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Abstract. This research addressed several key problems: the extent of
use of teachers’ feedback strategies, the effects of WCF on students’ per-
formance, and the significant correlation among the variables. A quan-
titative descriptive research design was used, and 153 participants were
surveyed through the messenger platform and Google Forms. Research
findings indicate that among the four types of written corrective feed-
back (WCF), direct feedback was the most frequently employed strat-
egy by teachers, while focused feedback was the least utilised. Further-
more, results indicate that students value reflective learning facilitated
by teachers’ written corrective feedback, especially in error recognition
and constructive feedback responses, as non-education students displayed
positive attitudes toward receiving feedback. The study also revealed a
positive correlation between WCF and research writing performance, re-
gardless of age, gender, or degree program, with relatively low values
at 0.022, 0.003, and 0.005, respectively, using partial eta squared. Addi-
tionally, significant correlations were observed between students’ GPAs
in research courses and the impact of WCF, revealing a disparity in
GPAs between Research 1 and Research 2. As direct, unfocused, and
indirect written corrective feedback showed a statistically significant re-
lationship in the extent of use of teachers’ written corrective feedback,
focused feedback shows no significant correlation. The findings empha-
sise the importance of evaluating different written corrective feedback
strategies to enhance students’ research writing outcomes. Findings call
for the strategic use of written corrective feedback based on the specified
needs and level of performance of non-education students. Furthermore,
students, teachers, and the institution are to work hand in hand to create
a culture of continuous improvement of students in research writing and
academic performance through written corrective feedback.

Keywords: written corrective feedback - research writing - non-education
students

1 Introduction

Writing plays a crucial role in students’ holistic development, serving not only as
a medium for expressing thoughts and ideas but also as a tool for expanding their
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knowledge. Among the various forms of academic writing, the research paper
holds particular significance, especially in undergraduate courses. Mastering the
skill of writing a compelling research paper is essential for students, and a vital
component of this process is receiving feedback to enhance their work. Feedback
is an integral part of writing, involving the evaluation and refinement of written
work based on teachers’ comments and corrections [20]. It helps identify areas
for improvement and ultimately enhances the quality of the final output. In an
educational setting, feedback is vital as it guides students in addressing specific
needs and improving their writing abilities.

Despite the time-consuming and labour-intensive nature of providing feed-
back, Martin [18] emphasises that teachers should dedicate a substantial amount
of time to offering written comments, as it can significantly contribute to stu-
dents’ improvement in writing skills. However, as Redd and Kennett [21] ob-
served, many students either do not read the feedback provided or fail to show
noticeable improvement. This issue highlights the complexity of the feedback pro-
cess and the challenges associated with its effectiveness. While teachers invest
considerable time and effort in providing constructive criticism, several factors
may hinder students’ engagement with the feedback. These factors include a lack
of motivation, time constraints, or difficulty in understanding and implementing
the suggestions.

Acknowledging these potential drawbacks is essential for ensuring a balanced
understanding and for helping teachers provide constructive written feedback
that students can easily comprehend. Sometimes, students may misinterpret
teachers’ comments due to unclear or unreadable handwriting, which can lead to
confusion and hinder their ability to make meaningful improvements [21]. If stu-
dents do not fully understand the feedback or its intended purpose, their ability
to address specific areas of concern may be compromised.

Moreover, according to a study by Best et al. [5], students often disregard
feedback on their research papers when they find it difficult to understand. This
can have emotional repercussions, as students may experience tension, anxiety,
and feelings of inadequacy in response to overly critical or negative remarks,
potentially harming their motivation and overall well-being [17]. To mitigate
these negative effects, educators must strive to offer constructive and encouraging
written feedback that highlights both areas for growth and strengths. Clear
communication, prompt feedback, and a balanced approach that acknowledges
students’ efforts can reduce the adverse effects of feedback while maximising its
positive impact.

Ene and Yao [11] stress the importance of professors providing students with
comprehensive descriptions of their expectations and feedback methods. Effective
communication of these elements can facilitate students’ understanding of the
lessons being taught and the underlying assumptions behind the feedback they
receive. Without such clarity, misunderstandings or confusion may arise. There-
fore, educators should take the time to explain their approaches to providing
feedback and the objectives they hope to achieve. By offering thorough expla-
nations, teachers can bridge the gap between their expectations and students’
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comprehension, making the feedback process more productive and meaningful.
This approach fosters better communication and enables students to use the
feedback they receive to enhance their writing.

Furthermore, a study conducted by Wirantaka [26] recommends that edu-
cators consider the clarity and specificity of the feedback they give to ensure it
effectively enhances students’ writing abilities. However, this study was limited
to just five participants completing their undergraduate theses at Yogyakarta
University’s English Education Department. Consequently, the present study
aims to determine whether written feedback is beneficial for a larger group of
non-education students writing research papers.

In the Philippine context, a study by Balanga et al. [4] examined Filipino
high school students’ beliefs about written corrective feedback. Their findings
identified five types of written corrective feedback: direct feedback, indirect feed-
back, focused feedback, unfocused feedback, and reformulation. The researchers
suggested that teachers should ensure students pay attention to the criticism
they receive to minimise flaws in their final work. Teachers should also provide
feedback on areas needing modification in students’ papers, helping them be-
come more aware of their mistakes and avoid repeating them in future writing.
Additionally, teachers should encourage students to learn how to self-edit.

While existing studies underscore the necessity of effective written corrective
feedback in research writing, there remains a gap in local research focusing on
this aspect, particularly in the context of writing research papers. Most previ-
ous studies on written corrective feedback have concentrated on other types of
academic writing or the differences between teachers’ and students’ preferences.
Therefore, the present study seeks to investigate the effects of written corrective
feedback, specifically on students’ research writing.

2 Objectives of the study

The outcomes of this study were expected to determine the effects of written
corrective feedback in the research writing of fourth-year students in the two
programs: Bachelor of Science in Information Technology and Bachelor of Science
in Business Administration at Pangasinan State University, Alaminos Campus.
Specifically, this research intended to answer the following questions:

1. What is the profile of the respondents in terms of:
(a) age;
(b) sex;
(c) degree program; and
(d) GPA in the research courses (Research 1 and Research 2)?

2. What is the extent of the use of teachers’ written corrective feedback strate-
gies in students’ research writing?

3. What are the effects of written corrective feedback on the research writing
performance of students?
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4. Is there a significant relationship between the demographic profile of the
respondents and the effects of teachers’ written corrective feedback on the
research writing performance of the students?

5. Is there a significant relationship between the extent of use and the effects
of teachers’ written corrective feedback on students’ research writing?

6. Is there a significant difference in the GPA of respondents in Research 1 and
27

In this study, three research hypotheses were formulated, which were tested
at a 0.05 level of significance. The null hypotheses are:

HO;: There is no significant relationship between the demographic profile of the
respondents and the effects of teachers’ written corrective feedback on the
students’ research writing performance.

HO5: There is no significant relationship between the extent of use and the ef-
fects of teachers’ written corrective feedback on students’ research writing.

HO3: There is no significant difference in the GPA of respondents in Research
1 and 2.

3 Materials and methods

This study utilised a descriptive research design to examine the impact of teach-
ers’ written corrective feedback on the research writing competence of fourth-
year non-education students at Pangasinan State University, Alaminos Campus.
Descriptive research design, characterised by its quantitative nature, entails the
gathering of numerical data for analysis through statistical techniques. This ap-
proach facilitates the generation of precise and accurate descriptions of popula-
tions or phenomena under study and explores participants’ experiences [14].

Within the parameters of descriptive research design, survey research was
used to collect data from a sample or population using standardised question-
naires. This method was used to understand specific group’s attitudes, opinions,
behaviours, and demographic characteristics. In this research context, quanti-
tative data on the demographic profile, extent of use, and effects of teachers’
written corrective feedback were collected through survey questionnaires.

The primary data collection method involved using a profile questionnaire
and a questionnaire adapted from a study by Aridah et al. [3]. The question-
naire was modified to suit the study’s specific data needs. Both closed-ended and
open-ended questions were used to assess respondents’ perspectives on teachers’
written corrective feedback strategies and to explore the respondents’ percep-
tions of the impact of written corrective feedback on students’ research writing
performance.

The questionnaire used in this study was structured into three distinct parts
to address the research objectives comprehensively. Part I (section 4.1) focused
on gathering demographic information about the students, including their age,
sex, degree program, and GPA in key research courses (Research 1 and Research
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2). This demographic data was crucial for exploring potential correlations be-
tween the respondents’ backgrounds and their experiences with teachers’ written
corrective feedback. Understanding these demographic factors was essential, as
they may influence how students perceive and respond to feedback, as well as
how feedback impacts their research writing performance.

Part IT of the questionnaire (section 4.2) examined the extent to which teach-
ers implemented various written corrective feedback strategies in the students’
research writing process. This section included questions designed to assess the
frequency, consistency, and types of feedback provided by teachers. Students
were asked to reflect on their experiences, including how often they received
comments on different aspects of their research papers, such as grammar, struc-
ture, content, and overall coherence. This part was critical in identifying the
most commonly used feedback strategies and how systematically they were ap-
plied across different research projects.

Finally, part IIT (section 4.3) explored the effects of teachers’ written correc-
tive feedback on the students’ research writing performance. This section sought
to capture the students’ perspectives on how feedback influenced their ability to
revise drafts, improve research skills, and enhance overall writing competence.
Questions in this section addressed perceived changes in writing quality, confi-
dence in writing research papers, and the ability to meet academic standards.
By gathering insights into the effects of feedback, this section aimed to provide
a deeper understanding of the role of corrective feedback in fostering academic
writing skills. Appropriate statistical tools were used in the data analysis to
obtain viable and reliable results.

The respondents’ demographic profile, the extent of use of teachers’ written
corrective feedback strategies, and the effects of teachers’ written corrective feed-
back on students’ research writing were tabulated and constructed in a frequency
table using frequency counts, percentages, and mean.

Meanwhile, the association between the respondents’ demographic profile
and the effects of teachers’ written corrective feedback on research writing was
calculated using partial eta-squared values.

To determine the correlation between the extent of use of teachers’ writ-
ten corrective feedback strategies and the effects of teachers’ written corrective
feedback on students’ research writing, the Pearson — r coefficient was used.
However, to ascertain whether there was a significant difference in the GPA of
respondents in Research 1 and 2, a paired sample t-test was employed.

4 Results and siscussion

4.1 Demographic profile of the respondents

The respondents’ profiles in terms of age, sex, degree program, and Grade Point
Average in Research 1 and 2 courses are shown in table 1. A frequency table
was created using counts, percentages, and means. Mean scores and descriptive
ratings were used to interpret the data.
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Table 1. Demographic profile of the respondents.

Parameters [Frequency (n=153)[Percentage
Age
22 years old and below 124 81.05%
23-24 years old 27 17.65%
25 years old and above 2 1.31%
Mean = 21.96 SD = 4.16
Sex
Female 90 58.82%
Male 63 41.18%
Degree program
BSIT 59 38.56%
BSBA (Operations Management) 57 37.25%
BSBA (Financial Management) 37 24.18%
GPA in Research 1
1.25-1.50 41 26.80%
1.75-2.25 90 58.82%
2.50-2.75 12 7.84%
3 10 6.54%
GPA in Research 2

1.25-1.50 20 13.07%
1.75-2.25 103 67.32%
2.50-2.75 16 10.46%
3 14 9.15%

Age. It was shown in the table that almost all, or 81.05% of the respon-
dents, were 22 years old and below, few, or 17.65%, were 23-24 years old, and 2,
or 1.31% of the respondents were 25 years old and above. The National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) states that since most students enrol in college
immediately following high school, usually at 18, the age range for graduating
college students falls under 22 and below. Furthermore, a bachelor’s degree pro-
gram typically takes four years to complete, with the majority of graduates being
22 years old or younger. This is consistent with the result of the current study,
which shows that almost all the respondents belong to the 22 and below age
bracket.

Sex. The data presented in the table shows that the majority of the re-
spondents were female, which is 90 or 58.82%, and 63 or 41.18% were male.
According to a study by Pennington et al. [19], females tend to have higher lev-
els of academic engagement and motivation, which can contribute to their higher
enrollment rates. This coincides with the current study’s findings, which show
that female students dominate males.

Degree program. An analysis of the respondents’ degree programs showed
that fifty-nine (59), or 38.56% were Bachelor of Science in Information Tech-
nology (BSIT) students, fifty-seven (57), or 37.25% were Bachelor of Science
in Business Administration (BSBA) majoring in Operations Management, and
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thirty-seven (37) or 24.18% were Bachelor of Science in Business Administration
majoring in Financial Management. According to a study by the Commission
on Higher Education (CHED) in the Philippines, the BSIT program is popular
among students because of the increasing demand for IT professionals in vari-
ous industries. This is consistent with the results of the current study, wherein
the Bachelor of Science in Information Technology program outnumbered the
Bachelor of Science in Business Administration.

Grade Point Average. The majority of respondents, totalling 90 individ-
uals or 58.82%, achieved a GPA range of 1.75-2.25 in Research 1, indicating a
performance level classified as “Good”. Subsequently, 41 respondents, or 26.80%,
obtained a GPA range of 1.25-1.50, signifying a performance level categorised
as “Very Good”. Following this, 12 respondents, or 7.84%, fell within the GPA
range of 2.50-2.75, while 10 respondents, or 6.54%, received a GPA range of 3.00,
denoting a performance level classified as “Passed”.

In the Research 2 courses of the respondents, 103 or 67.32% obtained a 1.75-
2.25 GPA. This means that a great majority of the respondents perform at a
level that is considered “Good”. Following this, a few or 20 students, representing
13.07% of the sample, attained a GPA falling within the range of 1.25-1.50,
signifying a level of performance classified as “Very Good”. Subsequently, 16
respondents, accounting for 10.46% of the total, received grades within the range
of 2.50-2.75. Lastly, a few of the participants, comprising 9.15%, obtained a GPA
in the range of 3.00.

4.2 Extent of use of teachers’ written corrective feedback strategies
on students’ research writing

It is reflected in table 2 that non-education students often received direct written
corrective feedback. This claim is supported by the average weighted mean of
4.01, with all the indicators categorised as “Often”.

The study’s findings indicate that non-educational students frequently receive
direct written corrective feedback. This is consistent with the findings of Chen
et al. [7] and Zhang et al. [28], who discovered that students preferred receiving
direct written corrective feedback since it effectively addressed their problems
and provided clear solutions for improvement. This type of criticism not only
helps students realise their errors but also shows them how to fix them, thereby
improving their writing skills and academic achievement. However, this opposes
Zohra and Fatiha [29] notion, which states that teachers should not “always”
spoon-feed learners and offer them adequate corrections but rather encourage
them to take ownership of their learning by self-correcting errors.

One implication of this study is the need to customise feedback methods to
address students’ varied academic backgrounds. Recognising that non-education
students benefit from direct written corrective feedback allows educators to per-
sonalise teaching strategies in research writing instruction. This highlights the
importance of student-centred approaches in enhancing learning outcomes by
catering to the distinct needs and preferences of diverse student groups.
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Table 2. Extent of use of direct written corrective feedback strategies.
Indicators: When giving| F5 F4 F3 F2 F1
direct written corrective WM| DR

nl % |n| % [n| % |n| % |nl %
0 1.31] 4.09 | Often

feedback, the teacher...
1. provides correct linguistics|49(32.03|72{47.06|30{19.61
form or structure above or
near the linguistic error I
made
2.crosses out the errors of|47|30.72|75(49.02|28(18.30|2|1.31|1|0.65| 4.08 | Often
words/phrases/sentences and
supplies them with the cor-
rect one
3. inserts missing words, mor-|50{32.68|61(39.88(37|24.18|4(2.61|1|0.65| 4.01 | Often
phemes, or phrases with the
correct form
4. gives short explanations for|48|32.03|64|41.83[34|22.22|6 [3.92|1|0.65| 3.99 | Often
every error indicated
5. gives explanations and ex-|50|32.68|65(42.48|33|21.57|4|2.61|1|0.65| 4.03 | Often
amples at the end of my pa-
per with a reference back to
places in the text where the
error has occurred
6. provides explicit guidance|51|33.33|63|41.18(33|21.57|6(3.92/0| 0 |4.03 | Often
on how to correct errors
7.numbers errors in the text|44|28.76|62(40.52|37|24.18|6|3.92|4 |2.61| 3.87 | Often
and write a description for
each numbered error at the
bottom of the text

[en)
[\]

Average weighted mean|4.01|Often

In table 3, the computed average weighted mean of 3.47, with a descriptive
equivalent of “Often”, is presented. The indicator with the highest weighted mean
of 3.65 states that “When giving indirect written corrective feedback, the teacher
often shows where the error is and gives a clue about how to correct it”.

The findings support Ellis [9] and Siewert [24] research, which found that
teachers believe indirect feedback encourages students to take responsibility for
their learning process. Furthermore, teachers prefer offering indirect feedback
since it helps students to self-correct their mistakes [29].

The findings imply that teachers commonly offer feedback that highlights
students’ errors in their writing without directly correcting them. This extends
to the notion that indirect feedback can enhance critical thinking and metacog-
nitive awareness in non-education students. However, relying solely on indirect
feedback may lead to ambiguity or confusion. Educators should balance indirect
feedback for autonomy with direct feedback for clarity in writing conventions.

In essence, the implication underscores the need for educators to adopt a
flexible and adaptive approach to feedback provision, considering the diverse
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Table 3. Extent of use of indirect written corrective feedback strategies.

Indicators: When
giving indirect F5 F4 F3 F2 F1

written corrective WM DR
1.implicitly signals the|23|5.03|57|37.25|52|33.99(14| 9.15 |7|4.58| 3.49 | Often
errors and lets me do the
correction by myself
2. identifies the errors in|20(3.07(50(32.68|52(33.99(22(14.37|9|5.88| 3.32 |Sometimes
my text without provid-
ing the ways to correct
them
3. uses a set of correction|20(3.07|51|33.33|49(32.03|24|15.69|9(5.88| 3.33 |Sometimes
symbols without provid-
ing the correct forms
4.only  encircles  the|22(4.37(50|32.68|62(40.52(13| 8.50 |6(3.92| 3.46 | Often
words or phrases con-
taining errors
5.uses question marks|28(8.30(53|34.64|53(34.64|14| 9.15|5(3.27| 3.57 | Often
for the unclear expres-
sions
6.records in the margin|51|3.33|63|41.18|33|21.57| 6| 3.92|0| 0 |3.48| Often
the number of errors in
a given line without pro-
viding the correct forms
7.shows where the error|44(8.76|62(40.52(37|24.18| 6 | 3.92 |4 |2.61]| 3.65 Often
is and gives a clue about
how to correct it

Average weighted mean|3.47| Often

learning preferences and needs of non-education students. This aligns with the
study’s results in tables 2 and 3, showing that non-education students received
both types of feedback. Incorporating direct and indirect written corrective feed-
back strategies can foster students’ autonomy, critical thinking, and academic
growth in research writing.

Table 4 presents the indicator with the highest weighted mean of 3.51, stating
that “When giving focused written corrective feedback, the teacher ‘Often’ com-
ments on one or two linguistic error categories at a time rather than feedback
on too comprehensive a range of features”.

It is reflected in the result of the findings in table 4 that non-education
students occasionally received targeted written corrective feedback from their
teachers on their research writing. Sometimes, teachers give feedback that only
targets specific errors or a small number of errors, allowing them to prioritise
and address the most significant areas of improvement in the research writing of
the non-education students. The findings confirmed the idea of Ellis [9] wherein
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Table 4. Extent of use of focused written corrective feedback strategies.

Indicators: When
giving focused F5 F4 F3 F2 F1
written corrective WM DR
e [T [ o 5 [o] % ] %
1. selects specific er-|24|15.69(51(33.33|47|30.72(22{14.38| 9 |5.88| 3.41 Often
rors to be corrected
and ignores other er-
rors
2.corrects only the|21{13.73|60/39.22(49|32.03|19(12.42| 4 |2.61] 3.50 Often
errors that interfere
with the mean-
ing/content
3. comments on gram-|23[15.03|50|32.68(54(35.29(25|16.34|10(6.54| 3.36 | Sometimes
matical errors only
4.focuses on organi-|16(10.46|50|32.68|62[40.52|25|16.34|10(6.54| 3.24 | Sometimes
zation only
5.comments on the|18(11.76]55|35.94|46|30.07|26|16.99| 8 [5.23| 3.33 | Sometimes
minor errors for ex-
ample those related
to mechanics only
6.focuses on a sin-{24[15.69|47|30.72|46{30.07|27|17.65| 9 |5.88| 3.33 | Sometimes
gle error type (e.g.,
tenses)
7.comments on one(27|17.65|51|33.33|52|33.99|18|11.76| 5 |3.27| 3.51 Often
or two linguistic error
categories at a time
rather than feedback
on too comprehensive
a range of features

Average weighted mean|3.38 |[Sometimes

giving focused feedback is difficult; it takes time and energy for learners who can’t
process all the corrected errors at once as it only focuses on the significant errors.
Learners may face difficulty in comprehending and addressing all the corrected
errors simultaneously, particularly when the feedback only concentrates on the
most substantial or critical errors.

Meanwhile, Ellis et al. [10] and Ene and Yao [11] discovered that learners who
got focused feedback gained a better comprehension of the linguistic characteris-
tics of certain error types. This shows that, while focused feedback may provide
barriers at first, it might eventually lead to a more profound understanding of
language errors and their fixes, which will assist learners in the long run.

Table 5 shows that non-education students frequently received unfocused
written corrective feedback from their teachers. In the table, all seven indicators
received a descriptive rating of “Often”, with the indicator “When giving unfo-
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Table 5. Extent of use of unfocused written corrective feedback strategies.

Indicators: When giving
unfocused written
corrective feedback, nl % nl % nl % nl % |nl %
the teacher...
1. generally comments on all{31|20.26(65(42.48|41(26.80/15(9.80{1|0.65| 3.73 | O
noticed errors, whether with
or without correction
2.randomly comments on er-|28|18.30|67|43.79(42|27.45(14(9.15/2(1.30{ 3.70 | O
rors or writing problems
3. corrects all types of errors,|35(22.88|64|41.83]40(26.14|11|7.19|3|1.96| 3.77 | O
including mechanical errors
4.comments on what I did|33|21.57(65|42.48|46|30.07| 8 |5.23|1|0.65| 3.80 | O
in both right and wrong sen-
tences
5. gives general comments on|28(18.30(61|39.87(48|31.37|15(9.80|1(0.65| 3.67 | O
a separate piece of paper
6. writes in the margins next|39(25.49|59|38.56(41|26.80{11(7.19|3(1.96| 3.79| O
to every error I make
7.provides notes on the last|28|18.30|72|40.06|45|29.41| 7 |4.58|1(0.65/3.79 | O
page of my paper about what
I should revise without mark-
ing my text

F5 F4 F3 F2 F1

Average weighted mean|3.75|Often
Overall average weighted mean|3.65 |Often

cused written corrective feedback, the teacher comments on what I did in both
right and wrong sentences” obtaining the highest weighted mean value of 3.80.

The result indicates that non-education students often received feedback
aimed at correcting all errors in their research writing. However, comparing
focused written corrective feedback to unfocused written corrective feedback
shows a difference in the mean: 3.38 (Sometimes) and 3.75 (Often), respectively.
This shows that non-education students received more unfocused feedback than
focused feedback. This contradicts the study of Farrokhi and Sattarpour [12],
highlighting that providing focused written CF can lead to more improvement
in the accurate use of targeted structures by low-proficient learners. Accord-
ing to Sheen et al. [23], the probable reasons for the differential effectiveness
of focused and unfocused CF are: focused CF may enhance learning by helping
learners to (1) notice their errors in their written work, (2) systematically engage
in hypothesis testing and (3) monitor the accuracy of their writing by tapping
into their existing explicit grammatical knowledge. In contrast, unfocused cor-
rective feedback runs the risk of (1) providing CF in a confusing, inconsistent,
and unsystematic way and (2) overburdening learners.

The results of the extent of use of teachers’ written corrective feedback on
students’ research writing reveal that among the four types of written feedback,
direct written corrective feedback obtained the highest average weighted mean
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of 4.01, while focused written corrective feedback received the lowest average
weighted mean of 3.38.

This suggests that teachers of non-education students predominantly utilised
direct written corrective feedback, with focused written corrective feedback being
the least utilised type. This observation aligns with the research conducted by
Aquino and Cuello [2], where respondents showed a belief that providing direct
corrections to specific errors would be more beneficial for the recipients of the
written corrective feedback process, indicating a preference for direct feedback
over other types.

However, this preference for direct feedback contrasts with the findings of Lee
[16], who discovered that teachers favoured focused written corrective feedback
and perceived it to have greater pedagogical value compared to comprehensive
or direct written corrective feedback.

The results generally indicate that non-education students frequently re-
ceived written corrective feedback from their teachers on their research writing.
This assertion is supported by the overall average weighted mean of 3.65, de-
noting “Often”. This suggests that teachers often provide students with written
corrective feedback, leading to improvements in their research writing.

These findings are consistent with the research conducted by Sun and Qi [25],
which demonstrated that regardless of the feedback from students received, they
exhibited enhanced writing accuracy after receiving written corrective feedback.
These outcomes are not unexpected, as all types of feedback can contribute
to increasing students’ awareness of correct language usage, enabling them to
consciously monitor their language and enhance accuracy in their written output
[15].

The frequent provision of written corrective feedback to non-education stu-
dents suggests an opportunity for improving their research writing skills. This
indicates that regardless of the feedback form, students demonstrate enhanced
writing accuracy after receiving written corrective feedback. Therefore, while
there may be variations in teachers’ feedback preferences and practices, the
consistent provision of feedback contributes to students’ awareness of correct
language usage and improves their writing accuracy over time.

4.3 Effects of written corrective feedback on students’ research
writing

The data (table 6) illustrates that non-education students perceive the teacher’s
written corrective feedback positively, as evidenced by all indicators averaging a
weighted mean of 4.10. The indicator, “Through the teacher’s written corrective
feedback, I can reflect on my mistakes and think of ways I can do”, obtained the
highest weighted mean of 4.45, indicating a “Strongly Agree” response.

The findings show that non-education students place high importance on re-
flective learning through written corrective feedback from teachers, particularly
in terms of recognising errors and responding to constructive feedback. These
findings were supported closely by the students’ answers to the open-ended ques-
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Table 6. Effects of written corrective feedback on students’ research writing.

Indicators: Through F5 F4 F3 F2 F1

the tea'cher’s written nl % lnl % ol % |nl % |n| % WM| DR

corrective feedback...
1.1 am encouraged to enhance|55|35.95|73|47.71{19|12.42|4 ({2.61|2(1.31| 4.14 | Agree
my research writing skills
2.1 am able to gain confidence|52(33.99|76(50.99(20({13.07|3|1.96|0| 0 |4.18 | Agree
in my research writing
3.1 can see my writing|43|28.10(81(52.94(26(16.99/3|1.96/0| 0 |4.07 | Agree
strengths
4.1 can reflect on my mistakes|51(33.33|77(50.33(23|15.03|/1]0.65|0| O | 4.45 | Strongly
and think of ways I can do Agree
5.1 can easily understand what|41|26.80|87|56.86|24|16.69|1(0.65/0| 0 |4.10 | Agree
I am writing
6.1 am able to better when all{54|35.29|75(49.02({19(12.42|2|1.31|3|1.96| 4.14 | Strongly
errors are indicated and cor- Agree
rected
7.1 am more engaged when|57(37.25|75(49.02|18(11.76/3(1.96/0| 0 | 4.22 | Strongly
written suggestions are good Agree
8.1 am taught how to self-|43|28.10|78(50.99(27|17.65|3|1.96|/2|1.31| 4.03 | Agree
correct so I can remember my
errors
9.1 am given many ways to[46(30.07|85(55.56(21(13.73/1|0.65/0| 0 |4.13| Agree
identify my errors in writing
10.1 am given many ways to|46|30.07|83|54.25(20|13.07|4(2.61|0| 0 |4.15| Agree
identify errors in writing
11.1 comprehend information|39(25.49(92|60.13|21|13.73[1(0.65/0| 0 | 4.10 | Agree
more effectively
12.1 am motivated to do more|43|28.10|82|53.59(28|18.30{0| 0 [0 0 |4.10| Agree
revisions after reading the feed-
back
13.1 avoid making the same er-|52|33.99|72|47.06|28|18.30{ 1 {0.65|0| 0 |4.14 | Agree
rors in writing
14.1 can correct teacher-|31|20.26|70|45.75(44|28.76|6 (3.92|2(1.31| 3.80 | Agree
identified errors on my own
15.1 learn to locate errors on|34|22.22|75|49.02|42|27.45/2(1.31{0| 0 |3.93 | Agree
my own
16.1 learn to locate and correct|34|22.22|71|46.41|46|30.07|2({1.31{0| 0 |3.90 | Agree
errors on my own
17.1 always refer to the|35|22.88|74|48.37|43|28.10{1(0.65/0| 0 |3.93| Agree
teacher’s analysis errors on my
own
18. 1 always reflect on my errors|56|36.60(74|48.37|21|13.73|2|1.31{0| 0 | 4.21 | Strongly
whenever I need to Agree
19.1 can identify my strong and|42|27.45|77|50.33|34|22.22|0 0 [0 O |4.05| Agree
weak points
20.1 can apply what I have|50|32.68|80(52.29|23|15.03|0| 0 |0| O |4.19| Agree
learned into practice

Average weighted mean|4.10| Agree
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tions regarding the effects of written corrective feedback on non-education stu-
dents’ research writing competence. Respondents answered as follows:

Feedback helps me to identify where I need to improve on my papers. It
helped me to acknowledge my mistakes and improve my writing skills.

Feedback helps me to identify where I need to improve on my papers. It
helped me to acknowledge my mistakes and improve my writing skills.

Without feedback, it’s hard to know the errors and how to do better next
time.

It enhanced my academic writing skills, and yes, it helped me grow and
acknowledge my mistakes and shortcomings in writing.

Moreover, non-education students strongly agreed that they are more en-
gaged with good written suggestions and refer to their teachers’ feedback on
their research writing.

I consider it important for as a student who has already conducted a
research study, feedback is where we rely more on writing our whole paper.

I take them positively for corrections is where knowledge begins to foster.
Another, I do really enjoy learning. Correcting my mistakes will be so
much appreciated.

The non-education students who agreed and acknowledged the positive effect
of teachers’ written corrective feedback on their research writing expressed a will-
ingness to receive and utilise feedback constructively. Respondents highlighted
various ways in which feedback benefited their writing, as revealed through re-
sponses to the questionnaire. The respondents’ statements such as “It helps you
see what mistakes you made and how to fix them” and “It serves as a tool for self-
evaluation” resonated significantly with the indicator with the highest weighted
mean, “Through the teacher’s written corrective feedback, I can reflect on my
mistakes and think of ways I can do”.

These findings were further supported by the study of Alamis [1], where
a majority of student respondents from the University of Santo Tomas found
positive feedback to be beneficial in enhancing their written work.

However, non-education students may encounter challenges in independently
identifying and rectifying errors based on teacher comments, especially when
they struggle to comprehend the errors highlighted in their research writing.
This aligns with the findings of De Los Santos and Dayan [8], indicating that
students heavily rely on teachers for corrections and feedback, viewing them as
writing models and experts. Given that students may lack confidence in their
own writing and revision skills, they continue to seek their teachers’ guidance
and assistance [26].

This implies that students may reflect on their own mistakes, engage with the
written suggestions, and refer to the feedback whenever they need to. However, it
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is still highly needed that teachers should give proper guidance to their students
on addressing the errors in their papers.

The study of Ferris [13] indicated that students who received written cor-
rective feedback from teachers showed significant improvement in their writing
abilities compared to those who did not receive such feedback. The study high-
lighted the importance of feedback in helping students reflect on their mistakes,
identify areas for improvement, and engage in self-evaluation, which aligns with
the opinions expressed by non-education students in acknowledging the benefits
of feedback on their research writing.

The demographic factors (table 7): Age, Sex, and Degree program, the anal-
yses yielded non-significant findings, as evidenced by F-values of 1.597, 0.427,
and 0.345, respectively, all accompanied by corresponding p-values greater than
0.05 (0.206, 0.514, and 0.709). Additionally, the Partial eta squared values for
Age, Sex, and Degree program are relatively low at 0.022, 0.003, and 0.005, re-
spectively, indicating that only a small proportion of the variance in the effects
of written corrective feedback can be attributed to these demographic factors.
Hence, the results suggest that neither age, sex, nor degree program significantly
influences the effectiveness of teachers’ written corrective feedback.

The demographic profile of the respondents, particularly in terms of sex, plays
no significant role in understanding the impact of written corrective feedback
(WCF) in research writing. The study by Wondim et al. [27] highlighted that
gender differences do not have a unique effect on the outcome of WCF. This
implies that the effectiveness of WCF in improving language skills is not solely
dependent on an individual’s gender.

Table 8 illustrates the significant relationship between GPAs in Research 1
and 2 and the effects of teachers” WCF. Notably, the mean GPA for Research
1 is 1.95 with a standard deviation of 0.461, while for Research 2, it’s slightly
lower at 2.08 with a standard deviation of 0.423. The correlation analysis reveals
contrasting trends: a weak negative correlation of r = —0.191 between the mean
of effects of teachers” WCF and GPA in Research 1, and a strong positive cor-

Table 7. Relationship between the demographic profile and the effects of teachers’
written corrective feedback.

Variables F-value (sigz? -;E::l:i(lee d) sqfl)laal;tel:l\?atl?le Interpretation
Age 1.597 0.206 0.022 Not significant
Sex 0.427 0.514 0.003 Not significant
Degree program| 0.345 0.709 0.005 Not significant

Table 8. Relationship between the GPA in Research 1 and 2 and the effects of teachers’
written corrective feedback.

Variables Mean| SD r |p-value (sig. 2 tailed)|Interpretation
GPA in Research 1| 1.95 |0.461|-0.191 0.018 Significant
GPA in Research 2| 2.08 |0.423|0.723 0.000 Significant
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relation of 7 = 0.723 between the mean of effects of teachers’ WCF and GPA in
Research 2. Both correlations are statistically significant with p-values of 0.018
and 0.000, respectively, indicating that as the mean of effects of teachers’ WCF,
the GPA in Research 1 decreases or vice versa. On the other hand, as the mean
effects of teachers” WCF increases, the GPA in Research 2 also increases.

The implications of the results indicating a weak negative correlation in Re-
search 1 and a strong positive correlation in Research 2 between the effects of
teachers’” WCF and GPA can be interpreted as follows. The decrease in Research
1 GPA suggests that as the feedback increases, the GPA in Research 1 decreases.
This could imply that the feedback provided in Research 1 may not have been
as effective in improving academic performance compared to Research 2.

On the other hand, the increase in Research 2 GPA indicates that as the
feedback increases, the GPA in Research 2 also increases. This suggests that
the feedback provided in Research 2 may have positively impacted academic
performance, leading to higher GPAs.

Potential causes for these findings include distinctions between the quality
or type of feedback offered in Research 1 and Research 2, differences in student
involvement or responsiveness to input, and other external factors influencing
academic achievement. Thus, the hypothesis that there is no significant rela-
tionship between respondents’ demographic profiles and the effects of written
corrective feedback from teachers on students’ research writing is rejected.

Correlation analysis through Pearson — r was performed to determine the
mean (), standard deviation (SD), correlation coefficient (r-value), and p-value
to test the significant relationship between different indicators of the extent
of use of written corrective feedback strategies and effects of teachers’ writ-
ten corrective feedback on students’ research writing (table 9). Results showed
that “direct written corrective feedback strategy”’ obtained the highest mean
(n = 4.02), with a relatively low standard deviation (SD = 0.65), followed by
“unfocused written corrective feedback” (p = 3.74; SD = 0.61), “indirect writ-
ten corrective feedback” (u = 3.46; SD = 0.78), and “focused written corrective
feedback” (p = 3.37; SD = 0.83). Moreover, the computed r-value and p-value
for “direct written corrective feedback” (r = 0.464;p < 0.000) and “unfocused
written corrective feedback” (r = .315;p < 0.000) indicate a significantly mod-
erate positive relationship in the extent of the use of written corrective feedback
on students’ research writing. While “indirect written corrective feedback” with
a mean of 3.46 and standard deviation of 0.78 obtained an r -value of 0.235 and
p-value less than 0.01, indicating that “indirect written corrective feedback” had
a significantly weak positive correlation with the extent of the use of written
corrective feedback on students’ research writing. On the other hand, “focused
written corrective feedback” with a mean of 3.37, SD of 0.83, r-value of 0.173,
and p-value greater than 0.05, which indicates a weak positive correlation. How-
ever, the p-value is 0.092, which is greater than the conventional significance
level of 0.05, indicating that the relationship is not statistically significant.

In summary, direct written corrective feedback, unfocused written corrective
feedback, and indirect written corrective feedback showed a statistically signifi-
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Table 9. Relationship between extent of use of written corrective feedback strategies
and the effects of teachers’ written corrective feedback on students’ research writing.

Variables Mean|SD| r |p-value (sig. 2 tailed)|Interpretation
Direct WCF 4.02 |0.65|0.464 0.000 Significant
Indirect WCF 3.46 |0.78]0.235 0.003 Significant
Focused WCF 3.37 10.83/0.173 0.092 Not Significant
Unfocused WCF| 3.74 |0.61|0.315 0.000 Significant

cant relationship in the extent of teachers’ written corrective feedback use, while
focused written corrective feedback shows no significant correlation. Thus, the
hypothesis stating that there is no significant relationship between the extent of
use and the effects of teachers’ written corrective feedback on students’ research
writing is rejected.

The implication of these findings emphasises the importance of evaluating
different written corrective feedback strategies to enhance students’ research
writing outcomes. Direct, unfocused, and indirect feedback strategies show sig-
nificant positive relationships with their frequency of use by teachers, indicating
a potential impact on students’ writing. Direct feedback emerges as the most in-
fluential strategy, with a moderate positive correlation with its frequency of use,
suggesting its potential to enhance students’ research writing skills significantly.
Similarly, unfocused feedback also demonstrates a moderate positive correlation,
while indirect feedback, though weaker, contributes to students’ writing develop-
ment. Focused feedback, however, does not show a significant impact on research
writing outcomes when used independently.

Educators should prioritise direct, unfocused, and indirect feedback strate-
gies to maximise effectiveness. Comprehensive feedback covering various writing
aspects is crucial for student improvement, as supported by Bitchener et al. [6].
Table 10 presents the results of assessing the relationship between demographic
factors and the effects of teachers’ written corrective feedback.

A paired sample t-test was utilised to determine whether the GPA in Research
1 of the respondents significantly differed from the GPA in Research 2. Results
show that the GPA in Research 1 (u = 1.95; SD = 0.461) is significantly higher
than the GPA in Research 2 (u = 2.08;SD = 0.423), t = —4.704, p < 0.01.
Thus, the null hypothesis stating that there is no significant difference in the
GPA of respondents in Research 1 and 2 was rejected.

This corroborates the findings of Sarmita [22] wherein the study explores
potential factors contributing to the discrepancy between GPA 1 and GPA 2,
particularly focusing on scenarios where students’ initial GPA (GPA 1) was

Table 10. Significant difference in the GPA of respondents in research 1 and 2.

Variables Mean| SD |t-value|p-value (sig. 2 tailed) |Interpretation
GPA in Research 1| 1.95 [0.461
GPA in Research 2| 2.08 [0.423

-4.704 0.000 Significant
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higher than their post-feedback GPA (GPA 2). The significant difference ob-
served between GPAs 1 and 2 suggests that there are factors involved, such as
their initial writing proficiency, motivation levels, and ability to incorporate or
utilise feedback into their writing processes. The findings also highlight the ben-
eficial impact of written corrective feedback on students’ academic performance,
even when they initially possess higher GPAs. This underscores the importance
of providing effective feedback to support continuous improvement and learning
among college students.

5 Conclusion and recommendation

The study examined various aspects, including the demographic profile of the
respondents, the types and frequency of feedback provided by teachers, and the
relationship between these factors and students’ performance in their research
courses. These insights provide a comprehensive understanding of how written
corrective feedback influences students’ academic development and writing pro-
ficiency. The respondents, who are predominantly 22 years old or younger, are
mainly female and primarily enrolled in BSIT and BSBA programs. Both groups
demonstrated strong performance in their research courses, with a significant
number earning “Good” grades.

Regarding the extent of teachers’ use of written corrective feedback strategies,
it was found that teachers frequently provide direct, indirect, and unfocused
feedback, with direct feedback being the most commonly used and unfocused
feedback the least used.

In terms of the effects of this feedback, respondents generally have a positive
perception of receiving it. They value constructive feedback for its role in enhanc-
ing their learning and personal growth, recognising the importance of teachers
in guiding them toward improved research writing competence. However, the
findings indicate that the effectiveness of teachers’ written corrective feedback is
not influenced by demographic factors such as age, sex, or degree program; the
quality and impact of the feedback remain consistent across different groups.

The analysis also revealed a significant relationship between the extent of
teachers’ use of written corrective feedback and the type of feedback provided,
with the exception of focused feedback, which showed no significant correlation.
Additionally, the effects of teachers’ written corrective feedback varied signifi-
cantly between students’ GPAs in Research 1 and Research 2, suggesting that
factors such as initial writing proficiency, motivation levels, and the ability to
utilise feedback effectively may influence the writing process and outcomes.

A set of recommendations were made based on the findings and conclusions
of the study. These made the researchers propose that:

1. Teachers should implement written corrective feedback strategies to meet the
specific needs of non-education students in research writing. These strategies
should focus on individual qualities and learning styles rather than demo-
graphic factors like age, sex, or degree program.
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. Teachers should continuously assess and adjust feedback strategies based on

student performance and progress.

Students may collaborate with peers or seek peer feedback to supplement
teacher-provided feedback and gain diverse perspectives on research writing
proficiency.

Campus administrators may conduct training sessions or workshops for teach-
ers about the effective use of written corrective feedback.

Future researchers may identify the potential challenges and difficulties en-
countered by the students in receiving written corrective feedback.

Similar research should be conducted in the future to ascertain further the
validity of the results of this study by considering the following:

(a) respondents from private institutions

(b) preferred type of feedback of the students

(c) factors influencing students’ GPAs in research courses

(d) teachers as respondents for the extent of use of WCF in students’ research
writing

(e) different research methods (add qualitative) and data-gathering instru-
ments (pen and paper tests)
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