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Abstract

This study focused on Unified Coded Error Correction for graticalaand mechanical inaccuracies
among selected Grade 10 students. Specifically, it aimddtewmine the most persistent errors in grammar
and mechanics artble level of implication of the teachers’ use of unified coded error correction to English 10
learners writing inaccuracies with respect to the faniti of error codes and flexibility in marking.

The research involved 30 selected Grade 10 Students by thesirarpampling technique. A pretest
was administered through an essay that diagnoses thadegpsl grammatical and mechanical errors. Then,
an experimental that uses the unified coded error corrdctimeat grammatical and mechanical inaccuracies
was applied. Lastly, a posttest was also administeredghran essay which measures improvement after given
a treatment. In addition, a questionnaire was distribfsiedetermining the level of implication in terms of
Familiarity of Codes and Flexibility in Marking.

The Error chart by Johanna Klassen was used for determiningthueficy of persistent errors found
in the essay, and one group was designed for the paetbpbst-test, also for the questionnaire with regards to
the familiarity of codes and flexibility in marking tietermine its level of implication of the use of thedsai
correction codes.

The results of the study revealed that the most persisteor in mechanics was capitalization; while
in grammar were the use of pronouns, the use of the @tamerb, and the use of adjectives among modifiers,
under prepositions and word order. Under lexical items and connesmmission and redundancy.

Therefore, the null hypbesis, “There is a significant difference in the pretest argttpst scores of
Grade 10 students with the use of unified code error correction” was rejected. It means that the use of unified
coded error correction to treat grammatical and mechaagcaracies had a positive effect, seeing that errors
were lessened in the post-test.

The findings showed that the use of Unified Coded Erroreé€tion has a significant impact on the
decision-making of the curriculum planners, teachersées, future researchers, and writers. The resulks wil
be a basis for the use of correction codes to impnoiteen works.

Keywords: Coded Error Correctip@Grammar Mechanics; Unified approach

1. Main text
Introduction

Filipino learners are exposed to English as L2 or secomguiéage as early as Grade 1, focusing on oral
fluency. In fact, from Grade 4 to 6, it is graduallyrattuced as the language of instruction and Filipino. Then,
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both will become the primary mode of instruction in Juldgh School (JHS) and Senior High School (SHS).
In particular, Cabigon (2015) mentioned that English is the pahenedium of instruction in education and
the language of trade and law. Even at home, thef Esegbsh in conversations of Filipino families igdar.

It can be in straight English or incorporated with thgib language, more known as Taglish.

Children nowadays, especially those with gadgets and theedhtean easily access shows, games,
and even social media, wherein L2 is also used. Theyameuire some prosodic features of the language, such
as accent, tone, and stress. However, errors in students’ output or written works are prevalent in writing, which
is understandable since it is not the learner’s L1 or mother tongue. Pamatmat (2016) found that this is due to
the first language interference (L1) during the students’ period of learning the target or desired language and is
also considered a natural phenomenon in learning a senugubige, just like how Filipino students experience.
In addition, Jugo (2020) mentioned that language anxiety is alstoa ifa¢earning the language. She found
out that speaking activities are the primary source oh fdgxiety, followed by error correction and
communication with native English speakers. Writing agtivinegative self-perception, and non-
comprehension sources moderate English language anxiety.

Thus, corrective feedback on the students’ work will allow them to know what areas they need to
improve, even their strengths and weaknesses. Irthilalgenging school year wherein, faweface learning
was replaced with distance learning for the safety ofyewey, it is alarming that errors and mistakes in writing
are heightened since the students and teachers cacoomiyunicate less, unlike before.

This paper studied Unified coded error cowectd improve the grammatical and mechanical
inaccuracies of selected Grade 10 students.

Theor etical Framework

Some theories advocated by the following authorities demgea basis for formulating a conceptual
frame of reference for this study.

The first theory in which the study is anchored isEh®r Analysis. In the 1960s, a branch of Applied
Linguistics called Error Analysis evolved to show thatriea errors were not only random but also significant.
They represented specific universal strategies asagdfie learner's native language. These strategies despon
to Contrastive Analysis Theory, which indicates thaivedanguage interference was the primary source of
errors in second language learning. On the one hand, Applieddaabysis is concerned with the organization
of remedial courses and the development of appropriateiaistend teaching practices based on theoretical
error analysis findings" (Erdogan 2005). In addition, the fagldrror analysis can be defined as dealing with
the contrasts in how people learning a language speak anaduits who are native speakers of the language
utilize it.

Moreover, Norrish (1983) suggested a systematic deviation octies & student has not learned
something and cannot recall it. The concept of "labguage,” the idea that second language learners have
absorbed, sprang from this. A mental grammar is a natamgluage system that may be described using
linguistic rules and concepts (Long et al., 2003). Interlangoagines the speaker's mother tongue and the
target language.

In connection with the study, error analysis was utilized]| the students were viewed as active
participants in the learning process. Though they comnsitk®s in their writing, this is viewed positively and
significantly since they are continuously trying to egs their ideas despite repetitive inaccuracies.
Furthermore, a strategy is used for the learners to gangirevement and feedback they need using Unified
Coded Error Correction. Meanwhile, this has also been foundetieoContrastive Analysis theory. The
respondents are not native speakers of English at aBdmand-language speakers; thus, there is a native
language interference when they write compositionsly,dke interlanguage theory is exhibited upon why the
learners repeat their errors, and that is because of fasisiti. Their errors are fossilized in phonological,
morphological, or syntactic features in speech, whichddferent in the target language's rules even after
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prolonged exposure or instruction of TL.

Statement of the Problem
The study aims to use Unified Coded Error Correction to ¢resthmatical and mechanical errors of
selected Grade 10 Students.
Specifically, it aims to answer the following questions
1) Determine the most persistent writing error in terms of:
1.1 grammar;
nouns
verbs
modifiers
prepositions
syntax
lexical items
connectors
mechanics;
capitalization
e punctuation
e style
2) What is the level of improvement on the selected Gilderitten output with the use of unified
coded error
correction?
3) What is the level of implication of the teacher’s use of unified coded error correction to English 10
learners
writing inaccuracies with respect to:
e Familiarity of Error Codes
e  Flexibility in Marking

N.......

1.

Resear ch M ethodol ogy

The purpose of a research design is to guarantee thatittence you gather allows you to clearly
address the research topic. As cited by Oberiri (2017), itmtard research design as defined by Aliaga and
Gunderson (2002) is "the explanation of an issue or event thtbagiollection of numerical data and analysis
using mathematical approaches, particuladsistcs.” Quantitative research, according to Hendraswari (2016),
uses a statistical technique to explore and explain occurrékmasding to Ary et al. (2010: 26), experimental
research entails examining the impact of systematic froation of one variable on another one. The
experimental treatment, often known as the manipulatedbleriis the variable that is modified.

Experimental research is used to test hypotheses in ordeteiamine cause and effect correlations.
The ultimate goal of experimental research is to sesjiecific strategy or method of doing anything is "better"
than the "older" or more traditional one that has beembrmal practice in the past (Lodico et al, 2006: 12).

Pre-experimental design, real experimental design, factteggin, and quasi-experimental designs
are all examples of experimental research designs (Ahy26t18: 302). Because a one-group pretest-posttest
approach provides little or no control of extraneousaldes, this study used a pre-experimental design. To
determine the outcome of the treatment, this study usedapcepost-testing. Three steps are commonly
involved in a one-group pretest and post-test design: (1linadening a pretest to measure the dependent
variable, (2) applying the experimental treatment X tosthigects, and (3) administering a posttest to measure
the dependent variable once more. By comparing the prates post-test scores, differences due to the
application of the experimental treatment are subsequerglyzed (Ary et al, 2010: 303).
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The procedures of the pre-experimental research wittymgs

pretest-posttest design in this research were descrtietiaws:

1. Administering a pretest through an essay (Y1) which diagnibe respondents grammatical and
mechanical errors

2. Applying an experimental that was using the unified coded eorrection to treat grammatical and
mechanical inaccuracies

3. Administering a posttest through an essay (Y2) which memsmmprovement after given a
treatment.

Applying one group pretest-posttest, the researcher wantied tout whether the use of unified coded
error correction to treat grammatical and mechanigatdaracies of grade 10 students will be effective to
improve their written work.

The respondents of the study are the selected thirty (30) GBasteidents of Unson National High
School who were classified as developing learners desmdtheir English grade.

The respondents in the study were determined using thediiggampling technique. According
Crossman (2020), a purposive sample is a non-probabilitgleahat is selected based on characteristics of a
population and the objective of the study. The study follinespurposive convenience sampling technique in
which the participants were easily reachable and gilintake part in the present study. Purposive sampling
was employed in this study among the thirty selected Gra&utieénts of Unson National High School.

Data were collected using questionnaires, which entele$say and the survey. The questionnaires
were administrated to the respondents at Unson NatitighlSchool, Pagsanjan District in, Pagsanjan Laguna
using printed questionnaires to gather the data. The distribof the questionnaires were conducted by the
author and with the assistance and approval of theipahof Unson National High School.

The questionnaires were prepared and designed by tlaeateseherself based on the study research
guestions. English was the language used in preparing theoguegtés.

for educators to converse in, it was utilized to pregageriterviews.

Required letter and permit to conduct the study were faaired. A letter of approval addressed to
the office of Schools Division Superintendent (SDS), antddésthool head of Unson National High School in
Pagsanjan District, in Laguna for the permission of conuydhe study. The conduct survey with the
respondents was scheduled. Afterwards, analysis of theahailts were done using quantitative method. The
error codes used are shown in Appendix D and the grammeatidahechanical error correction guidelines are
shown in Appendix E.

The responses on the questionnaire were tabulated anokvéthtistically treated for the following
reasons: To determine the level of implicationhefteacher’s use of unified coded error correction to English
10 learners writing inaccuracies with respect to:

o] Familiarity of Error Codes

o} Flexibility in Marking

The following summated scale points and adjectival inteapiom were referred for Familiarity of
Error Codes and Flexibility in Marking.

5- Strongly Agree

4- Agree

3- Moderately Agree

2- Disagree

1-Strongly Disagee

For the rate of Improvement in the pre-test and pokt-tes

Range Verbal Interpretation
0.80-1.00 Poor
0.60-0.79 Fair
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0.40-0.59 Good
0.20-0.39 Remarkable
0.00-0.19 Exceptional

Results and Discussion

Table 1. Most Persistent Writing Error in terms of Mechanics

Statement Pre-test Verbal Post-test Verbal
f % Interpretation f % I nter pretation
Capitalization 50 42.37  Good 7 21.88 Remarkable
Punctuation 29 24.58 Remarkable 8  25.00 Remarkable
Style
Faulty Parallelism 10 8.47 Exceptional 6 18.75 Exceptional
Too Informal 15 12.71 Exceptional 6 18.75 Exceptional
Lacks Paragraph Unity 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Improve Thesis  Stateme 3 2.54 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Transitions Needed 11 9.32 Exceptional 5 15.63 Exceptional
Improve Topic System 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Total 118 32

Table 1 illustrates the most persistent writing erroeims of Mechanics. As per the pre-test, learners'
errors in "Capitalization" have the highest frequency oa58grcentage of 42.37, with a verbal interpretation
of "Good." On the other hand, no students were reported todraars in the areas "Lacks Paragraph Unity"
and "Improve Topic System."

The writing errors in terms of Mechanics for the msttvere at a total of 118 compared to the post-testhwhic
only had 32 errors that show significant improvement.

As per the post-test, learners' error in "Punctuationthgobighest frequency of 8, a percentage of 25,
with a verbal interpretation of "Remarkable." Just lik¢he pre-test, no students were reported to have errors
in the areas "Lacks Paragraph Unity," "Improve ThesigeS8tent," and "Improve Topic System."

Based on the results above, Capitalization is the pavststent error in mechanics. Despite this, the students'
118 errors in Pre-Test decreased in Post-Test with only 32 evhach improved significantly by 27% and is
verbally interpreted as “Remarkable Improvement”.

Likewise, Anwar (2015), in his study for Saudi students, conclud¢ddbpéalization errors, like other
errors, must be addressed in ESL EFL language programsrdiog to the study's findings, capitalization
errors are a critical area of error in Saudi students'\i#fing, and these errors are spread across allfsignt
capitalization categories. The study provides evidence#pitilization errors account for a significant portion
of Saudi students' EFL composition errors, just like in théifigs of this study in which Capitalization is a
critical challenge for Filipino learners.

Table 2. Most Persistent Writing Error in terms of Grammar asdans
Statement Pre-test Verbal Post-test Verbal

f % Interpretation f % I nter pretation
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Agreement Pronouns 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0 Exceptional
Article Problems 1 5.00 Exceptional 1 33.33 Remarkable
Number Problem 10 50.00 Good 0 0.00 Exceptional
Shift in Person 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Use Pronoun 9 45.00 Good 2 66.67 Fair
Pronoun Reference Unclear 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Total 20 3

Table 2 illustrates the most persistent writing error in $epffGrammar as to Nouns. As per the pre-
test, learners' errors in "Number Problem™ have thiedsigfrequency of 10, a percentage of 50.00, with a verbal
interpretation of "Good." On the other hand, no studeste reported to have errors in the areas "Agreement
Pronouns" and "Pronoun Reference Unclear.”

The writing errors in terms of Grammar as to NounsHerpre-test were at a total of 20 compared to
the post-test, which only had three errors that showfgignt improvement.

As per the post-test, learners' error in "Use Pronounghgdtighest frequency of 2, a percentage of
66.67, with a verbal interpretation of "Fair." In the ptesdt, no students were reported to have errors in the
areas "Agreement Pronoun," "Number Problems," "Shifeirséh," and "Pronoun Reference Unclear."

Based on the results above, "Use Pronoun" is thepaosistent error in terms of Grammar as to Nouns. Despite
this, the students’ 20 errors in Pre-Test decreased inTPsistwith only three errors which improved
significantly by 15% and are verbally interpreted as "Exoppt Improvement."”

Similarly, Riadussulhi (2017) discovered that learners make pnoaorors due to intralingual and
interference error factors. In his study, Mustagim (2018)laded that such errors are caused by learners' lack
of understanding in distinguishing types of pronouns, uncleaaeabn, lack of interest, and lack of attention
to teacher explanation.

Table 3. Most Persistent Writing Error in terms of Grammar asdb¥

Statement Pre-test Verbal Post-test Verbal

f % Interpretation f % I nter pretation
Agreement in S-V 4 12.50 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Use Infinitive 3 938 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Modal Problem 2 6.25 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Use Present Participle 1 313 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Use Past Participle 2 6.25 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Change Voice 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Incorrect Verb Form 19 59.38 Good 3 75.00 Fair
Wrong Verb Tense 3 9.38 Exceptional 1 25.00 Remarkable
Total 34 4

Table 3 illustrates the most persistent writing error imgeof Grammar as to Verbs. As per the pre-
test, learners' errors in the "Incorrect Verb form"énthe highest frequency of 19, a percentage of 59.38, with
a verbal interpretation of "Good." On the other hamalstudents were reported to have errors in the "Change
Voice." The writing errors in terms of Grammar as &rhs for the pre-test were at a total of 3 comparéueto
post-test, with only four errors showing significant imgment.

As per the post-test, learners' error in "Incorrect VerbmFagot the highest frequency of 3, a
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percentage of 75.00, with a verbal interpretation ofrFhn the post-test, no students were reported to have
errors in the areas "Agreement S-V," "Use Infinitivéyodal Problem,” "Use Present Participle,” "Use Past
Participle,” and "Change Voice."

Based on the results above, "Incorrect Verb Form" isnib&t persistent error in terms of Grammar as
to Verbs. Despite this, the students' 34 errors in Predeeseased in Post-Test with only four errors which
improved significantly by 11.67 % and are verbally interptete "Exceptional Improvement.”

Meanwhile, according to Wee (2009), the respondents havadkedifficulty mastering the SVA.
They make the most omission and addition errors thav sleocord of having the verb agreeing with the
subject. The omission o§l-es/-ies had the highest number of omission errors.

Table 4. Most Persistent Writing Error in terms of Grammar as taliters

Statement Pre-test Verbal Post-test Verbal

f % Interpretation f % I nter pretation
Use Adjective 5 83.33 Poor 0 0.00 Exceptional
Use Adverb 1 16.67 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Dangling Modifier
Displaced Modifier 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Total 6 0

Table 4 illustrates the most persistent writing emarerms of Grammar as to Modifiers. As per the
pre-test, learners' errors in "Use Adjective" have thiedsgfrequency of 5, a percentage of 83.33, with a verbal
interpretation of "Poor." On the other hand, no studeste reported to have errors in "Displaced Modifier."
The writing errors in terms of Grammar as to Modifierstfa pre-test were at a total of 6 compared to the
post-test, with no errors showing significant improvame

As per the pst-test, learners' errors in all areas are cleared. Ipdbetest, no students were reported
to have errors in the areas "Use Adjectives," "Use AdVebangling Modifier," and "Displaced Modifier."

Based on the results above, "Use Adjective" is the pastistent error in terms of Grammar as to
Modifiers. Despite this, the students' six errors in-Rest decreased in Post-Test with zero errors whieh ar
verbally interpreted as "Exceptional Improvement."

In a similar case, Maulida (2009) discovered that Indonesiatersts face similar difficulties using
adjectives in his research. Aside from mother-tonguefer®rce, he attributed it to the students' lack of more
profound knowledge of grammar rules and their lack of masfeagljective rules.

Table 5. Most Persistent Writing Error in terms of Grammar@PB tepositions and Syntax

Statement Pre-test Verbal Post-test Verbal

f % Interpretation f % I nter pretation
Prepositions 6 25.00 Remarkable 0 0.00 Exceptional
Syntax
Sentence Fragment 3 1250 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Run-on Sentence 2 833 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Subject Verb needed 3 1250 Exceptional 2 33.33 Remarkable
Wrong Word Order 10 41.67 Good 4 66.67 Fair
Total 24 6
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Table 5 illustrates the most persistent writing errorimgof Grammar as to Prepositions and Syntax.

As per the pre-test, learners' errors in "Word order” tiagdrighest frequency of 10, a percentage of
41.67, with a verbal interpretation of "Good." On the otherdh&he minor error committed by students was
"Run-on sentence," with a frequency of 2, a percentage of\8itB3a verbal interpretation of Exceptional.”

The writing errors in terms of Grammar to Modifiers fog fire-test were at a total of 24 compared to
the post-test, which only had six errors that showedfgignt improvement.

In the post-test, students were reported to have theamoss in the area "Wrong word order," having
a frequency of 4, a percentage of 66.67, and a verbal interpnet&tFair.”

Based on the results above, "Wrong Word Order" is th&t persistent error in terms of Grammar as
to Prepositions and Syntax. Despite this, the studentsfrdds in Pre-Test decreased in Post-Test, with six
errors verbally interpreted as "Exceptional Improvemient

Similarly, according to Kusumawardhani (2019), the errors fonrideé Indonesian learners' English
narrative composition, the majority of them made word eders because (1) the learners did not understand
and master the target language and (2) the learners dithdetstand and master the target language. As a
result, they continued to construct sentences in theltentongue, and the learners' mother tongue influenced
them greatly in developing the target language.

Table 6. Most Persistent Writing Error in terms of Grammar asexidal ltems and Connectors

Statement Pre-test Verbal Post-test Verbal
f % Interpretation f % I nter pretation

Lexical Items

Omit/Redundant 32 4324 Good 8 47.06 Good

Spelling 17 2297 Remarkable 2  11.76 Exceptional
Word Choice 15 20.27 Remarkable 6  35.29 Remarkable
Connectors
Incorrect Connective 7 9.46 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Link/Combine 0 0.00 Exceptional 0 0.00 Exceptional
Add Relative Pronoun 3 4.05 Exceptional 1 5.88 Exceptional
Total 74 17

Table 6 illustrates the most persistent writing erroreims of Grammar as to Lexical Items and
Connectors. As per the pre-test, learners' errorsnms€lon and Redundancy" have the highest frequency of
32, a percentage of 43.24, with a verbal interpretation 0btiG On the other hand, students did not commit
any errors in "Link/Combine."

The writing errors in terms of Grammar as to Lexical Iteamd Connectors for the pre-test were at a
total of 74 compared to the post-test, which only hadbfsethat show significant improvement.

As per the post-test, learners' error in "Word choicetlgophighest frequency of 6, a percentage of 35.29, with
a verbal interpretation of "Remarkable." In the post-tes students were reported to have errors in the areas
"Incorrect Connective" and "Link/Combine."

Based on the results above, "Omission and Redundandke imost persistent error in terms of
Grammar as to Lexical Items and Connectors. Despitetigisfudents' 74 errors in Pre-Test decreased in Post-
Test, with 17 errors verbally interpreted as "Remarkhbf@ovement.”

Similarly, Ahmadvand (2008) sought to examine the errors rhgdeanian EFL students in their
written productions. He collected the necessary data the various productions of approximately 40 learners
at the pre-intermediate and intermediate levels. Atingrto his findings, the most common errors were
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omissions, additions, and regularizations. Moreoverordaty to data, negative transfer accounted for only
30% of all errors, and other factors caused the majofitige errors because of misinformation. As a regult, i
was demonstrated that negative transfer from Persigndbsh in written productions is neither the only nor
the most significant source of errors. Indeed, Ahmadsa(@D08) findings are striking. L1's role in the
acquisition of English as a target language was reduced.

Table7. Significant Difference in the Pre-Test and Posttest Sooff&rade 10 students with the use of Unified
Code Error Correction

Test Mean Computed Critical t p- Analysis
tvalue value val
ue
Pre-Test 7.459 0.0 o
4.006 2.028 00 Significant
Posttest 1.513

Table 7 presents the significant difference in the Pia-died Posttest scores of Grade 10 students with
the use of Unified Code Error Correction.

From the observed mean scores of the test as wiblkegmositive value of the computed t value, it can
be inferred that the errors for the posttest are tesgiént. Furthermore, having the computed t value greater
than that of the critical t value which is 2.028 and afue of 0.000 which is less than the significance alpha
0.05, the test is proven to be significant.

The information above suggests that at 0.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis “There is no
significant difference in the pre-test and posttestescof Grade 10 students with the use of unified code error
correction” is rejected. Thus, it calls for the acceptance of the alternative which incites that there is a significant
difference. It means that the use of unified coded error correctiomeat grammatical and mechanical
accuracies has a positive effect, seeing that errors esserled in the post test.

The results likewise support the study of Pamatmat (2016) adduser that students prefer coded
feedback to uncoded feedback. Thanks to the correction,¢hdgshave ample opportunity to learn about and
correct their mistakes. The study also shows that stubenit significantly from the error correction praces
because they must practice it regularly. Their teachertsction symbols serve as inspiration for them. When
they receive direct cues from their teacher, theydbbfated to complete their assignments correctly. As a
result, the process of error correction engages the studEmey are constantly correcting, rewriting, and
submitting their written work to their teacher, which #igantly improves their overall writing skill.

Table 8. Level of Implication of the Teachers’ Use of Unified Coded Error to English 10 Learners Writing
Inaccuracies with Respect to Familiarity of Error Codes

Statement Mea SD Remarks
n
The codes are easy to understand. 4.03 0.72 Agree
The codes are easy to remember. 393 057 Moderately
Agree
The codes made me realize the kind of error | committed. Strongly
447 0.78 Agree
I would_ Ilkg to answer more exercises about the codes ap 350 078 Agree
memorize its use and purpose.
| am willing to use the codes for peer-assessments in gvatar 3.83 0.75 Agree
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can be acquainted with it more.
Overall Mean = 3.81

Standard Deviation = 0.83
Verbal Interpretation = High

Table 8 illustrates the level of implication of the teachers’ use of unified coded error to English 10
learners writing inaccuracies with respect to familiarity of error codes. Among the statements above, “The codes
made me realize the kind of error | comtiend” yielded the highest mean score of (M=4.47, SD=0.78) and was
remarked Strongly Agre&his is followed by “The codes are easy to understand” mean score of (M=4.03,
SD=0.72)and was remarked Agree. On the other hand, the statement “The codes are easy to remember” yielded
the lowest mean score (M=3.23, SD=0.57) and was remarked-alelyeAgree.

Overall, the level of implication of the teachers’ use of unified coded error to English 10 learners
writing inaccuracies with respect to familiarity of errordes attained a mean score of 3.81 and a standard
deviation of 0.83 and was verbally interpreted as Highrgntloe respondents. Based from the data, it can be
inferred that utilizing a coded system and having it famileatizy students will positively improve their written
compositions. Therefore, teachers need to teach thiecedes and let the students practice using it to achieve
mastery.

The results likewise support the study of Pamatmat (2016) adduse (2013) which confirmed that
utilizing correction codes is useful in error correctionMakino stated that using error codes is a successful
strategy in helping students activate their linguistic metance.

Table 9. Level of Implication of the Teachers’ Use of Unified Coded Error to English 10 Learners Writing
Inaccuracies with Respect to Flexibility in Marking

Statement Mea SD Remarks
n
The use of the unified coded error correction is less | 393 087 Agree
consuming.
Using the coded error correction, immediate feedback/éngi 3.90 0.84 Agree
The codes make it easier for me to understand the raftereor Strongly
. 427 0.83

| committed. Agree
With the use of the codes, peer-assessment is easier. 3.73 0.78 Agree
Revising my written work is easier because of the uhifieded 370 092 Agree

error correction.

Overall Mean = 3.91
Standard Deviation = 0.86
Verbal Interpretation = High

Table 9 illustrates the level of implication of the teachers’ use of unified coded error to English 10
learners writing inaccuracies with respect to flexibility in marking. Among the statements above, “The codes
make it easier for me to understand thewreaif error I committed” yielded the highest mean score of (M=4.27,
SD=0.83) and was remarked Strongly AgrEes is followed by “Using the coded error correction, immediate
feedback is given” mean score of (M=3.90, SD=0.84) and was remarked Agree. On the other Hhad,
statement “Revising my written work is easier because of the unified coded error correction” yielded the lowest
mean score (M=3.70, SD=0.92) and was remarked Agree.

Overall, the level of implication of the teachers’ use of unified coded error to English 10 learners
writing inaccuracies with respect to flexibility in marl attained a mean score of 3.91 and a standard deviation
of 0.86 and was verbally interpreted as High among the mdspés. It Is inferred that using the coded error
correction help the students understand the nature af mhisiake and helps them in correcting their
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inaccuracies.
The results likewise support the study of Pamatmat (2016) adddeese (2013) adding that given the
utilization of the error codes, teachers have to maketsatstudents understand clearly grammar rules.

Summary of Findings

Different significant points were found after the condoicthe research. Based on the different
findings of the study, the following findings are hereby emateel based on the statement of the problem:
1. The most persistent error in mechanics is Capitalization.

The most persistent error in grammar as to noun is thef Bermuns.

The most persistent error in grammar as to verbs is eatorerb form.

The most persistent error in grammar under modifiers iggbef adjectives.

The most persistent error in grammar under prepositionsyamtakss wrong word order.

The most persistent error in grammar under lexical itemga@muectors is omission and redundancy

There is a significant difference in the pre-test posttest scores of Grade 10 students with the use

of unified code error correction” is rejected. It means that the use of unified coded error correction to

treat grammatical and mechanical accuracies has a pasiféct, seeing that errors were lessened in
the post test.

8. The level of implication of the teachers’ use of unified coded error to English 10 learners writing
inaccuracies with respect to familiarity of error codiégimed a mean score of 3.81 and a standard
deviation of 0.83 and was verbally interpreted as Higbregrhe respondents.

9. The level of implication of the teachers’ use of unified coded error to English 10 learners writing
inaccuracies with respect to flexibility in marking attaireemean score of 3.91 and a standard
deviation of 0.86 and was verbally interpreted as Higbregrhe respondents.

Nogohs~whN

Conclusion

Based on the different findings of the study, the follgaxdoenclusion is stated based on the statement
of the problem:

Theresearcher therefore concludes that the null hypothesis “There is no significant difference in the
pre+est and posttest scores of Grade 10 students with the use of unified code error correction.” is rejected. Thus,
it calls for the acceptance of the alternative windites that there is a significant differendemeans that the
use of unified coded error correction to treat grammatimhhaechanical accuracies has a positive effect, seeing
that errors were lessened in the post test.

Recommendations

From the said conclusion, the following recommendatiosrepresented:

1. A unified approach to error correction can be a flexiblekingrsystem. It will eventually reduce
overcorrection, unwanted abbreviations and symbols, amtfuh marginal comments oa
combination of approaches by teachers.

2. Teachers should practice providing appropriate feedbadiritten work to encourage students
to take some responsibility for their learning.

3. More research in the area of coded feedback to studerttgnariork should be undertaken to
familiarize teachers in a more practical approach tr @orrection; thus, reducing the problem
of determining "which" error to correct and "how" to correxcors.

4. Teachers should create a list of correction codes shatents can manage and use more
effectively. This will cause students to lose interestemding and learning from the marked
compositions. As a result, teachers must explicitly tehem and provide students with ample
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practice until they master the meta-linguistic termd knowledge required to understand the
corrections. Students will be able to develop accuragy sfystem of marking codes is used
consistently, as suggested by (Ferris & Roberts 2001). Theirstadding of the system is
reinforced throughout the grading periods through lessons.

5. English educators can practice using the correction codesaveimaller group, for example his
or her advisee for gradual improvement and mastery.ri thre significant results, a larger group
of students can participate in the unified coded error correction
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