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INTRODUCTION

Written corrective feedback has attracted attention of researchers who have concerns of
second language (L2) writing, L2 acquisition, and foreign language (FL) writing (Bitchener &
Storch, 2016; Papi et al., 2020). Many researchers emphasize their focuses on the effect of
corrective feedback, but little bit on prospective teachers’ strategies to minimize their errors
and lecturers’ strategies to help practice teachers improve their writing performance (Sheen,
2010; Lee, 2019). Historically, written corrective feedback is carried out in relation to writing
errors, linguistic accuracy, and metalinguistic features in general (organization and content of
a written text).

Writing instruction that incorporates written corrective feedback is considered a
learning technique to attract prospective teachers’ attention to linguistic forms in their writing
texts and also to enhance their linguistic acquisition (Benson & DeKeyser, 2019; Sippel,
2019). Because of this, lecturers should respond all written errors made by their prospective
teachers so that prospective teachers are helped to improve their written accuracy (Sato &
Loewen, 2018). Lecturers provide their prospective teachers with comments of contents,
organization, and other essential issues in their writing products. In considering the
importance of giving written corrective feedback, researchers investigate English lecturers’
strategies of committing online written corrective feedback in the current study during Covid-
19 pandemic at higher education.
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With the web-based technology and mobile learning development, the internet and
mobile application are widely employed in written corrective feedback (Goa, Moses, &
Adelina, 2016; Dewit, Siraj, & Alias, 2014; Du, 2013). Some internet social media platforms
are utilized for online written corrective feedback (Zhu, 2013; Gao, Samuel, & Asmawi,
2016). In the online learning, lecturers do not carry out no nonverbal activities of prospective
teachers learning or cognitive engagement. For lecturers to know that a prospective teacher is
present, the prospective teachers have to engage with the course content in a manner that
indicates visible traces in the online classroom.

During Covid-19 pandemic, lecturers provide prospective teachers with online written
corrective feedback in the teaching of writing skills in Indonesia higher education institutions,
including the study program of English language education at Mandalika University of
Education, West Nusa Tenggara. Most lecturers around the world carry out their teaching and
learning in fully online learning (Ranalli, 2019; Ma, 2019). In giving online written corrective
feedback, lecturers employ various strategies because they believe that elaborative feedback
has benefits and potential to improve prospective teachers learning, foster engagement, and
increase learners’ satisfaction (Espasa & Meneses, 2010; Mandernach, 2018; Huun, 2018).

The online written corrective feedback strategies applied by lecturers should be useful
to develop prospective teachers’ writing performance. Gao and Ma (2019) depict that online
written corrective feedback must be focused on prospective teachers’ metalinguistic because
they can be helped in developing new structures. It is in line with Shintani & Ellis (2013) who
argue that online corrective feedback using computer helps learners or prospective teachers to
proceduralize their explicit knowledge of new structures. The efficacy of online written
corrective feedback is conducted in two strategies which are direct and indirect written
corrective feedback strategy (Gao & Ma, 2019; Chukharev-hudilainen & Saricaoglu, 2016).
In the present study, researchers investigate English lecturers’ strategies of committing online
written corrective feedback for prospective teachers’ writing tasks during Covid-19 pandemic
at higher education institutions.

Written corrective feedback is different from oral corrective feedback. Written
corrective feedback occurs after prospective teachers complete their writing, while oral
corrective feedback commonly occurs shortly or immediately after prospective teachers
commit an error (Jacob, Lachner, & Scheiter, 2020; Lyster & Saito, 2010). In other words,
written corrective feedback allows lecturers to do this in online while prospective teachers are
in the process of composing their sentences, paragraphs, or texts. Therefore, the current study
is directed to investigate English lecturers’ strategies of committing online written corrective
feedback.

The strategies of providing online written corrective feedback are assumed to be able to
improve lecturer-prospective teacher interaction and peer interaction. In online courses,
prospective teachers are given writing tasks to practice writing and at the end, they generate a
complete text. The novelty of this study lies on written feedback, written corrective feedback,
and online written corrective feedback. Due to Covid-19 pandemic, the teaching-learning
process is done in fully online learning. In doing so, English lecturers need strategies of
conducting online written corrective feedback. The strategies employed by lecturers are able
to not only enhance prospective teachers’ cognitive comprehension of teaching materials, but
it can provide a strategy or mechanism for encouraging motivation, interpersonal interaction,
and engagement.

Teaching Writing Skills in Higher Education

In Indonesia, English is taught as compulsory subject from middle schools into higher
education. In English language study program, writing is one of language skills should be
acquired by English prospective teachers in higher education, Indonesia. It is considered as
the most difficult language skill to be mastered (Haerazi, Utama, & Hidayatullah, 2020; Yuan
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& Stapleton, 2020). Most prospective teachers feel uneasy to write their ideas into a piece of
papers, including academic writing or non-academic writing. Therefore, writing is taught
consecutively from 1st semester to 4th semester (Haerazi et al., 2020). Writing learning
activities are applied to help them to acquire the skills. Those include process-oriented
learning activities and product-oriented learning activities.

Online Learning during Covid-19 Pandemic

During Covid-19 pandemic, English teaching-learning is carried out in online learning
or fully online learning. The lecturers and prospective teachers interact with each other
virtually and fully online activities. Fully online learning is able to encourage learners’ active
learning and integrative learning (Lomicka, 2020). It is also capable of enhancing learners’
persistence, retention, and satisfaction (Lord & Lomicka, 2014). Online learning leads
lecturers to become a professional one who has incredible foresight (Paesani, 2020) and
teaching experiences (Song, 2015; Borg, 2012).

Written Corrective Feedback

In English as a foreign language teaching and learning, lecturers address their attention
to how prospective teachers are able to communicate orally and in written. In the written
context, the potential language learning benefits is giving feedback (Ellis, 2010; Ebyary &
Windeat, 2010; Milla & Mayo, 2013). Feedback in writing refers to correction on an error
made by learners or prospective teachers. Lecturers applied different strategies to correct
prospective teachers’ errors. They might address the text’ content in which lecturers give
comments the way its ideas are organized and presented (Beuningan, 2010). Theoretically,
written corrective feedback is different from oral corrective feedback (Lee, Mak, & Burn,
2015).

RESEARCH METHOD
Research Design

The current study follows a qualitative work which is a descriptive qualitative study.
This study aims to investigate the English lecturers’ strategies of implementing online written
corrective feedback in the teaching of writing skills during Covid-19 pandemic at higher
education. It is chosen because the data of this study relates to opinions or attitudes in the
form of lecturers’ strategies in the teaching of writing skills and online corrective feedback.
The research issues cover lecturers’ common practice and lecturers’ strategies in giving
corrective feedback on prospective teachers’ writing tasks or products through online
activities during covid-19 pandemic. The data are elaborated in the form of words, phrases,
sentences, and paragraphs (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018). The main data of the current
study comprise lecturers’ common practices and strategies in committing online written
corrective feedback.

Research Object

The research objects of this study are English lecturers who teach writing subject from
Level 1 to Level 4 (academic writing). There are five English lecturers involved in the current
study. This study will be conducted at English language education of the Faculty of Culture,
Management, and Business at UNDIKMA. It is chosen because the institution accreditation is
Level B which is accredited by National Board Accreditation of Higher Education (BAN-PT).
In addition, English lecturers involved in this study are certified by Ministry of National
Education and Culture. They have long experiences of writing teaching-learning.

Instruments

The present study will use an interview technique to attain the data, which is interview
sheets. The interview is unstructured interview activities. It is generally emphasizing
researchers to conduct long-term activities and allow respondents to express their own ways
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and pace (Miles Huberman, & Saldana, 2016). The contents of interview session deal with
lecturers’ common practices in written corrective feedback and their strategies in conducting
online written corrective feedback in the teaching of writing skills. The session of interview
activities in this study resembles a conversation more than an interview and it is also
controlled conversation in line with the interest of this study (Mile, Huberman, & Saldana,
2018; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). To administer optimum use of interview time, questions
are provided more and less 10-15 interview items. The items of questions can be added and
reduced. This depends on the respondent situation.

Data Analysis

The data of this study cover opinions and arguments collected using interview activities.
The interview is done in line with researchers and lecturers’ agreements as the object of this
study. It is, of course, carried out at the end of semester. The data will be analyzed by using
qualitative ways which are data condensation, data display, and conclusion drawing or
verification (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2018). The data of this study will be lecturers’
common practices in giving written corrective feedback and lecturers’ strategies in conducting
online written corrective feedback. In the step of data condensation, researchers select,
abstract, and transform information given by lecturers in the form of sentences and paragraphs
until the messages contain research points.

In data condensation session, the data are also coded and summarized in accordance
with each information needed. Thus, researchers classify each information in the form of
Table and Matrix. Afterwards, the data are organized and decided which information is taken
to be explored and elaborated on the rows and columns. It is then called the phase of data
display (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2018). In the phase of conclusion drawing or
verification, researchers interpret and elaborate data founded in the form of conclusion
sentences based on each research issue. The conclusion is then verified to strengthen whether
the data are suitable or not with the research issues.

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Research Findings

This study investigates lecturers’ strategies of committing online written corrective
feedback in the teaching of writing skills during covid-19 pandemic. Based on the results of
interview, lecturers provide their corrective feedback for students in various strategies. The
strategies are applied to correct students’ written texts. The strategies can be seen in Table 1.
The strategies are focused on two common types of feedback, direct feedback and indirect
feedback. In the context of grammatical correction, the lecturers’ feedback focused on errors
in grammar (syntax and morphology), lexis (referring to word choices), and mechanics
(relating to spelling and punctuation).

Table 1.
Lecturers’ Strategies of Committing Written Corrective Feedback
Written Feedback Types Lecturers’ Strategies
Direct Feedback Reformulating students’ texts:
+» Rewriting students’ texts but keeping the original meaning as much as
possible

+«+ Inserting the correct phrase and changing phrase order
++ Repairing verb form and adjunction of sentences
+ Deleting verbs of sentences

Indirect Feedback Editing (Recast/Videos)
Repetition
Metalinguistic clues
Explicit correction
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The analysis revealed that the online written corrective feedback appeared in several
forms. From five writing lecturers involved in this study, all lecturers stated that the online
corrective feedback was delivered in two types of feedback, directive feedback and indirective
feedback. During interview session, three teachers were more outspoken and overtly involved
in detailed discussion about written corrective feedback. Most teachers reported that in online
learning during covid-19 pandemic they tended to provide their students with direct feedback.
It was provided in the form of reformulating the student’ text. Lecturers attended to
grammatical and lexical errors in the students’ text and with feedback on their writing
immediately. The following excerpts reflect such writing feedback practices.

...when I provide correction on my students’ text, | always focus on errors in grammar, word choices,
spelling, and mechanics. Also, I give a correction to students’ text with reformulating students’ text. For
instance, | give insertion of phrases, a change of phrase order, and verb correction. Although I correct the
students’ text, the original text of students is preserved from the original meaning...

During online learning, | used several correction techniques. For instance, recast technique is the most
frequent type | provided for my students. | explained how to use English articles, sub-clauses in making
compound sentences, and subject-agreement. In the recast technique, | also focused on metalinguistic
information by providing them with some examples as the model text.

Most lecturers agreed with the efficacy of written corrective feedback in both online and
offline learning in the teaching of writing courses. Lecturers reported that direct feedback was
carried out in a range of formats such as crossing out unnecessary words, sentences, and
morphemes. This strategy was shared by a member of the interviewees in this study.

The generated text of some students should be corrected directly. It was that | called direct feedback. The
direct feedback was given when my students indicate errors and | provided with correct forms. The
correct forms can be represented in a range of morphemes, words, sentences, and adding missing contents
near to the incorrect sections. For outstanding students, this feedback was effective to help them produce
a good writing text in one side. It will be insufficient correction for low level students on the other hand.
Therefore, | sometime recast the corrective feedback online for those students.

Lecturers also reported that indirect feedback was effective to help students produce good
writing texts. Three teachers to four teachers provided comments of indirect written corrective
feedback. They define indirect written corrective feedback is the indication of an error
without an explicit correction. Herein, students diagnose and correct any issues given by
lecturers.

Unlike with direct feedback, | applied the indirect feedback in the form of underlining the error and using
codes where the errors existing. Also, | elaborate implicitly the content of texts as to has cohesive
devices, the idea related to the intention of personal view. This strategy can be positive impact when it is
applied appropriately. In my class, this feedback was effective for graded students because it forced
students to engage in guided learning and problem-solving.

Similarly, 1 also conduct indirect written feedback in my writing classes. In doing indirect written
feedback, | felt that students are involved in developing their text autonomously. I just provide
metalinguistic information related to the generated text. Students diagnosed and reformulate the text. The
reformulation was focused on phrase order, verb form, content, organization, and ideas.

Indeed, the strategy of online written corrective feedback in the teaching writing classes has
brough various impact for both lecturers and students. Members of the discussion
(interviewees) believed that the direct and indirect written feedback become a common
marking practices and strategies in higher education to help students generate good texts.
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Discussion

In response to the research questions of this study, the lecturers’ strategies of
committing online written corrective feedback are predominantly focused on two types of
strategies, namely direct and indirective feedback. In terms of direct feedback, lecturers
concerned students’ text reformulation. The reformulation of students’ texts was carried out
by rewriting students’ texts but keeping the original meaning. Lecturers provided some codes
in which the errors existed. They often inserted the correct phrases and change the phrase
order in students’ text. In doing so, lecturers mostly give codes such as correction of verb
form, a change of phrase order or insertion of the phrase, deletion of sentence verbs, and
adjunction of the sequential sentences (second sentence to become first sentence). This
strategy was effective for students to find the error grammar and word meanings although this
feedback tended to provide students with enough time to read the reformulation. The current
findings were different from what Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) found that the
reformulation strategy was not extensive in the level of students’ engagement. Because of
this, students did not have good time to identify the nature of errors and try to supply the
correct form. In online corrective feedback, it is not necessarily reflecting depth of students’
cognitive processes (Mila & Mayo, 2013; Tocalli-Beller & Swain, 2005).

Compared to online written direct feedback, indirect feedback in this study showed that
it can facilitate students more to have metalinguistic information effectively than directive
feedback. Indirective feedback strategy relates to students’ writing errors in retention (editing
symbol strategy). Students have enough opportunity to understand and identify the errors
(Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Bitchner & Storch, 2016). At the same time, students can
utilize their grammar knowledge to understand what lecturers commented on their text. In this
case, students were involved in extensive engagement. In doing so, lecturers provide online
indirect feedback with using email and WhatsApp devices. It was focused on metalinguistic
clues and explicit and implicit correction on students’ texts. Most lecturers applied their
feedback in providing metalinguistic information. According to them, metalinguistic clues
enabled students to improve and develop their grammar knowledge so that they applied it to
correct their texts in line with lecturers’ comments and suggestions (Stefanou & Revesz,
2015; Karim & Nassaji, 2020).

Most of studies founding an impact on corrective feedback have focused on only limited
a number of errors rather than a range of editing forms, whether it was conducted in
Asynchronous and synchronous learning. In this study, most lecturers declared that
comprehensive strategy (indirect feedback) has been assumed to become more effective than
focused feedback strategy (indirect feedback) in relation to students’ extensive engagement.
The current findings were different from the previous studies founding direct feedback was
effective than comprehensive one (e.g., Sheen, 2007; Bitchener & Knoch, 2008; Ellis et al.,
2008; Sheen et al., 2009; Nassaji, 2015). The reason was that the processing comprehension
demanded students cognitively to understand first the metalinguistic information provided.
Therefore, students need more instruction to interpret the error codes (Ferris, 2004; Amrhein
& Nassaji, 2010). The lecturers’ feedback strategies are mostly directed to grammatical errors.
Then, errors were oriented to treatable and untreatable errors.

Most English lecturers of writing classes in this study informed that treatable errors
were assumed as more effective than untreatable one. Lecturers provided their students with
codes relating to language forms such as verb tense, article usage, and subject-verb
agreement. This helps students revise their texts easily. Compared to treatable errors,
untreatable errors demanded students to think much more the language choice, collocation,
unidiomatic sentence structure, missing and unnecessary words. Therefore, lecturers felt this
strategy was less effective. These findings of the current study were supported by some
previous studies mentioned in the literature review (Sheen et al., 2009; Ellis, 2010; Ebyary &
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Windeat, 2010; Milla & Mayo, 2013; Nassaji, 2015). They did correction feedback for
students very often on students’ texts. In doing so, lecturers provide implicit correction on
students’ texts by giving codes to revise and edit according to grammatical errors.

CONCLUSION

This study aims to investigate lecturers’ strategies of committing online written
corrective feedback in the teaching of writing skills during covid-19 pandemic. The lecturers’
strategies of committing online written corrective feedback are predominantly focused on
direct and indirective feedback. In terms of direct feedback, lecturers concerned students’ text
reformulation. The reformulation of students’ texts was carried out by rewriting students’
texts but keeping the original meaning. Lecturers provided some codes in which the errors
existed. They often inserted the correct phrases and change the phrase order in students’ text.
Compared to online written direct feedback, indirect feedback in this study showed that it can
facilitate students more to have metalinguistic information effectively than directive feedback.
Indirective feedback strategy relates to students’ writing errors in retention (editing symbol
strategy).

Lecturers provide online indirect feedback with using email and WhatsApp devices. It
was focused on metalinguistic clues and explicit and implicit correction on students’ texts.
Most lecturers applied their feedback in providing metalinguistic information. The reason was
that the processing comprehension demanded students cognitively to understand first the
metalinguistic information provided. Most English lecturers of writing classes in this study
informed that treatable errors were assumed as more effective than untreatable one. Lecturers
provided their students with codes relating to language forms such as verb tense, article usage,
and subject-verb agreement. This helps students revise their texts easily. Compared to
treatable errors, untreatable errors demanded students to think much more the language
choice, collocation, unidiomatic sentence structure, missing and unnecessary words.
Therefore, lecturers felt this strategy was less effective.
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