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ABSTRACT 
	
Aims: To determine the significance of the relationship between research self-efficacy, student engagement, and research mentoring, and the writing skills.
Study design:  This study employed correlation design.
Place and Duration of Study: The study was conducted at Samal Island City College, a recognized higher education institution.
Methodology: The study was participated by 218 respondents selected through simple random sampling. Statistical tools, including mean, and Pearson-r, were employed to analayze the data.
Results: Results revealed no link between determinants and criterion variables.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion: Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory describing human functioning as the interaction of environmental, behavioral, and personal cognitive factors, emphasizing the roles of observational learning, self-efficacy, and self-regulation in shaping behavior, is completely denied. Thus, future research may be explored using other variables not covered in this study to further examine Social Cognitive Theory. Mixed-method or exploratory study may be undertaken to generate themes that may be utilized as variables intended to the above mentioned recommendations. Institutions may consider redirecting or modifying the focus on the aforementioned variables within school programs to develop more effective resources and strategies for improving students’ writing skills.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. The Problem and Its Scope  
Poor writing skills remain a global concern in education. Wang and Troia (2023) reported that students often submit work lacking clarity, structure, and overall quality. Similarly, Davis (2023) found persistent difficulties in producing accurate and organized written outputs, while Elstad and Eriksen (2024) emphasized that this issue continues to attract attention in educational research and classroom practice.
International evidence confirms this challenge across contexts. In Norway, students struggled with logically structured texts (Elstad & Eriksen, 2024). In the United States, national assessments showed many learners perform below proficiency in academic writing (Wang & Troia, 2023). In Japan, university students consistently demonstrated weaknesses in written composition (Davis, 2023). These findings highlight the widespread nature of poor writing skills.
The Philippines reflects similar concerns. Vacalares et al. (2023) reported tertiary students often produce outputs lacking grammatical accuracy and logical flow. Salvador (2024) observed low performance in structured essay writing among first-year students, while Cabrera (2022) noted public school learners in Davao City struggle to meet writing benchmarks. These studies confirm that poor writing skills persist across academic levels.
Poor writing skills can lead to several academic and cognitive consequences, particularly in students’ ability to communicate ideas effectively and construct coherent arguments. In the study of Hermida (2024), it was highlighted that weak writing ability affects clarity of communication, academic performance, and students’ motivation and confidence.  It is on this urgency that this study was pursued.

1.2.Significance of the Study  
	This study is significant in addressing students’ writing difficulties, which affect clarity of communication, academic performance, and the ability to construct coherent arguments. Improving writing competence supports the goals of Sustainable Development Goal 4: Quality Education, which promotes inclusive and equitable quality education and the development of essential literacy skills necessary for lifelong learning. By examining the issue of poor writing skills, this research contributes to enhancing students’ academic outcomes and strengthening their ability to effectively express ideas in academic and professional contexts.
	Furthermore, the study aligns with the educational priorities of the Department of Education (Philippines) and the institutional mission of Holy Cross of Davao College. The findings may provide insights for educators and academic institutions in developing strategies to improve students’ writing proficiency, thereby supporting the national goal of producing competent and literate learners while reinforcing the college’s commitment to academic excellence and holistic student development.

1.3.Research Objectives  
	This study aimed to determine the significance of the correlation between research self-efficacy, student engagement, and research mentoring, and the writing skills of college students enrolled in non-board courses. Specifically, it aimed to achieve the following objectives:
1. To determine the levels of research self-efficacy in terms of problem identification, literature survey, approach to writing, findings and analysis, and writing up; student engagement in terms of academic challenge, active learning, student-staff interaction, enriching educational experiences, work-integrated learning, time on task, and participation in educational practices; research mentoring in terms of mentoring relationship structure, guidance and support system, the rules, responsibilities and program expectations, the communication and interaction environment, and the work environment and resource support; and writing skills of students.
2. To determine the significance of the correlation between research self-efficacy, student engagement, and research mentoring, and the writing skills of students.

1.4.Hypotheses
The null hypotheses were tested at a 0.05 level of significance.

Ho1: The correlation between research self-efficacy and writing skills of students is not significant.
Ho2: The correlation between student engagement and writing skills of students is not significant.
Ho3: The correlation between research mentoring and writing skills of students is not significant.

1.5.Theoretical and Conceptual Framework  
This study is anchored on Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) which describes human functioning as the interaction of environmental, behavioral, and personal cognitive factors, emphasizing the roles of observational learning, self-efficacy, self-regulation in shaping behavior (Bandura, 1986). In the context of writing, this perspective views the act of composing not merely as a product of linguistic knowledge, but as a complex process influenced by cognitive, affective, and social context (Flower, 1994).
In this study, research self-efficacy variables indicated by problem identification, literature survey, approach to writing, findings and analysis, and writing up stands for personal cognitive factors. The student engagement variable indicated by academic challenge, active learning, student-staff interaction, enriching educational experiences, work-integrated learning, time on task, and participation in educational practices is associated with behavioural matter mentioned in the theory. Moreover, the research mentoring variable indicated by mentoring relationship structure, guidance and support system, the rules, responsibilities and program expectations, the communication and interaction environment, and the work environment and resource support speaks for environmental factors. Lastly, the writing skills variable is associated with human functioning matter stressed in the theory.
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2. material and methods 

2.1.Research Design  
This study employed a descriptive-correlational approach to examine the link between research self-efficacy, student engagement, and research mentoring, and the students’ writing skills. A descriptive–correlational research design is a quantitative research approach used to describe existing conditions and examine the relationship between two or more variables without manipulating them (Hash et al., 2023). This design is appropriate for the study because it provides measurable evidence of how the independent variable as mentioned relates with the dependent variable.

2.2.Locale of the Study  
	The study was conducted at Samal Island City College, a recognized higher education institution. Samal Island City College serves as one of the higher education institutions in the area, providing tertiary education to students from the island and nearby communities. Its location supports access to higher education for local residents. The institution is located in the Island Garden City of Samal, an island city situated in the Davao Gulf, and is accessible from Davao City by ferry. Moreover, Samal Island hosts several educational institutions, including three colleges and numerous primary and secondary schools that serve learners across the island. These institutions play an important role in providing accessible education and supporting the academic development of students in the local community.

2.3.Sample and Sampling Technique
	The respondents of this study were first-year College students of four non-board programs, namely, Bachelor of Public Administration, Bachelor of Tourism Management, Bachelor of Science in Entrepreneurship, and Bachelor of Science in Agri-business. They are duly enrolled in the Academic Year 2025–2026. 
	The respondents were selected through simple random sampling, giving each student an equal chance of participation. This method minimizes bias and ensures that the sample accurately represents the population. As Thomas (2023) emphasized, random sampling provides fairness and reliability in participant selection, strengthening the validity of the study’s findings. From a total population of 500, a representative sample of 218 students was determined using the Raosoft formula, ensuring accuracy at a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error. Online calculators such as Raosoft are widely recognized for providing reliable estimates efficiently (ClinCalc, 2022).

2.4.Data Gathering Technique
	The study utilized survey questionnaire technique in gathering data. The survey data gathering technique is a quantitative method used to collect information from a group of respondents through structured questionnaires or surveys. Surveys are commonly administered through printed questionnaires, online forms, or interviews to obtain responses that can be analyzed statistically (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). 
	In this study, the research instruments were printed and distributed to the identified respondents. The questionnaire used to measure research self-efficacy was adapted from the Research Self-Efficacy Scale (RSS) by Sener et al. (2011), yielding a reliability coefficient of 0.917. The questionnaire used to measure student engagement was adapted from the Australasian Survey of Student Engagement (AUSSE) (Coates & Hillman, 2008), with a coefficient of 0.953. The questionnaire used to measure research mentoring was adapted from the Mentor-Mentee Research Relations Questionnaire, producing a coefficient of 0.944. Each section contained multiple items, ensuring comprehensiveness while remaining manageable. The quality and validity of the instrument were ensured through the validation panel of experts and research specialists. A pilot test was then conducted on thirty (30) students who were not part of the actual respondents to determine the clarity and usability of the items, and confirmed excellent reliability and internal consistency. 
	On the other hand, students’ writing skills were measured through an actual writing task, separate from the questionnaire. Written outputs were evaluated using Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools, specifically Gemini and Copilot, ensuring consistent scoring and minimizing personal bias. Respondents completed the task independently, and AI raters assessed outputs objectively. Evaluation was based on six criteria, content, organization, word choice, voice and tone, sentence structure, and conventions, adapted from Saddler and Andrade (2004).

2.5.Data Analysis Technique
	In analyzing and interpreting the results of this study, the researcher employed statistical tools:
	2.5.1.Descriptive statistical analysis using mean and standard deviation were utilized to determine the levels of students’ research self-efficacy, student engagement, and research mentoring, and writing skills. These measures summarize responses and describe overall tendencies in each variable (Creswell & Creswell, 2021). Computed values identified whether students exhibited high, moderate, or low levels of these factors and skills.
In the following section, the matrix containing the scale, descriptive level, and corresponding interpretation assigned to each variable in this study is presented. This measure is specifically used to describe the levels of research self-efficacy, student engagement, research mentoring, and the writing skills.

List 1. Determination of the levels of students’ research self-efficacy, student engagement, and research mentoring

	Scale 
	Level 
	Research Self-efficacy
	Student Engagement
	Research Mentoring

	3.25-4.00
	Very High
	Very good
	Very good
	Very good

	2.50-3.24
	High
	Good 
	Good 
	Good 

	1.75-2.49
	Low
	Poor
	Poor
	Poor

	1.00-1.74
	Very Low
	Very Poor
	Very Poor
	Very Poor




List 2. Interpretation of the Writing Performance of Students

	Percentage Range (%)
	Performance Level
	Interpretation of Writing Performance

	90-100%
	Very High
	Writing demonstrates very good mastery of content, organization, grammar, punctuation, and mechanics. The work is sophisticated, coherent, and requires minimal to no revision.

	80-89%
	High
	Writing shows good competence, meeting key criteria effectively with only minor errors. The student demonstrates clear understanding of writing concepts and produces well-developed work.

	60-79%
	Low
	Writing meets basic expectations but contains noticeable poor grammar, organization, or clarity. The student struggles with consistency and requires moderate instructional support.

	50-59%
	Very Low
	Writing is very poor, with serious deficiencies across most areas. The student shows limited grasp of writing skills and requires extensive support and remediation.



For the interpretation of standard deviation, the following percentage standard by Sergent et al. (2024) was followed:

% of Scores Covered			Interpretation Basis
≈ 68%						Scores are highly consistent.
≈ 95%						Scores are moderately dispersed.
≈ 99.7%					Scores are highly dispersed.

2.5.2.Correlation analysis using Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient (Pearson-r) was applied to examine significant correlation between research self-efficacy, student engagement, and research mentoring, and writing skills. This statistical tool measures the strength and direction of associations between variables (Field, 2021). In this study, it revealed whether students’ personal attitudes, behavioral practices, and environmental conditions were positively or negatively related to writing performance.

For the interpretation scale of r-value, the following scheme as proposed by Guilford (1956) was used:

Computed r 					Descriptive Interpretation
+/- 1.00 					Perfect correlation 
Between +/- 0.75 – +/- 0.99 		High correlation 
Between +/- 0.51 – +/- 0.74 		Moderately high correlation 
Between +/- 0.31 – +/- 0.50 		Moderately low correlation 
Between +/- 0.01 – +/- 0.30 		Low correlation 
0.00 						No correlation 

2.6.Ethical Consideration  
	The study strictly adhered to ethical guidelines in conducting research involving students. Informed consent was obtained from all respondents prior to data collection to ensure voluntary participation and the confidentiality of their responses. The research instruments underwent validation and reliability testing to ensure the accuracy and credibility of the data gathered. Furthermore, formal permission was secured from the participating educational institution before the conduct of the study. The research was also reviewed and approved by the Society of Moral Integrity and Legal Ethics (SMILE) to ensure compliance with established ethical and legal standards. 

3. results and discussion

3.1.Descriptive Results
	Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables examined in this study, including research self-efficacy, student engagement, research mentoring, and their respective indicators, and the writing skills. It contains the number of samples, standard deviation, mean and corresponding descriptive level.
[image: ]	Specifically, the table shows that research self-efficacy obtained a mean of 3.15, described as high. It indicates that research self-efficacy of the respondents is good. It also shows the standard deviation of 0.41, describing that the responses are highly consistent. All of its indicators are described as high. Moreover, the student engagement variable obtained a mean of 3.21, described as high. It denotes that student engagement is good. The standard deviation of 0.41 manifests that the respondents’ responses are highly consistent. Among its indicators, only three are described as very high, and the other four are high. Furthermore, the table shows that research mentoring obtained a mean of 3.30, described as very high. It indicates that research mentoring is very good. It also presents the standard deviation of 0.39 denoting that the responses of the respondents are highly consistent. Among its indicators there are four rated very high, and the remaining one indicator is high. Finally, the writing skills of the participants obtained a mean of 73.48, interpreted as low. It describes that the writing skills of the respondents is poor. The result showing the standard deviation of 12.96 explains that the respondents’ responses are highly consistent. 

3.2.Correlation Results

	Table 2 is the correlation table. It contains the independent and criterion variables. It also contains the r-value, p-value, decision on null hypothesis, and the corresponding interpretation.
	Specifically, the table shows that the research self-efficacy (p=0.285, r=-0.073), student engagement (p=0.884, r=0.010), and research mentoring (p=0.633, r=-0.033) variables obtained respective p-value which are less than 0.05 degree of confidence. Hence, [image: ]all their hypotheses are not rejected. It indicates that all the determinant variables are not significantly correlated with the criterion.  

3.3.Summary of Findings
1. Research self-efficacy and writing skills of students is not significantly correlated.
2. Student engagement and writing skills of students is not significantly correlated.
3. Research mentoring and writing skills of students is not significantly correlated. 

3.4.No link between research self-efficacy and student writing skills
	In this study, research self-efficacy did not significantly correlate with students’ writing skills. This finding supports Jiang (2025), who noted that self-efficacy alone may not guarantee improved writing outcomes unless it is supported by appropriate instructional strategies. Moreover, this current finding affirms the assertion of Fadillah and Dari (2025), who found a very weak and non-significant relationship between writing self-efficacy and students’ writing performance, suggesting that confidence in writing does not necessarily translate into higher writing achievement. Finally, the absence of link between self-efficacy and writing skills aligns the study of Setyowati et al. (2024), who observed no significant correlation between students’ writing self-efficacy and essay writing performance, indicating that other factors such as instruction, practice, and feedback may play a more critical role in improving writing skills.
	In contrast, the absence of a significant relationship between research self-efficacy and students’ writing skills in the present study contradicts Sophia et al. (2024), whose study involving 120 secondary school students found a significant positive correlation between students’ self-efficacy and descriptive writing performance, indicating that learners with stronger confidence in their writing abilities tend to achieve better writing outcomes. Sophia’s study has a lesser number of respondents as compared to the 218 samples employed in the current study.

3.5.No link between student engagement and student writing skills
	Student engagement also showed no significant relationship with writing skills in the present study. This finding affirms the results of Suscano et al. (2025), who indicated that engagement tends to correlate more strongly with overall academic performance rather than specific skills such as writing. Additionally, this current study supports the assertion of Feng (2025), who noted that although students may demonstrate high levels of engagement in writing activities, such as interacting with feedback or participating in writing tasks, this engagement does not necessarily translate into measurable improvements in writing performance without effective instructional guidance and structured feedback. 
	The absence of a significant relationship between student engagement and students’ writing skills in the present study opposes the study of Fredricks et al. (2023) involving only 96 undergraduate students, much less than the samples employed in the current study. Contrary to the current finding, Fredricks asserted that a positive relationship between student engagement and writing performance. 

3.6.No link between research mentoring and student writing skills
	Research mentoring was not significantly related to writing skills in the present study. This finding affirms the study of Kedrowicz (2025), who found that mentoring programs often enhance students’ overall research competencies rather than specific writing proficiency. The result of the current study supports Hernandez et al. (2023), who reported that research mentoring primarily improves only in writing ability depending more on targeted writing instruction and structured feedback. Similarly, it is affirmed in the study of Byars-Winston et al. (2024) who emphasized that mentoring relationships contribute significantly to students’ professional development and research engagement, but their direct impact on specific academic skills such as writing is often indirect and mediated by other learning supports.
	The findings of the present study contradicts the findings of Becker et al. (2025) involving only 84 undergraduate students, much less the samples employed in the current study. Contradicting to the current study, Becker reported that mentoring programs explicitly tailored to academic writing showed a positive correlation with students’ writing development.

4. Conclusion
	Based on the findings, the study revealed no significant correlations between research self-efficacy, student engagement, research mentoring, and the students’ writing skills. Thus, Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory describing human functioning as the interaction of environmental, behavioral, and personal cognitive factors, emphasizing the roles of observational learning, self-efficacy, and self-regulation in shaping behavior, is completely denied.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of the Study
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Variables Number of ~ Standard Mean Descriptive
Samples (N)  Deviation Level
Research self-efficacy 218 0.41 3.15 High
Problem identification 218 0.44 3.09 High
Literature Survey 218 0.47 3.19 High
Approach to writing 218 0.51 3.15 High
Findings and analysis 218 0.55 3.10 High
Writing up
Student engagement 218 0.41 321 High
Academic challenge 218 0.50 3.14 High
Active learning 218 0.51 3.20 High
Student-staff interaction 218 0.56 3.31 Very High
Enriching educational 218 0.59 3.04 High
experiences
Work-integrated learning 218 0.51 3.28  Very High
Time on task 218 0.49 3.18 High
Participation in educational 218 0.49 3.33  VeryHigh
practices
Research mentoring 218 0.39 3.30 Very High
Mentoring relationship structure 218 0.46 3.28 Very High
Guidance and support system 218 0.49 3.33 Very High
Rules, Responsibilities and 218 0.44 3.35 Very High
program expectations
Communication and interaction 218 0.55 3.22 High
environment
Work environment and resource 218 0.44 3.31 Very High
support
Writing Skills 218 12.96 73.48 Low
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Table 2: Correlational Table

Variables Writing Skills

r-value p-value Decision Interpretation
on Ho
Research self-efficacy -0.073 0.285 Fail to Not Significant
Reject Ho  Low correlation
Student engagement 0.010 0.884 Fail to Not Significant
Reject Ho  Low correlation
Research -0.033 0.633 Fail to Not Significant
Mentoring Reject Ho  Low correlation

Level of Significance: 0.05
Decision Rule: Reject Ho if p < 0.05




