theme frames the adoption of PWA as not only pedagogical but logistical. PWA requires iterative drafting and feedback loops but participants’ responses suggest the feedback economy is currently thin because of time constraints and because writing instruction is not organised around cycles of drafting and revising. Even when teachers value PWA, scaling it within existing class-size realities demands pragmatic adaptations (e.g., structured peer review, selective sampling of scripts per cycle, rotation models).

Theme 4: Conceptual Shift Through PWA (From Copying to Composing)
Students who experienced PWA described it as unique, interesting, and fundamentally different because it discourages rote learning and requires planning and drafting. For example, student 6 stated, “…for the first time, my teacher told me not to copy from any book, which I found unique and interesting, but challenging too…”. Another student described an explicit shift that initially they wanted to impress their teacher by copying from the books, but being caught and then being required to study the topic, plan structure, draft independently, receive feedback, and rewrite repeatedly until meeting expectations. For example, student 9 said, “…I learned how to plan before writing instead of starting randomly…”. Another student noted that in PWA no topic is given rather a concept is discussed, requiring reading and then drafting for teacher review. They viewed this as effective because memorising short paragraphs does not build knowledge or writing capability. For example, student 1 stated, “…now I think about my ideas before I write, not about memorising answers…”. 

Interpretation 
These quotes illustrates a cognitive shift triggered by PWA exposure. Students begin to reconceptualise writing as idea construction rather than recall. This reflects Flower and Hayes’ planning stage and demonstrates how PWA operationalises cognitive writing theory in classrooms. This is the strongest “mechanism” theme because PWA works partly by changing what writing is for students from text replication to knowledge-building and idea construction. Participants’ responses show how PWA can disrupt copy–paste habits and introduce writing as staged problem-solving (plan → draft → feedback → revise).

Theme 5: Resistance to PWA is pragmatic and exam-oriented, not necessarily ideological
There are diverse opinions about PWA and not all students welcomed PWA. At least a couple of students argued PWA is a waste of time because memorising a paragraph in an hour feels more efficient, and because exam questions are often predictable (we get maximum writing topics common in our exams). For example, student 9 stated, “…PWA method takes too much time for one paragraph and careful attention and more analytical skills…”. Some students reported PWA as requiring too much thinking, a lot of effort, and repeated drafting, therefore inferior under time and performance pressures. For example, students 5 & 6 stated “…although PWS sounds interesting, but we need additional efforts, extra time to think, write and re-write which does not help us before exams because memorising is easier and safer for getting marks and pass the exams…”. 

Interpretation 
The quotes reveal strategic resistance rather than rejection of learning. Students calculate effort vs reward within exam-driven systems. This supports the theoretical contribution introducing resistance as a rational response to assessment culture. This theme highlights a critical tension, which is pedagogical effectiveness vs assessment rationality. Where examinations reward memorised scripts, students may rationally resist PWA even if it improves genuine writing capability. This helps explain why PWA adoption at HSC level can be uneven unless assessment practices and classroom incentives also shift.

Theme 6: Teacher readiness and system support shape whether PWA can be implemented at scale
The teacher interview emphasised that introducing PWA directly at HSC could be uncomfortable because students are not habituated, and argued for earlier introduction i.e., from primary level. For example, teacher 5 suggested “…PWA should have been implemented at the primary school or School Secondary Certificate (SS) level as suddenly introducing PWA in HSC level not only makes students confuse but also demotivated…”. The teachers also highlighted teacher-quality and training gaps particularly for the PWA along with the absence of fixed writing pedagogy norms such as no fixed approach or method of teaching. For example, teachers 2, & 3 stated that “…we were never trained to teach writing this way; therefore, it is challenging for us to teach students in the classroom…”. A couple of teachers who is aware of PWA raised a concern about managing PWA in a large class size. For example, teachers 3 & 4 stated that “…PWA is good, but it is hard to manage with big classes…”. On a different note, a couple of teachers (2 & 5) criticised the HSC curriculum by mentioning that “…the curriculum focuses more on results than learning, which is a constraint of PWA implementation…”. 

Interpretation: 
The quotes from the above shows that PWA is not merely a classroom technique but it is a capability and capacity issue. Teachers perceive PWA as pragmatic and potentially transformative as well as valuable but difficult to implement without training, institutional support, and workload adjustments. The findings suggested that all the identified barriers must be addressed for sustainable adoption of PWA in HSC curriculum in Bangladesh. 

Overall, the findings reveal a complex interaction between entrenched product-oriented practices and emerging process-based pedagogy. While institutional constraints and assessment pressures sustain rote learning, exposure to PWA initiates cognitive, affective, and behavioural transformation. Students demonstrate increased confidence, originality, and strategic awareness, although resistance persists due to exam rationality. Teacher capacity and systemic support emerge as critical conditions for sustainable implementation. From the data analysis and interpretation above, the authors have revised the Flower and Hayes’ Process Writing Approach (PWA) model below (Fig 3) with the key findings. 
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Fig 3: Revised Process Writing Approach Model (Created by the authors). 

Based on the study findings and compared with Flower & Hayes (1981) Component and the revised PWA model, this study produces a list of theoretical Integration and contribution. 
	Study Findings 
	Flower & Hayes (1981) Component 
	Theoretical Integration
	Contribution to Theory 

	Rote memorisation dominates writing instructions
	Absence of Planning & Reviewing
	Product pedagogy suppresses cognitive composing processes 
	Shows how exam culture blocks core cognitive routines

	Students shift from copying to composing under PWA
	Planning Process
	Idea generation, goal setting activated 
	Empirically validates planning as teachable practice 

	Improved coherence and originality 
	Reviewing Process 
	Meaning-focused revision 
	Reframes revision as higher-order cognition 

	Writing anxiety reduces under PWA
	Monitoring Mechanism 
	Emotions regulate composing decisions 
	Extends model to include affective mediation 

	Resistance to PWA due to exam pressure 
	Monitoring Mechanism 
	Strategic decision-making 
	Introduces assessment rationality as cognitive regulator 

	Peer feedback improves writing 
	Task Environment 
	Social mediation of cognition (Vygotsky)
	Extends model into sociocultural domain

	Large class size limit feedback
	Task Environment 
	Structural constraints 
	Embeds institutional realities into theory 

	Teacher training affects PWA success 
	External Mediation 
	Teacher cognition theory (Borg) 
	Positions teacher capacity as theoretical enabler 

	Reflection improves metacognition
	Reviewing & Monitoring 
	Self-regulated learning (Zimmerman)
	Adds reflective dimension to cognitive model

	Increased learner confidence
	Affective regulation 
	Control-value theory (Pekrun)
	Integrates motivation into writing theory. 


Table 1: Theory Integration Table (Source: Created by the authors)

Revised Process Writing Approach Model: An Insight 
The revised Process Writing Approach (PWA) model synthesises the empirical findings of this study with established process-oriented writing theory, particularly Flower and Hayes’ cognitive process model. The revised framework extends the traditional model by embedding contextual constraints, learner affect, peer interaction, and systemic influences, thereby offering a context-responsive representation of writing development among Higher Secondary Certificate (HSC) learners in Bangladesh.
1. Prewriting and Planning: Shifting from Memorisation to Meaning Construction: The model begins with prewriting and planning, reflecting participants’ accounts of how PWA disrupted habitual rote learning practices. Students reported that traditional instruction emphasised memorising model answers and guidebook content. However, exposure to PWA encouraged them to brainstorm, explore concepts, and organise ideas before writing. This aligns with Flower and Hayes’ planning stage, which involves goal setting and idea generation. The findings show that students experienced a conceptual shift from copying to composing where planning became an active cognitive process. This stage now incorporates i) independent topic exploration, ii) structuring arguments, and iii) awareness of audience and purpose. This transformation enhanced students’ writing confidence and critical thinking, validating the model’s emphasis on prewriting as a foundation for quality composition.
2. Drafting: Writing as Cognitive Engagement: Drafting in the revised model reflects knowledge construction rather than text reproduction. Participants described how initial drafts were no longer judged for perfection but treated as working documents. This reduced writing anxiety and fostered willingness to experiment with ideas. Drafting is now conceptualised as i) translating planned ideas into text, ii) accepting imperfection, and iii) viewing writing as developmental. This corresponds with Flower and Hayes’ translating phase but is strengthened by the findings that students became more metacognitively aware of their writing strategies.
3. Reflection: Developing Writer Identity and Agency: Reflection appears as a distinct stage in the model, informed directly by participants’ narratives. Students reported thinking about what worked, where they struggled, and how feedback shaped their writing. This reflective cycle supports learner agency, enabling students to view themselves as developing writers rather than passive recipients of correction. Reflection thus functions as a bridge between drafts and revision, deepening cognitive engagement.
4.  Peer Feedback: Collaborative Knowledge Building: A major empirical contribution of the study is the central positioning of peer feedback. Students reported that reading peers’ work broadened perspectives, giving feedback improved their own writing awareness, and collaborative discussion reduced fear and isolation. Peer feedback acts as a social mediator, aligning with sociocultural learning theory. It transforms writing from an individual activity into a community practice, fostering negotiation of meaning, exposure to diverse ideas, and shared problem-solving. This element extends Flower and Hayes’ model by recognising the social dimension of the writing process.
5. Revision: Meaning-Focused Rewriting: The revision stage in the model explicitly prioritises coherence, organisation, and idea development, rather than surface-level error correction. Participants described rewriting multiple times, restructuring paragraphs, and strengthening arguments. This reflects a mature revision practice, moving beyond grammar fixes to text-level improvement. Teachers’ acceptance of imperfect drafts reinforced this developmental view of writing.
6. Editing and Proofreading: Accuracy as a Final Stage: Editing now appears after revision, aligning with best practices. Students improved grammar, vocabulary use, and sentence clarity. These findings confirm that when editing is delayed until later stages, students focus first on meaning, avoid early self-censorship, and develop fluency before accuracy. This sequencing corrects the traditional Bangladeshi classroom tendency to prioritise accuracy too early.
7. Contextual Constraints: Systemic Realities: The model explicitly integrates structural barriers such as large class sizes, limited class time, and exam-driven curriculum. Participants consistently highlighted these constraints. Their inclusion is critical, as it acknowledges that pedagogy operates within institutional realities. The dotted arrows indicate how constraints limit feedback cycles, reduce classroom practice, and shape learner resistance.
8. Resistance to PWA: Rational, Exam-Driven Decisions: A novel contribution is the explicit representation of student resistance. Some learners viewed PWA as time-consuming, risky for exams, and less efficient than memorisation. This resistance is pragmatic, not ideological. Students calculate effort vs reward within exam systems. By embedding resistance in the model, this study acknowledges “The power of assessment culture” and “The need for systemic alignment”. 
9. Affective Outcomes: Reduced Anxiety and Increased Confidence: The findings demonstrate that PWA reduced writing fear, increased confidence, and improved motivation. These affective outcomes are visually represented alongside reflection and peer feedback, emphasising that emotional engagement is central to learning.
10. Teacher Needs: Professional Development and Workload: The model incorporates teacher capacity such as need for training, feedback workload, and classroom management strategies. Teachers in the study recognised PWA’s value but stressed need for professional development, and structural support. This ensures the model remains implementable, not merely aspirational.
Theoretical Advancement: The revised model extends Flower and Hayes by: 
	Original Model
	Revised Model

	Individual cognition
	Social and collaborative learning 

	Planning -> Drafting -> Revising
	Iterative cycles with peer feedback

	Neutral environment 
	Embedded constraints 

	No affective dimension
	Anxiety & confidence included 

	Writer as individual
	Writer in community 


Thus, the revised model becomes a contextualised cognitive–sociocultural hybrid framework.

Theoretical Contributions
This study makes several substantive theoretical contributions to writing pedagogy and second language acquisition research by extending, contextualising, and reconceptualising the Process Writing Approach (PWA) through empirical evidence from Bangladeshi higher secondary education. 
· The study advances Flower and Hayes’ (1981) cognitive process theory of writing by embedding contextual and systemic influences including examination pressures, class size constraints, and instructional time limitations within the model. This extension theorises writing development as a situated cognitive activity shaped by institutional structures, thereby moving beyond decontextualised cognitive accounts of composing (Hyland, 2019). 
· The revised framework integrates affective dimensions, particularly writing anxiety and confidence development, as central theoretical constructs rather than peripheral outcomes (Pekrun, 2006). This contribution reconceptualises writing development as an emotionally mediated process, aligning cognitive models with affective learning theory (Bigelow & Engman, 2020). 
· The study re-theorises writing as a socially mediated practice by positioning peer feedback and collaborative interaction as core recursive components of the composing process (Hyland & Hyland, 2019). This extends individualistic cognitive models and aligns with sociocultural perspectives on learning (Yu & Lee, 2016). 
· The research reframes revision from a surface-level corrective activity to a meaning-focused, higher-order cognitive process involving discourse restructuring, argument refinement, and audience awareness. This theoretical shift strengthens understanding of revision as a core site of learning rather than a final technical step (Graham and Sandmel, 2011).
· The revised model introduces learner resistance as a theoretically significant construct, demonstrating how exam-driven rationality mediates engagement with innovative pedagogy. This contribution adds nuance to existing theories of learner agency and motivation in high-stakes educational environments (Breen, 2001; Biggs, 2014). 
· The study theorises assessment culture as a structural moderator shaping writing behaviour and strategy adoption. By integrating assessment regimes into the model, it bridges writing development theory with assessment and washback literature (Cheng, 2014; Green 2013). 
· The revised framework conceptualises writing development as a hybrid cognitive–sociocultural process, synthesising internal mental processes with external mediation through feedback and interaction. This integrative perspective advances theory beyond mono-paradigmatic explanations (Hyland, 2019; Cumming, 2013). 
· The revised model positions teacher capacity including training, feedback literacy, and workload as a theoretical enabler of writing development, extending writing theory into organisational and professional practice dimensions (Borg, 2015). 
· The iterative loops within the framework theorise writing development as a longitudinal process, highlighting cumulative skill development rather than one-off instructional effects (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). 
· Finally, this study contributes to context-sensitive theory building by localising process writing theory to the Bangladeshi HSC context, offering a transferable analytical lens for comparable Global South educational settings (Canagarajah, 2013). The resulting framework moves beyond universalist assumptions and foregrounds sociocultural specificity in writing development theory (Kubota, 2020).

Limitations: 
While this exploratory qualitative study offers valuable insights into the effectiveness of the Process Writing Approach (PWA) among HSC students in Bangladesh, several limitations should be acknowledged.
· Limited Sample Size and Contextual Scope: This study drew on a small purposive sample of ten students and five teachers from selected institutions. While suitable for exploratory qualitative inquiry, the limited sample constrains the transferability of findings across the diverse HSC landscape in Bangladesh, where institutional type, geographic location, and board affiliation may shape writing pedagogy differently.
· Reliance on self-reported data: Data were collected through semi-structured interviews, which depend on participants’ perceptions, memories, and willingness to share experiences. Such data may be subject to social desirability bias and retrospective interpretation. Observational or performance-based data (e.g., writing samples) were not included, limiting triangulation.
· Reliance of self-reported perceptions without observational or performance data: Data were generated exclusively through semi-structured interviews, relying on participants’ retrospective accounts of writing practices. The absence of classroom observations or analysis of student writing samples restricts triangulation and limits insight into how reported pedagogical practices translate into actual instructional behaviour and writing performance.
· Short-term exposure and lack of assessment-level analysis: Participants’ engagement with the Process Writing Approach was limited in duration, preventing examination of its long-term impact on sustained writing development. In addition, assessment washback was explored perceptually rather than through analysis of examination scripts or marking criteria, limiting empirical claims about alignment between writing pedagogy and high-stakes assessment demands.

Suggestions for Future Researchers
Building on the findings and limitations of this study, several directions for future research are recommended.
· Employ large-scale and longitudinal research designs: Future studies should adopt mixed-methods or longitudinal designs with larger and more diverse samples to examine the sustained impact of the Process Writing Approach on writing proficiency, motivation, and academic outcomes across different HSC contexts.
· Conduct experimental and classroom-based investigations: Experimental or quasi-experimental studies incorporating classroom observation and analysis of student writing samples would provide stronger causal evidence of PWA effectiveness and improve understanding of how process-based pedagogy operates in real instructional settings.
· Examine assessment alignment and teacher professional development: Further research should investigate how examination structures, marking criteria, and teacher training influence the feasibility and effectiveness of PWA implementation, particularly in high-stakes, exam-driven environments such as the HSC system.
· Explore contextual and technology-mediated variations of PWA: Comparative studies across rural and urban institutions, as well as investigations into technology-enhanced process writing (e.g. collaborative platforms or AI-supported feedback), would extend understanding of how contextual and digital factors shape process-oriented writing pedagogy.

Conclusion: 
This exploratory qualitative study investigated the effectiveness of the Process Writing Approach (PWA) in developing English writing skills among Higher Secondary Certificate (HSC) students in Bangladesh. The findings reveal that writing pedagogy at this level remains largely dominated by product-oriented practices driven by examination demands, rote memorisation, and guidebook dependency. These practices restrict learners’ engagement with the core cognitive processes essential for effective writing, including planning, idea generation, drafting, and revision. Drawing explicitly on Flower and Hayes’ (1981) Cognitive Process Theory of Writing, the study demonstrates that PWA serves as a powerful pedagogical mechanism for activating recursive writing processes. Students exposed to PWA reported a conceptual shift from copying to composing, enhanced metacognitive awareness, improved organisation and coherence, and greater confidence in expressing ideas independently. These developments indicate that PWA successfully operationalises the cognitive stages of planning, translating, and reviewing in classroom contexts.

However, the findings also reveal significant systemic constraints. Large class sizes, limited instructional time, assessment-driven curricula, and lack of teacher training continue to restrict the sustainable implementation of PWA. Importantly, student resistance to PWA emerged not as ideological opposition but as a rational response to examination culture, where memorisation is perceived as a safer and more efficient strategy for achieving grades. This insight extends existing theory by positioning resistance as a strategic cognitive decision shaped by institutional reward structures. The study further highlights the importance of affective and sociocultural dimensions in writing development. Reduced anxiety, increased confidence, and positive learner identity formation demonstrate that writing improvement is not purely cognitive but emotionally mediated. Peer feedback emerged as a powerful social scaffold, enriching the task environment and facilitating collaborative learning, thereby extending Flower and Hayes’ model into a sociocultural domain.

Theoretically, this study advances a hybrid cognitive–sociocultural framework of writing development, integrating cognitive processes with emotional, social, and institutional influences. Methodologically, it demonstrates the value of qualitative thematic analysis for theory refinement in under-researched Global South contexts.

This study advances writing pedagogy by offering empirically grounded insights into process-oriented instruction within a resource-limited, high-stakes Global South context. It integrates cognitive, sociocultural, affective, and institutional factors into a framework that extends process writing theory and emphasises aligning pedagogy, assessment, and teacher capacity to foster sustainable development. These findings provide a solid, practical foundation for future research and policy reform in similar examination-driven education systems.
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