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Abstract. This study investigated the difficulties faced by university students learning English as a foreign language
in developing academic writing skills. Writing remains one of the most challenging language skills for EFL learners,
particularly in contexts where systematic writing instruction is limited. The aim of this study was to identify linguistic,
psychological, and pedagogical barriers that affect students’ writing performance at Bishkek State University. A mixed-
methods approach was used. Quantitative data were collected through a questionnaire administered to 60 first- and
second-year students, while qualitative data were obtained from semi-structured interviews with six English language
instructors. The findings revealed several key challenges. More than 70% of students reported experiencing anxiety and
fear of making mistakes while writing. Linguistic difficulties such as limited vocabulary and frequent grammatical errors
were also identified as major obstacles. In addition, over 90% of respondents indicated that they practiced writing only
when it was required by teachers, suggesting insufficient opportunities for regular writing practice. Teachers confirmed
that the absence of specialised writing courses and limited training in process writing methodology further complicate
effective instruction. The study highlighted the need to strengthen academic writing instruction through structured
feedback, increased writing practice, and teacher professional development. The findings of this research would provide
great benefits to the instructors of the English language and curriculum designers to address the writing difficulties that
might be encountered by learners of English, contribute to the limited research on EFL writing difficulties in Central Asia
and offer practical recommendations for improving writing pedagogy in higher education
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Introduction
In recent years, the issue of academic writing difficulties
among students learning English as a foreign language
(EFL) has attracted increasing scholarly attention world-
wide. Academic writing plays a crucial role in higher ed-
ucation, as it enables students to communicate ideas,
demonstrate critical thinking, and participate in academic
discourse. Several studies have investigated the difficul-
ties EFL students face in academic writing across diverse
contexts. These challenges are often associated with in-
sufficient language proficiency, limited exposure to aca-
demic genres, and a lack of effective instructional support.
Furthermore, psychological factors such as writing anxiety
and low self-confidence significantly influence students’
ability to produce coherent and well-structured texts.

For instance, G. Alzahrani (2025) examined students
at Najran University and found that limited vocabulary,
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grammatical errors, poor organisation of ideas, and weak
paraphrasing skills hinder learners’ ability to produce co-
herent texts. Similarly, S. Asnas & I|. Hidayanti (2024) re-
ported that Indonesian EFL learners struggle with gram-
mar, academic vocabulary, coherence, cohesion, and the
construction of thesis statements, highlighting the com-
plexity of developing arguments in academic writing.
A. Sulukiyyah et al. (2026) emphasised the challenges
faced by first-year university students transitioning from
high school to tertiary-level writing. Their findings revealed
difficulties in maintaining academic style, organising ide-
as, and developing logical arguments, suggesting that the
shift to university writing requires more advanced skills
than students typically acquire in secondary education. In
the Kurdistan region, B. Mustafa & M. Shahab (2024) iden-
tified grammatical errors, sentence structure problems,
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and weak introductions and conclusions as common is-
sues, while also noting students’ lack of confidence in
their writing abilities. Complementing these findings,
S. Aldabbus & E. Almansouri (2022) demonstrated that
independent language skills and writing strategies signif-
icantly influence integrated writing performance among
Chinese secondary EFL students. Their study underscores
the importance of both linguistic competence and strate-
gic awareness in producing high-quality academic texts.
Likewise, N. Mochizuki (2025) explored EFL undergradu-
ates’ genre awareness and cognitive processes, showing
that difficulties often stem from limited understanding of
genre conventions and inadequate metacognitive engage-
ment during writing. Finally, S. Keller et al. (2024) analysed
argumentative texts and revealed that weaknesses in lan-
guage quality, content development, and structural organ-
isation are key indicators of underdeveloped writing skills
among EFL learners.

These difficulties are global in nature and appear
across countries regardless of the level of development
of their educational systems and most empirical studies
on EFL writing difficulties have been conducted in East
Asian, Middle Eastern, or Western educational contexts.
Comparatively little research has explored the challenges
faced by university students in Central Asia, particularly in
Kyrgyzstan. As a result, the specific linguistic, psychologi-
cal, and pedagogical barriers influencing academic writing
development among Kyrgyz EFL learners remain insuffi-
ciently examined. Addressing this gap is essential for im-
proving writing instruction in the region and developing
context-appropriate pedagogical strategies. Therefore, the
present study aimed to identify the main challenges faced
by students at Bishkek State University while learning aca-
demic writing through the process writing approach. Spe-
cifically, the study investigates linguistic difficulties, psy-
chological barriers, and instructional factors that influence
students’ writing performance. The findings are expected
to contribute to the limited body of research on EFL writ-
ing in Central Asia and provide practical recommenda-
tions for improving writing pedagogy in higher education.

Literature Review

Teaching writing through a process writing approach has
become a central component of EFL pedagogy, as it trans-
forms writing into an interactive and recursive activity.
Each stage such as prewriting, drafting, revising, editing,
and publishing develops metacognitive awareness and
encourages peer feedback, thereby equipping learners
with the skills needed for complex academic writing (Set-
yawan et al., 2020; Zhang, 2024). Similarly, P. Sulistio et
al. (2025) investigated the strategies employed by students
in academic writing classes and reported that successful
writers frequently use planning and revising strategies
during the writing process. Recent studies confirm that
process-oriented strategies enhance linguistic accuracy
and learner engagement, particularly in higher education
contexts (Feng, 2025). R. Al-Jarf (2026) offers to change
writing pedagogy from product-oriented, error-focused
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approaches to process-based, communicative methods
that reduce cognitive load and allow students generate
ideas before creating a writing piece. Numerous studies
have demonstrated that process-based writing instruc-
tion can improve both linguistic accuracy and students’
engagement in writing activities (Setyawan et al., 2020;
Zhang, 2024). Moreover, the process-genre approach has
been shown to support international students in adapting
to academic conventions and overcoming writing difficul-
ties (Miller & Hulcup, 2025). Teachers play a crucial role in
scaffolding these stages, guiding students through revision
and providing constructive feedback (Sowell, 2020). Re-
cent research highlights the importance of formative feed-
back and collaborative learning in strengthening students’
revision practices and developing their academic writing
competence (Feng, 2025; Tran, 2025). These strategies al-
low students to plan, monitor, and evaluate their writing
process. F. Teng & J. Huang (2019) reported that the use
of self-regulated learning strategies strongly predicts EFL
learners’ writing proficiency. Students who actively em-
ploy strategies such as planning and revising demonstrate
higher levels of writing achievement. Supporting this view,
L. Teng (2022) argues that explicit strategy-based instruc-
tion can significantly improve students’ academic writing
skills. According to the author, teaching students how to
regulate their learning process helps them become more
independent and effective writers. At Bishkek State Uni-
versity (BSU), students acquire all four language skills si-
multaneously through the “Practical Course of the English
Language”. Writing instruction is integrated from the first
year. By the second year, students progress to research
writing, which requires more advanced academic skills
(Bishkek State University, n.d.). Within this framework,
teaching methods vary from product-oriented to pro-
cess-oriented approaches, as well as task-based learning
(TBL) and blended learning.

The integration of diverse pedagogical approaches re-
flects global trends in EFL writing instruction. For instance,
active learning, task-based learning, blended learning,
collaborative learning, and cognitive approaches have
been identified as effective solutions to writing challenges
faced by Malaysian students (Akhtar et al., 2019). These
methods emphasise learner engagement, autonomy,
and interaction, which directly address motivational and
psychological barriers to writing. In particular, M. Alhar-
bi (2021) demonstrated that blended learning not only
improves EFL learners’ writing performance but also en-
hances their self-efficacy, thereby reducing writing anxiety
and fostering confidence. Taken together, the BSU curric-
ulum and international evidence suggest that combining
process-oriented writing instruction with innovative peda-
gogical strategies such as blended and task-based learning
can provide a practical pathway to overcoming the linguis-
tic and psychological difficulties identified in this study.
This alighment between local practice and global research
highlights the potential for adapting proven methods to
the Central Asian context, thereby strengthening students’
academic writing competence and confidence.
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Despite the benefits of process writing, many EFLlearn-
ers continue to struggle with academic writing. Research
highlights persistent problems such as limited vocabulary,
recurrent grammatical errors, weak text organisation, and
writing anxiety (Mustafa et al., 2022; Bhandari, 2024).
Psychological factors such as low confidence and fear of
negative evaluation may further discourage students from
actively participating in writing tasks or peer-review activ-
ities (Nan, 2018; Tran, 2025). Recent work also emphasis-
es the importance of feedback quality: Al-generated and
teacher feedback, when sequenced effectively, can sig-
nificantly improve revision practices (Tuong & Tran, 2025;
Tran, 2025). Motivation remains another critical factor,
with studies showing that higher levels of writing moti-
vation correlate with greater proficiency (Cahyono & Ra-
hayu, 2020). Finally, the absence of authentic instructional
materials continues to hinder effective implementation of
the process writing approach (Kamariah et al., 2018).

Another key factor influencing writing performance is
students’ belief in their own writing abilities. Previous re-
search has shown that writing self-efficacy plays a crucial
role in students’ academic writing success. For instance,
T. Sun & C. Wang (2020) demonstrated that students with
higher levels of writing self-efficacy are more capable of
organising ideas and producing structured texts. Similarly,
Q. Zhou et al. (2022) found that self-efficacy significantly
predicts writing performance among EFL university stu-
dents. Their study revealed that learners who believe in
their writing abilities tend to produce more coherent and
logically organised essays. C. Wang & B. Bai (2017) validat-
ed instruments for measuring EFL learners’ self-efficacy
beliefs and self-regulated learning strategies, highlighting
the close connection between these constructs. Their find-
ings suggest that students with stronger self-efficacy are
more likely to apply effective strategies during the writing
process. Furthermore, G. Wang (2023) found that self-reg-
ulated learning strategies positively influence students’
writing self-efficacy, indicating that strategic learning can
enhance learners’ confidence in completing writing tasks.
Individual differences among learners may also influence
how students approach writing tasks. A. Umamah et
al. (2022) explored the role of individual differences in the
use of self-regulated writing strategies among EFL learners
and found that motivation and prior learning experience
significantly affect strategy use.

Finally, metacognitive awareness has also been identi-
fied as a crucial element in writing development. D. Zhang
& L. Zhang (2019) emphasise that metacognition enables
learners to monitor and control their learning processes
more effectively. Through metacognitive strategies, stu-
dents can evaluate their writing progress and improve the
quality of their texts. Overall, previous studies highlight
the important role of self-efficacy, self-regulated learn-
ing strategies, motivation, and metacognitive awareness
in the development of EFL writing skills. Understanding
these factors can help educators design more effective
instructional practices that support students in improving
their academic writing competence.
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Materials and Methods

The present study employed a mixed-methods research
design in order to obtain a comprehensive understand-
ing of the difficulties students experience in learning
academic writing. This approach allowed the research-
er to combine quantitative data obtained from student
surveys with qualitative insights derived from teacher
interviews. The research was conducted at Bishkek State
University named after K. Karasaev. The university was
selected as the research site due to the author’s teach-
ing experience, which revealed persistent weaknesses in
students’ writing skills. The survey and interviews were
conducted between September and October 2025 dur-
ing the fall semester. This timeframe was chosen because
students were actively engaged in coursework that re-
quired academic writing, allowing the researcher to cap-
ture authentic experiences and challenges. The partici-
pants consisted of sixty first- and second-year students
enrolled in the English language programme and six
English language instructors with more than five years
of teaching experience. These groups were selected be-
cause students at this stage of study are expected to de-
velop academic writing skills, while experienced teachers
can provide professional insights into common student
difficulties. The majority of student participants were fe-
male (52/60) and male (8/60), aged between 20 and 23.
Convenience sampling was used to recruit participants
from courses taught at the university. Participation in
the study was voluntary, and all respondents provided
informed consent prior to completing the survey or par-
ticipating in interviews.

Data were collected using two research instruments.
First, an anonymous online questionnaire was distribut-
ed to students via Google Forms. The questionnaire con-
sisted of fifteen questions designed to explore students’
writing practices, motivation, emotional responses to
writing tasks, and perceived linguistic difficulties. Most
items were based on multiple-choice questions and Lik-
ert-scale responses. Second, semi-structured interviews
were conducted with six English language teachers. The
interviews included open-ended questions focusing on
teachers’ observations of student writing difficulties, in-
structional practices, and possible strategies for improv-
ing writing instruction. Each interview lasted approxi-
mately 30-40 minutes. Quantitative data from the survey
were analysed using descriptive statistics, including fre-
quencies and percentages, in order to identify the most
common difficulties reported by students. Qualitative
data obtained from the interviews were analysed using
thematic analysis. Recurring themes related to linguistic,
psychological, and pedagogical challenges were identi-
fied and interpreted in relation to existing research. All
participants were assured that their responses would
remain confidential and would be used exclusively for
academic research purposes. No personal identifying
information was collected. The study was conducted in
accordance with ethical standards of the American Soci-
ological Association’s Code of Ethics (2018).



Results and Discussion

The results of the study revealed several key factors in-
fluencing students’ difficulties in academic writing. Moti-
vation: Survey data indicated relatively low levels of mo-
tivation among students when completing writing tasks
(Fig. 1). A significant proportion of respondents reported
difficulties maintaining concentration during writing activ-
ities. Teachers also confirmed that students often demon-
strate limited engagement in writing assignments and tend
to avoid tasks that require extended written production.

How motivated do you feel when completing
writing tasks in the process of writing?
Not motivated

L
25.8% ow

motivated
37.1%

Mostly Il
motivated
8.1%

Somewhat

motivated

motivaled
29.0%

Figure 1. Motivation levels during writing tasks (n=60)
Source: compiled by the author

Writing Practice and Curriculum: revealed limited op-
portunities for regular writing practice (Fig. 2). More than
90%of surveyedstudentsreportedthattheypracticewriting
in English only when it is assigned as coursework. This sug-
gests that students have insufficient exposure to independ-
ent writing activities, which may hinder the development
of writing fluency and confidence. Teachers emphasised
that the lack of specialised writing courses and insuffi-
cient professional development opportunities hindered
effective implementation of the process writing approach.

How often do you practice writing in English?

Once a month
5.1%

2-3 times
per month
1.7%

Only when
required by

-

93.2%

Figure 2. Frequency of English writing practice (n=60)
Source: compiled by the author

Psychological Barriers were another important factor
affecting students’ writing performance. More than 70%
of respondents reported experiencing anxiety, fear of
making mistakes, or uncertainty while writing in English.
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These emotional responses appear to negatively influ-
ence students’ willingness to participate in writing tasks
and collaborative revision activities. Self-assessment data
indicated that most students rated their writing skills as
low, reinforcing the link between lack of confidence and
writing anxiety (Figs. 3-5).

What emotions do you experience while
completing writing tasks?

Confidence 1.6% =

Anxiety 21.0%

Can't stay
focused
6.5% Fear of
mistakes
71.0%

Figure 3. Self-assessment of writing skills (n=60)
Source: compiled by the author

How would you rate your overall writing skills in
English by your own, without teacher's help?

| can write
adequately
21.0%

I'm not satisfied
| can write with my
W’ 56.5%
22.6%

Figured4.Students’ self-perceived writing proficiency (n=60)
Source: compiled by the author

What are the most common mistakes you
make in the process of writing?

Wrong spelling

11.3%

Punctuation

11.3% Grammatical
___ mistakes

48.4%

Limited

vocabulary

29.0%

Figure 5. Common mistakes in English writing (n=60)
Source: compiled by the author

Linguistic Difficulties: the most frequently mentioned
problems included limited vocabulary, frequent grammat-
ical errors, and difficulty organising ideas into coherent
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paragraphs. Teacher interviews confirmed these observa-
tions, emphasising that students often struggle to express
complex ideas due to insufficient lexical resources and lim-
ited control of English grammatical structures.

Overall, the findings demonstrate that students’ writ-
ing difficulties are multifaceted and influenced by a combi-
nation of linguistic limitations, psychological barriers, and
insufficient writing practice. The findings of this study re-
veal that academic writing difficulties among EFL students
at Bishkek State University are shaped by a complex inter-
play of motivational, psychological, linguistic, and curricu-
lar factors. While similar challenges have been document-
ed in diverse contexts worldwide, the present research
contributes new insights by situating these issues within
the underexplored Central Asian context (Asnas & Hi-
dayanti, 2024; Mustafa & Shahab, 2024; Alzahrani, 2025).
This regional perspective underscores the global nature of
EFL writing difficulties while highlighting the need for con-
text-specific pedagogical interventions.

Low motivation and limited engagement in writing
tasks emerged as critical barriers. More than one-third
of students reported no or low motivation, and over 90%
practiced writing only when required by coursework. These
findings resonate with B. Cahyono & T. Rahayu (2020), who
emphasised the strong correlation between motivation
and writing proficiency. However, the novelty of this study
lies in demonstrating how insufficient curricular emphasis
onindependent writing practice in Kyrgyz higher education
exacerbates motivational challenges. This suggests that
integrating authentic, process-oriented writing tasks into
the curriculum could foster greater learner autonomy and
sustained engagement (Sulistio et al., 2025; Feng, 2025).
Psychological barriers such as writing anxiety and fear of
making mistakes were reported by more than 70% of stu-
dents, reinforcing earlier findings that low confidence and
fear of negative evaluation hinder participation in writing
activities (Nan, 2018; Tran, 2025). Importantly, self-as-
sessment data revealed that over half of the students
were dissatisfied with their writing abilities, which aligns
with studies on writing self-efficacy (Sun & Wang, 2020;
Zhou et al., 2022). The practical implication is clear: tar-
geted interventions to build self-efficacy through scaffold-
ing, constructive feedback, and peer collaboration are es-
sential for reducing anxiety and enhancing performance.

Linguistic difficulties, including limited vocabulary,
frequent grammatical errors, and weak organisation of
ideas, were consistent with global findings (Harmer, 2015;
Alzahrani, 2025). Yet, the predominance of grammat-
ical errors (49%) and lexical limitations (30%) in this
study highlights the urgent need for explicit instruction
in academic vocabulary and grammar within the Kyrgyz
context. This aligns with K. Hyland (2010), who empha-
sised the importance of genre awareness and metacog-
nitive engagement in overcoming linguistic barriers. Em-
bedding strategy-based instruction and metacognitive
training into writing pedagogy could therefore provide
practical solutions. Overall, the study demonstrates that
while Kyrgyz EFL learners face challenges similar to those
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documented globally, the combination of low motivation,
insufficient curricular support, and high psychological
barriers represents a distinctive profile. The novelty of
this research lies in its contribution to the limited body of
Central Asian scholarship on EFL writing, offering empiri-
cal evidence that can inform both local curriculum design
and broader comparative studies. Practically, the findings
by K. Miller & C. Hulcup (2025) and R. Al-Jarf (2026) advo-
cate for a shift from product-oriented approaches toward
process-based, strategy-driven instruction, supported by
teacher professional development and authentic writing
opportunities. Such reforms would not only enhance lin-
guistic competence but also empower students to partici-
pate more confidently in academic discourse.

A limitation of this study is the relatively small sample
size, which may not fully represent all university students
in Kyrgyzstan with writing difficulties. In addition, data col-
lection was based on self-perceived difficulties, which may
introduce subjective bias. There were no lesson observa-
tions regarding implementing effective strategies with pre/
after effect. The survey results indicate that Bishkek State
University should include a specialised writing course in its
curricula to provide systematic writing instruction, increas-
ing the number of EFL writing teachers and training them,
it would facilitate the improvement of students’ writing
skills. However, since university resources are limited,
teachers can participate in a variety of free online cours-
es that focus on teaching writing, such as Massive Open
Online Courses (MOOCs), Coursera, and Skillbox. So to ad-
dress specific weaknesses, teachers at BSU could change
the syllabus of the courses and dedicate more hours to
implementing the process writing approach. In addition,
they are encouraged to create a positive, collaborative at-
mosphere in their writing classes using personalised as-
signments, and feedback mechanisms and integrate some
online tools such as Grammarly, Al Essay writer, Author Ai.
Teachers also can support their students in writing essays
in Google Documents. It would be easy for teachers to
check students’ works through Grammarly Al.

Conclusions

This study examined the challenges faced by Bishkek State
University students in developing English writing skills
through the process writing approach. The findings re-
vealed four major obstacles: low motivation and lack of
engagement with writing tasks; absence of specialised
writing courses and insufficient teacher training in process
writing methodology; psychological barriers, including
fear of mistakes and low confidence; linguistic difficulties,
such as limited vocabulary, grammar errors, and weak
syntactic control. These results confirm that writing-re-
lated issues are systemic and multifaceted, combining
curricular, pedagogical, and psychological dimensions. Ad-
ditionally, the study suggests that students benefit from
regular, structured writing practice and timely feedback,
which can gradually reduce anxiety and improve linguis-
tic accuracy. The results also indicate that teacher support
and targeted instructional strategies play a crucial role in



fostering students’ confidence and motivation. Overall,
addressing these challenges requires coordinated efforts
at both curriculum and instructional levels to create a
supportive learning environment conducive to academic
writing development. Importantly, the study highlights
that the absence of structured writing instruction in the
university curriculum exacerbates these problems, leaving
students underprepared for academic and professional
communication.

Future studies should investigate the effectiveness of
specific pedagogical interventions (e.g., peer feedback,
blended learning, creative writing workshops) in the Kyr-
gyz context; compare writing challenges across different
universities in Kyrgyzstan to identify systemic versus insti-
tution-specific issues; explore longitudinal changes in stu-
dents’ writing skills when process writing is consistently
integrated into curricula; examine the role of multilin-
gualism (Kyrgyz, Russian, English) in shaping writing com-
petence and confidence. By situating Kyrgyz students’
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experiences within broader international scholarship, fur-
ther research can contribute to developing context-sen-
sitive strategies for improving EFL writing instruction in
Central Asia.

Acknowledgements

The author expresses sincere gratitude to all the students
and teachers who participated in this study and contrib-
uted their time and insights. Special thanks are extended
to colleagues for their valuable feedback on the research
design and manuscript preparation.

Funding
This research received no specific grant from any funding
agency in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Conflict of Interest
The author declares no conflict of interest related to this
study.

References

[1] Akhtar, R., Hassan, H., Saidalvi, A., & Hussain, S. (2019). A systematic review of the challenges and solutions of
ESL students’ academic writing. International Journal of Engineering and Advanced Technology, 8(5C), 1169-1171.
doi: 10.35940/ijeat.E1164.0585C19.

[2] Aldabbus, S., & Almansouri, E. (2022). Academic writing difficulties encountered by university EFL learners. British
Journal of English Linguistics, 10(3), 1-11. doi: 10.37745/bjel.2013/vol10n3111.

[3]1 Alharbi, M.A. (2021). Self-efficacy sources and reading comprehension of L2 undergraduate learners. Journal of
Language and Linguistic Studies, 17(2), 924-940. doi: 10.52462/jlls.64.

[4] Al-Jarf, R. (2026). Classroom practices, writing enhancement and creativity among EFL struggling students:
A systematic review. Journal of World Englishes and Educational Practices, 8(1), 20-38. doi: 10.32996/
jweep.2026.8.1.3.

[5] Alzahrani, G.A.S. (2025). Academic writing difficulties of EFL learners at Najran University. Journal of Educational
and Social Research, 15(3), article number 217. doi: 10.36941/jesr-2025-0093.

[6] American Sociological Association’s Code of Ethics. (2018, June). Retrieved from https://www.asanet.org/wp-
content/uploads/asa_code_of_ethics-june2018a.pdf.

[7]1 Asnas, S.A.M., & Hidayanti, I. (2024). Uncovering EFL students’. Journal on English as a Foreign Language, 14(1),
124-151. doi: 10.23971/jefl.v14i1.7472.

[8] Bhandari, B.L. (2024). Challenges of teaching and learning writing skills in Nepalese English classes. Tribhuvan
University Journal, 39(1), 50-62. doi: 10.3126/tuj.v39i1.66667.

[9] Bishkek State University. (n.d.). Retrieved from https://bhu.kg/en/uchebnye-plany/.

[10] Cahyono, B.Y., & Rahayu, T. (2020). EFL students’ motivation in writing, writing proficiency, and gender. TEFLIN
Journal, 31(2), 162-180. doi: 10.15639/teflinjournal.v31i2/162-180.

[11] Feng, X. (2025). A review of the effectiveness of process-oriented English writing strategies in higher education.
ISRG Journal of Education, Humanities and Literature, 3(2), 14-21. doi: 10.5281/zen0d0.14958987.

[12] Harmer, J. (2015). The practice of English language teaching (5 ed.). London: Pearson Education.

[13] Hyland, K. (2010). Second language writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
cb09780511667251.

[14] Kamariah, A., Husain, D., Atmowardoyo, H., & Salija, K. (2018). Developing authentic-based instructional materials
for writing skills. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 9(3), 591-599. doi: 10.17507/Itr.0903.19.

[15] Keller, S.D., Lohmann, J., Triib, R., Fleckenstein, J., Meyer, J., Jansen, T., & Mdller, J. (2024). Language quality, content,
structure: What analytic ratings tell us about EFL writing skills at upper secondary school level in Germany and
Switzerland. Journal of Second Language Writing, 65, article number 101129. doi: 10.1016/j.jsIw.2024.101129.

[16] Miller, K., & Hulcup, C. (2025). From theory to practice: Addressing the academic writing challenges of
international students. Journal of the Australian Library and Information Association, 74(3), 434-447.
doi: 10.1080/24750158.2025.2516803.

[17] Mochizuki, N. (2025). EFL undergraduate students’ thinking and awareness in genre-based writing: Conceptualizing
rhetorical moves and experimenting with linguistic knowledge. Journal of Second Language Writing, 70, article
number 101243. doi: 10.1016/].jsIw.2025.101243.

D\
55 >

doi: 10.1017/

Bulletin of the Bishkek State University, Vol. 24, No. 1, 2026


https://doi.org/10.35940/ijeat.E1164.0585C19
https://doi.org/10.37745/bjel.2013/vol10n3111
https://doi.org/10.52462/jlls.64
https://doi.org/10.32996/jweep.2026.8.1.3
https://doi.org/10.32996/jweep.2026.8.1.3
https://doi.org/10.36941/jesr-2025-0093
https://www.asanet.org/wp-content/uploads/asa_code_of_ethics-june2018a.pdf
https://www.asanet.org/wp-content/uploads/asa_code_of_ethics-june2018a.pdf
https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v14i1.7472
https://doi.org/10.3126/tuj.v39i1.66667
https://bhu.kg/en/uchebnye-plany/
https://doi.org/10.15639/teflinjournal.v31i2/162-180
https://zenodo.org/records/14958987
https://www.amazon.com/Practice-English-Language-Teaching-DVD/dp/1447980255
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511667251
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511667251
http://dx.doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0903.19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2024.101129
https://doi.org/10.1080/24750158.2025.2516803
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2025.101243

English writing difficulties among students learning English...

[18] Mustafa, A., Arbab, A.N., & Sayed, A.A.E. (2022). Difficulties in academic writing in English as a second/foreign
language from the perspective of undergraduate students in higher education institutions in Oman. Arab World
English Journal, 13(3), 41-53. doi: 10.24093/awej/vol13n03.3.

[19] Mustafa, B.M., & Shahab, M.L. (2024). Kurdish EFL undergraduates’ academic writing: Discussing the main writing
difficulties and potential solutions. TESOL Today, 1(1), 31-44. doi: 10.53898/tes0l2024114.

[20] Nan, C. (2018). Implications of the interrelationship among four language skills for high school English teaching.
Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 9(2), 418-423. doi: 10.17507/j1tr.0902.26.

[21] Setyawan, Y., Suwastini, N.K.A., & Ratminingsih, N.M. (2020). Process approach in the teaching of writing for
undergraduate EFL students. Script Journal: Journal of Linguistics and English Teaching, 5(2), 149-164. doi: 10.24903/
5j.v5i2.520.

[22] Sowell, J. (2020). The writing process and formative assessment. Crossings: A Journal of English Studies, 11(2), 272-
286. doi: 10.59817/cjes.v11i.64.

[23] Sulistio, P.H., Iskandar, 1., & Rafli, Z. (2025). Self-regulated learning strategies of EFL students in academic writing
class. Proceeding of International Seminar on Humanity, Education, and Language, 1(1), 67-82. doi: 10.21009/ishel.
v1i1.55794.

[24] Sulukiyyah, A.A.E., Widiati, U., Ivone, F.M., & Abdullah, S. (2026). EFL first-year students’ writing challenges and
strategies in the transition from high school to university writing. Journal of Applied Linguistics and Literature,
11(1), 24-43. doi: 10.33369/joall.v11i1.44209.

[25] Sun, T., & Wang, C. (2020). College students’ writing self-efficacy and writing self-regulated learning strategies in
learning English as a foreign language. System, 90, article number 102221. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2020.102221.

[26] Teng, F., & Huang, J. (2019). Predictive effects of writing strategies for self-regulated learning on secondary school
learners’ EFL writing proficiency. TESOL Quarterly, 53(1), 232-247. doi: 10.1002/tesq.462.

[27] Teng, L.S. (2022). Explicit strategy-based instruction in L2 writing contexts: A perspective of self-regulated learning
and formative assessment. Assessing Writing, 53, article number 100645. doi: 10.1016/j.asw.2022.100645.

[28] Tran, T.T.T. (2025). Enhancing EFL writing revision practices: The impact of Al- and teacher-generated feedback and
their sequences. Education Sciences, 15(2), article number 232. doi: 10.3390/educsci15020232.

[29] Tuong, T.P.L., & Tran, T-T. (2025). The differential impact of Al tools among EFL university learners: A process writing
approach. International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, 24(5), 452-471. doi: 10.26803/
ijlter.24.5.24.

[30] Umamah, A., Khoiri, N.E., Widiati, U., & Wulyani, A.N. (2022). EFL university students’ self-regulated writing
strategies: The role of individual differences. Journal of Language and Education, 8(4), 182-193. doi: 10.17323/
jle.2022.13339.

[31] Wang, C., & Bai, B. (2017). Validating the instruments to measure ESL/EFL learners’ self-efficacy beliefs and self-
regulated learning strategies. TESOL Quarterly, 51(4), 931-947. doi: 10.1002/tesq.355.

[32] Wang, G. (2023). The effects of self-regulated learning writing strategies on English writing self-efficacy among
Chinese non-English major students. Open Journal of Social Sciences, 11(8), 164-176. doi: 10.4236/jss.2023.118011.

[33] Zhang, C. (2024). Teach writing by process writing approach. Frontiers in Humanities and Social Sciences, 4(6), 224-
230. doi: 10.54691/6apkjv38.

[34] Zhang, D., & Zhang, L.J. (2019). Metacognition and self-regulated learning in second/foreign language teaching. In
X. Gao (Ed.), Second handbook of English language teaching (pp. 883-897). Cham: Springer. doi: 10.1007/978-3-
030-02899-2_47.

[35] Zhou, Q., Chen, L., & Hou, X. (2022). Exploring Chinese EFL undergraduates’ writing from sources: Self-efficacy and
performance. Assessing Writing, 54, article number 100663. doi: 10.1016/j.asw.2022.100663.

/7
< 56 Bulletin of the Bishkek State University, Vol. 24, No. 1, 2026


https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/vol13no3.3
https://doi.org/10.53898/tesol2024114
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0902.26
https://doi.org/10.24903/sj.v5i2.520
https://doi.org/10.24903/sj.v5i2.520
https://doi.org/10.59817/cjes.v11i.64
https://journal.unj.ac.id/unj/index.php/ishel/article/view/55794
https://journal.unj.ac.id/unj/index.php/ishel/article/view/55794
https://doi.org/10.33369/joall.v11i1.44209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2020.102221
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.462
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2022.100645
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15020232
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.24.5.24
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.24.5.24
https://doi.org/10.17323/jle.2022.13339
https://doi.org/10.17323/jle.2022.13339
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesq.355
https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2023.118011
https://doi.org/10.54691/6apkjv38
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02899-2_47
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02899-2_47
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2022.100663

A. Zhyrgalbek kyzy

AHIAUC TUAMH YeT TUAU KATOPbI
YAPOHIoH CTYASHTTEPAMH XA3YY KblbIHYBIABIKTAPbI

Acenb Xbipranbek Kbi3bl

Myranmmm
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AHHOTAUMS. Byn u3NNLee aHIIUC TWUIMH YeT TUAM KaTapbl YMPOHYN »aTKkaH YHWBEpPCUTET CTYAEeHTTEPUHMH
aKaZeMUANBIK Ka3yy KEHAYMASPYH OHYKTYPYYAS Ty 60ArOH KblMbIHUbIIbIKTapbIH U3naaeere apHanraH. *Kasyy Tunamk
KOHOAYMAGPAYH WYMHEH 3H TaTaangapbiHbiH 6Mpu 60nyn caHanaT, anpbiKya KasyyHYy CUCTEMANYy OKYTYY MKETULLCU3
60nroH wapTtrapga. M3nmngeeHyH MaKkcaTbl — BULIKEK MaMNEKeTTUK YHWUBEPCUTETUHWUH CTYAEHTTEPUHUH Kasyy
WLLIMEPAYYNYTYHe Taacup STKEH JIMHIBUCTUKANbIK, MCUXONOTUABIK KaHa NefarorMkanblk TOCKOOAAYKTapAbl aHbIKTOO
6onay. Usnnpeene apanaw bikma KongoHynay. CaHAblK MaanbimaTtap 1- xaHa 2-KypcTyH 60 cTyaeHTM apacbiHAa
KYPry3y/areH CypamKblJI0O apKbllyy YOTyATy/Aca, CanaTTblK MaafbIMaTTap aHrUC TUIMHUH anTbl OKYTYy4yycy MeHeH
OTKOPY/ITeH *KapblM-KapTblail CTPYKTypasaHraH MaekTepauH Hermsnuae anbiHraH. HKollbIHTbIKTap 6up Katap Hermsru
Kenrennepay kepcetTy. CTyaeHTTepamH 70 %paH awbirbl ¥Kasyyaa KaTa KeTUPYYAeH KOPKYY KaHa TblHYCbI3gaHyy
ce3uMuH BawTaH KeunpepuH benrnnewkeH. OWOHAONM 31e YeKTenreH ce3 6alnbIrbl }KaHa rpaMmaTMKanblK KaTanap
CbIAKTYY JIMHIBUCTUKANbIK KblMbIHUbIIbIKTAP HErM3rm TOCKOONAYKTAp KaTapbl aHblKTangpl. MblHAAH ThbIWKapbl,
pecnoHaeHTTepanH 90 %AaH alWbIrbl }Ka3yy MEHEH Myraaum Tanan KblAraHaa raHa MallbirbiwapbiH GunanpuikeH, 6yn
Y3TYATYKCY3 }Ka3yy NPaKTUKaHbIH }KETULLCU3ANTUH KepceTeT. OKyTyydynap Aa a3yy 60t0HYa aTaiblH KypCTapAblH XOKTYTy
’KaHa NpoLueccKke HerMsgenreH OKyTYY blIKMacbl HOIOHYA JAAPABIKTbIH KETULLICM3AUTU OKYTYYHY TaTaanalTblpraHbIH
TacTbIKTaWTbl. M3Mngee akafeMuANbIK KasyyHY OKYTYYHY KAKLWbIPTYY YUYYH CTPYKTypanaHraH Kantapbim 6annaHbiw
6epyyHyYH, Ka3yy MpaKTUKacblH KeOeWTYYHYH »KaHa OKyTyyuynapAblH KeCUNTUK [EHI339/IMH  XOropynaTyyHyH
3apblNabIrblH 6enrnnenT. ANbIHFAH MKbIAbIHTBIKTAP aHIIUC TUJIMHUH OKYTYYy4Yy/NapblHa aHa OKyy nporpammanapbiH
vwITen Ybiryyydynapra CTyaeHTTEPAMH Ka3dyyAarol KblbIHUYbINBIKTAPbIH ¥oyaa nanganyy 6onywy mymkyH. OwoHaom
ane 6yn nsnngee bopbopayKk Asmaga aHIINC TUIMH YET TUAM KaTapbl YMPeHYY WapTbiHAArbl ¥Kasyy Kenrennepy 6otoHYa
V3NNOe6NepAYH YEKTeslyy CaHbIHA CafibiM KOLLYM, }KOTOPKY 6uanm 6epyyae xasyyHy OKyTYY METOAMKACHIH KaKLWbIPTYy
6010HYa NpaKTUKanbIK CyHyLWTapabl 6epet

Hernsrm Cce3A6p: akafeMusiNbIK  3Kasyy Mefarorvkacbl; sKasyyHy OKYTYYHYH MNpoueccyangplk  bIKMachl;

Ka/bINTAHAbIPYYYYy KalTapbim OaiiaHblW; CTYAEHTTepPAUMH 63 apa Kbl3MaTTawyycy; peaakumsnoo crpaTtervanapbl;
YMPOHYYYynepayH MOTUBALMACHI; }KOTOPKY buanum bepyy
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TPYAHOCTU MNCbMQA Y CTYAEHTOB,
N3YYAIOLWUNX OHFTAUNCKUIN A3bIK KOK MHOCTPAHHbIN

Acenb Xbipranbek Kbi3bl

MpenopaBaTtenb

BULLIKEKCKMIA rocynapcTBeHHbIM yHMBepCcUTeT MMeHn K. Kapacaesa
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AHHOTAUMSA. [aHHOe MuccnefoBaHWe MOCBALLEHO M3YYeHWUIO TPYAHOCTEN, C KOTOPbIMM CTa/IKMBAKOTCA CTYAEHTbI
YHUBEpPCUTETA, M3y4YaloLiMe AHIIMIACKUIA A3bIK KAaK MHOCTPaHHbIM, Npy GOPMUPOBAHMM HABLIKOB aKageMMYECKOro
nucbma. Mucbmo ocTaeTcs ogHUM U3 Hanbosnee CNOXKHbIX BUAOB PeYeBOW AeATENIbHOCTU ANA U3YYalOLLMX aHIUACKUIA
A3bIK, 0COBEHHO B YCNOBUAX OrpaHUYEHHOrO CMCTeMHOro obyyeHua nucbmy. Llenbto nccnegosaHua 6b110 BbiAaBaeHME
JIMHTBUCTUYECKUX, MCUXONOTUYECKMX W Nefarormyeckux 6apbepoB, BAMAKOWMX Ha MUCbMEHHYH AeATe/IbHOCTb
CTYOEeHTOB B BUMLUIKEKCKOM rocysapCTBEHHOM yHMBepcuTeTe. B vccnegoBaHMM MCNOb30BAACA CMELLAHHBIN MeToa,.
KonuuectseHHble gaHHble 6blAn NOAYyYEHbl C MOMOLLBIO aHKeTUPOBaHWA 60 CTyAEeHTOB NepBOro M BTOPOro KypcoB, a
KauyeCcTBEHHble AaHHble — B pe3y/ibTaTe NOoAYCTPYKTYPUPOBAHHbIX MHTEPBbIO C WECTb0 NpenogaBaTeAMmM aHIIMACKOTO
A3blKa. Pe3ynbTaTbl NMOKa3anu pag Katouesbix npobnem. bonee 70 % CTyAEHTOB MCMbITbIBAOT TPEBOXKHOCTb U CTPaX
AonyCctuTb OLINBKHK npu nucbme. CyLLI,ECTBEHHbIMVI npenATCTBUAMMU TaKXKe ABNAKOTCA IMHIBUCTUYECKUE TPYOAHOCTU, TaKKne
KaK OrpaHMYeHHbI CA0BAPHbIM 3aMac U YacTble rpammaTuyeckme owmnbku. Kpome Toro, 6onee 90 % pecnoHAeHTOB
OTMETW/IM, YTO MPAKTUKYIOT NMUCbMO TONbKO No TpeboBaHUIO MpenogasaTesnieil, YTO CBUAETENbCTBYET O HeAoCTaTKe
perynapHo NMcCbMeHHOW NpaKTuKK. MpenogasaTenn NoATBEPAUIIN, YTO OTCYTCTBME CNELNANM3UPOBAHHbIX KYPCOB MO
NUCbMY M HeAOCTaTOYHAA NOArOTOBKa B 061aCTV NPOLECCHOr0 NoAxoAa K 06y4eHnIo MMCbMY ONONHUTENBHO YCAOXKHAIOT
a¢pdekTMBHOE npenogasaHuve. WccnepoBaHMe NoOAYEPKMBAET HEOOXOAMMOCTb COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHUA 0b6y4veHusA
aKaZeMNYeCKOMY NMUCbMY 33 CYET CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOW 0O6PaTHOM CBA3U, YBE/IMYEHUA 06beMA NUCbMEHHON NPAKTUKM
M noBbllWeHUA KBanndukaumn npenogaBateneit. MonyyeHHble pesynbTaTbl MOTyT 6biTb NOAE3HbI NpenosasaTenam
AHINIMIACKOTO A3bIKA M pa3paboTunmKam y4ebHbIX Nporpamm A8 NpeososieHmaA TPYAHOCTEN NMCbMa Y CTYAEHTOB, a TaKKe
BHOCAT BK/1ag, B OrpaHMYEeHHOE KONIMYEeCTBO UCCe0BaHMIM, NOCBALLEHHbIX Npobiemam NUCbMEHHOMN peyn B yCNOBUAX
M3y4YeHMA aHIIMMCKOTO A3blKa KaK MHOCTPAHHOrO B LleHTpanbHOM A3nu, 1 npeanaratoT NPakTMYeCcKMe pekoMeHaaumm
Mo COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHMUIO METOAMKM 0ByYeHMA NUCbMy B BbicLlem 06pa3oBaHunm

KAto4eBble CAOBQ: neparormka akageMmMyecKkoro nucbma; NpoLLeccHbIN Noaxos, K 06yuyeHunto nucbmy; popmupyroLsas

obpaTHas cBA3b; B3aMMHOE COTPYAHWYECTBO CTYZAEHTOB; CTpaTerMu pPefaKTUPOBAHUA; MOTMBALMA ObOyYaroLMXCs;
BbiCLLee 0bpa3oBaHue

2
< 58 Bulletin of the Bishkek State University, Vol. 24, No. 1, 2026


https://orcid.org/0009-0000-2286-8183

