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Abstract. Due to the unprecedented faculty closures, the COVID-19 
pandemic has rendered online learning as one of the most effective tools 
for maintaining access to higher education. While there is a growing body 
of literature investigating the pedagogical aspect of online learning, less 
attention has been paid to address the issue of online research 
supervision. This qualitative study investigated preclinical students’ 
perceptions and experiences of different feedback channels during online 
research supervision. A total of 113 (n=66 females, n=47 males) preclinical 
students volunteered for the focus group discussions. The data were 
analysed using a hybrid inductive and deductive analysis approach. 
Findings revealed three overarching themes: (1) diversified personal 
input, (2) responsive to socio-emotional needs, and (3) prompt for actions. 
These findings showed that preclinical students received various 
feedback through different channels during their online research 
supervision. Most importantly, this study indicated that personalising 
feedback channel within an online research supervision serves as the key 
in supporting and sustaining preclinical students’ research progress, 
especially during critical times. The findings of this study can be used as 
a guide for supervisors who are doing remote online research supervision 
to focus on personalising feedback channels in response to individual 
students' learning demands and circumstances. 
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1. Introduction  
Active engagement in preclinical research activities has been demonstrated to 
assist the growth of a variety of essential skills, including time management, 
problem-solving, information searching, critical thinking, and reasoning (Salam 
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et al., 2015; Patel et al., 2019). Numerous existing studies confirm that the 
interaction or relationship between the student and supervisors is one of the most 
important elements of a successful research engagement (Rees et al., 2020; Hart et 
al., 2022). Given the challenges and competing interests of designing an effective 
and sustainable research programme for the preclinical students, it is therefore 
essential to look into how they experience research supervision, particularly with 
regards to feedback channels. 
 
The recent COVID-19 pandemic has posed an additional challenge to continuing 
the delivery of the research programme (Finn et al., 2022). According to Barrot et 
al. (2021), transitioning into an online learning environment is challenging on 
many different levels. For instance, educational institutions struggled to develop 
teaching governance policies; educators felt pressured to adopt technology 
despite lacking technological competence; and students faced a higher risk of 
dropouts due to a variety of reasons. Moreover, feedback issues in online learning 
were described as ineffective time management, poorly coordinated 
communication, delayed feedback, and unclear instructions or expectations 
(Jensen et al., 2021). Despite the fact that nearly everything can be learned by 
students online, learning may not always be at its best, particularly for research 
programmes that call for direct engagement and face-to-face supervision (Zaheer 
& Munir, 2020). 
 
For these reasons, this study investigates the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic 
on traditional research supervision by examining preclinical students' experiences 
with and perspectives on various feedback channels during online research 
supervision, as well as how it influences their research activities. Based on the 
qualitative findings, this study proposes using a variety of combination of 
feedback channels when conducting online research supervision, as this approach 
was found to be effective in meeting the individual student’s learning needs, 
helping the students to complete their research or theses while providing them 
with sufficient socio-emotional support to advance and focus on their learning. 
 

2. Literature Review 
This section provides an elaborative discussion or review of literature that is 
pertinent to the aim of this study. This section is divided into three subsections: 
feedback, research supervision, and community of inquiry (CoI) framework. 
 
2.1 Feedback 
Feedback serves the purpose of improving students’ learning, and proper use of 
feedback should lead to better learning (Jug et al., 2019). In order to enhance 
students’ learning and to ensure a positive impact of feedback on learning, 
feedback should have specific characteristics that are associated with constructive 
formative functioning. First, feedback must include comprehensive 
recommendations for improving the learning task (Gray et al., 2022). Second, 
feedback should encourage students to reflect on their learning progress, 
particularly when considering necessary improvement strategies (Zhang, 2022). 
Third, feedback must acknowledge the effort being put into achieving a learning 
task rather than simply focusing on cognitive ability or personality (Mahoney et 
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al., 2019). Fourth, students must be able to act on feedback in order to improve 
their learning performance (Winstone et al., 2017). Fifth, feedback strategies 
should aim to shift students’ high dependence on an educator’s feedback towards 
self-generating their own feedback (Carless, 2019). This study views these 
characteristics as the antecedents for effective feedback to improve students’ 
learning experiences. 
 
Influenced by the perspective of feedback as a meaningful dialogue between 
students and educators to support current and future learning (Jensen et al., 2021), 
feedback can therefore be considered a socially constructed process. This 
understanding implies that students’ past or current feedback experiences can 
influence their perception, and to a great extent, shape their individual 
improvement strategies in learning (Mahoney et al., 2019). Within an online 
learning environment, where both students and educators are not physically 
present, dialogic feedback is sent through different forms of channels, namely 
digital written text, voice, or video (Martin et al., 2020).  
 
Moreover, factors influencing students’ perceptions on particular online feedback 
channels vary depending on the conditions in which the study takes place (Espasa 
et al., 2022). For example, some studies reported that students preferred audio 
feedback over written feedback because the former is perceived to be more 
personal, and thus promotes a greater feeling of engagement (Morris & Chikwa, 
2016). Another group of studies found that the majority of students preferred a 
combination of audio and video feedback because it increases students' learning 
satisfaction, fosters emotional engagement, enhances motivation and resiliency, 
and decreases the feeling of isolation (Rasi & Vuojärvi, 2018; Johnson & Cooke, 
2016). Although there is a growing body of literature investigating the impact of 
feedback on online teaching and learning activities (Wei et al., 2020; Winstone et 
al., 2017; Mahoney et al., 2019; Carless & Boud, 2018), little research has been done 
to examine how preclinical students experience feedback channels within the 
specific context of online research supervision. 
 
2.2 Research Supervision 
According to Stelma and Fay (2012), supervision includes a combination of 
pedagogical and psychological knowledge of teaching and necessitates close 
engagement between students and supervisors in discussing the students’ 
research project or dissertation work. Fundamental to the idea of supervision, the 
role of supervisors is three-fold; they are accountable for facilitating students’ 
research work, evaluating and monitoring students’ research progress, and acting 
as a mentor that provides emotional support and encouragement with the 
ultimate goal of ensuring that the students achieve their goal (Blythe, 2018). On 
the other hand, students are responsible for the successful completion of their 
research under the professional guidance of their supervisors. Taking part in a 
supervision requires students to effectively and cognitively engage with 
supervisors’ feedback on academic work. Ideally, students that take an active role 
and establish a collaborative relationship with their supervisors are more likely to 
become competent and independent researchers (Fan et al., 2019). Therefore, this 
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study stresses the primary purpose of supervision, which is to steer and support 
students’ research by providing specific academic guidance and practical advice.  
 
However, due to the rapid advancement of technology, supervisors have begun 
to widely adopt online research supervision by utilising appropriate technologies 
that enable effective digital communication. Although online research 
supervision has long been practised across institutions around the world, there 
has recently been renewed interest among researchers, particularly in terms of 
supporting students' research projects amid a global health emergency (Throne & 
Bourke, 2022). This is especially important for medical education providers 
because producing a newer generation of physician-scientists can help bridge the 
gap between research outcomes and clinical practices, resulting in significant 
growth in the field (Jacobs et al., 2022). 
 
Price and Money (2002) identified three categories of online supervision, namely 
remote supervision where students and supervisors are geographically distant 
and communication depends greatly on the utilisation of technology as students 
are physically separated from their supervisors, traditional supervision where 
students and supervisors are geographically co-located in which face-to-face 
interaction occurs on the campus, and semi-remote supervision where it 
incorporates a combination of remote and traditional supervision. With this 
knowledge, the study operationalises online research supervision as a remote 
practice that include synchronous or asynchronous approach through the use of 
multiple feedback channels such as text, voice or video in supporting students’ 
research works.  
 
2.3 Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework 
The Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework is both a theoretical framework and 
a process model developed by Garrison et al. (2000). The CoI framework provides 
an engaging and meaningful learning experience based on a collaborative and 
constructive relationship (Garrison, 2017). Of the numerous frameworks, this 
framework was selected because it is the most significant framework that informs 
research on online learning and the practice of online instructions (Yu & Li, 2022) 
and is thus highly relevant to the current study. Figure 1 depicts the CoI 
framework that illustrates the educational experience that takes place at the 
confluence of social, cognitive, and teaching presence. 
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Figure 1: The Community of Inquiry (CoI) framework  

(Garrison et al., 2010) 

 
According to Garrison et al. (2010), a productive online learning environment in 
which knowledge is constructed depends on three forms of presence. First, social 
presence that describes students’ ability to be recognised by the community, to 
participate in meaningful communication, and to establish trust-based 
interpersonal relationships. Second, cognitive presence, whereby students’ ability 
to be observant and reflective in constructing meaning. Third, teaching presence 
which involves designing, facilitating as well as directing both cognitive and 
social processes to ensure individual learning goals are achieved.  
 
Within the CoI framework, both teaching presence and social presence can 
enhance students’ cognitive presence (Garrison et al., 2010). Educators can create 
an interactive learning environment where students can express their ideas, share 
knowledge, and help each other, which strengthens their cognitive presence. The 
students can also increase their confidence by exchanging thoughts with their 
educators and peers. Therefore, educators, in their capacity as supervisors, can 
encourage students to complete the course or programme assignment by 
enhancing their self-regulation and ensure advancement by monitoring the 
students' performances (Yu & Li, 2022). 
 
Based on these explanations, the CoI framework offers this study a means to 
consider the components of successful online research supervision, which 
comprise elements of social presence, cognitive presence, and teaching presence. 
These elements are used to help explain the various use of feedback channels to 
promote the research projects of preclinical students. Most importantly, this 
framework serves as a good anchor for viewing online research supervision as a 
form of online learning experience for preclinical students to grasp knowledge 
and skills related to their research. The CoI framework is also a useful tool for 
determining what and how different feedback channels fit into an online research 
supervision. 
 

3. Methodology 
This qualitative study adopted the narrative research design to understand the 
lived experiences of preclinical students who engaged in online research 
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supervision. More specifically, the focus of this study was to explore how 
preclinical students experienced different feedback channels during online 
research supervision. A qualitative methodological framework was selected for 
this study as it closely aligned with the exploratory aim and purpose of this study 
(Peterson, 2019). This study was guided by two research questions: 
 

(1) How do preclinical students experience different feedback channels 
during online research supervision? 
(2) What are their perspectives towards different feedback channels 
during online research supervision? 

 
3.1 Setting  
This study took place at two separate medical schools from two Malaysian 
research universities that offered Doctor of Medicine (M.D.) programmes. These 
universities were selected as they had a specific niche in research and showed 
interest in improving their online research supervision for their preclinical 
students. These students underwent mandatory 16-week research rotations that 
spanned a whole semester. During these rotations, they were paired with at least 
one research supervisor, who was in charge of selecting their research topics, 
assisting them with their research, and helping them write their theses. The 
supervisors gained full control over selecting the best channels for feedback, 
which led to a wide range of feedback approaches across the preclinical research 
activities at the universities. Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the students had 
full access to the library's resources and could schedule meetings with their 
supervisors at the faculties. However, the national movement control order that 
was announced due to the worsening pandemic forced the students to leave their 
faculties and continue learning from home.  
 
3.2 Sampling 
Purposive sampling was used to recruit participants for this study for several 
reasons. First, the sampling method allowed the identification and selection of 
information-rich target participants. Second, given the challenging circumstances, 
the sampling method was appropriate in selecting participants who showed 
willingness to contribute their perspectives via online. The selection criteria were, 
namely (1) preclinical students undergoing active research rotation and (2) 
students undergoing remote research supervision. An initial group of 232 
preclinical students showed interest in participating in this study. However, only 
113 preclinical students (n=66 females, n=47 males) submitted their informed 
consent forms and were included in this study.  
 
3.3 Data Collection and Analysis 
Several focus group discussions (FGDs) were conducted, each with a minimum 
of three and a maximum of six participants. FGD was decided because it helps 
participants feel more at ease and encourage them to openly share their 
experiences (Hennink et al., 2019). Moreover, a semi-structured interview format 
was chosen as it allows for a flexible yet focused approach to collect qualitative 
data (Brown & Danaher, 2019). The FGD sessions were guided by two topics, from 
which a series of questions were designed that corresponded to the related topics. 
The first topic sought to elicit participants' experiences in receiving feedback via 
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various channels during online research supervision, as well as how participants 
acted on the feedback provided. The second topic involved understanding the 
participants’ perspectives on the impact of different feedback channels on their 
research work. All sessions lasted for about 45 minutes to an hour, via the Zoom 
platform and were recorded. The sessions were mainly conducted in English; 
however, the participants were free to speak in Bahasa Malaysia. The flexible use 
of both languages was intended to make the students feel more comfortable to 
express their ideas without being constrained by their speaking proficiency.  
 
During the analysis stage, the recordings were manually transcribed verbatim 
transcribed and translated where necessary. Manual transcription was considered 
more efficient than using other assistive technologies as two of the research 
members are qualitative research specialists and had extensive experience in the 
area. The translation process was conducted by one of the research members who 
is an expert in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). The 
transcripts were later analysed using a hybrid inductive and deductive approach. 
This hybrid analytical approach is helpful in assisting the researchers in 
identifying findings based on prior literature while also allowing for the 
emergence of new findings and protecting against the loss of key findings 
(Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). Inductive analysis was data-driven and 
enabled the emergence of novel insights, whereas deductive analysis used theory-
driven structures and sought to identify existing issues. A codebook that 
described each code with a concrete definition and quotes from the transcripts 
served as the main document of reference to guide the coding process. The process 
of coding and categorising was conducted within and across the transcripts. 
Similar patterns and differences in the findings were carefully noted. Relevant 
themes that emerged were then constantly compared to capture the 
interrelatedness and complexities that existed in the data.  
 
3.4 Trustworthiness 
This study employed four strategies to establish overall trustworthiness 
(Mohamad Nasri et al., 2020). First, prior to executing the study, trust-based 
relationships between researchers and participants were established as the latter 
were kept informed about the goal of the study as well as their expected role. 
Furthermore, their identities would remain confidential, and pseudonyms were 
used to preserve anonymity. Second, to ensure that the transcripts were accurate, 
a two-round transcription approach was used, where the recordings were listened 
to and re-listened to check for any typographical errors. Third, participants were 
provided a copy of their respective transcript to validate whether their responses 
were accurately conveyed. Fourth, a hybrid analysis approach was adopted to 
analyse the data to prevent researchers from overlooking key themes. 
 
3.5 Ethical Statement 
Ethical review and approval were waived for this study, as this study involves no 
more than minimal risk to subjects. However, informed consents were obtained 
from each participant involved in the study. 
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4. Findings and Discussion 
This section presents the three themes and their relevant discussions; which also 
included the interview extracts and a short summary of how the findings were 
related to the existing literature. The following table presents a description of each 
theme that emerged from the data analysis. 
 

Table 1: Description of themes 

Themes Description 

Diversified personal input 
The first theme presents students’ varying learning needs, 

resources or conditions which all can influence their 
perceptions on particular feedback channels. 

Responsive to socio-
emotional needs 

The second theme focuses on the capacity for one feedback 
channel in meeting the socio-emotional needs of the 

students.   

Prompt for actions The third theme describes the fact that feedback initiates 
student’s responses in improving their research.  

 
 
4.1 Theme 1: Diversified personal input 
All participants agreed that effective feedback from their supervisors had 
tremendously supported their progress in conducting their research. Despite the 
challenges of the pandemic, they revealed that their supervisors were very 
responsive in providing feedback through various channels, namely voice, text, 
and video. The majority of the participants preferred synchronous video feedback 
since it allowed them to attend a commonly shared virtual space with other 
students. These participants concurred that doing it this way would enable them 
to compare their own progress to the work of other students, which would further 
motivate them to pursue research-related activities. Examples of digital platforms 
used for synchronous virtual meetings include Zoom Meeting, Microsoft Teams, 
and Google Meet. For example, one participant stated that her supervisor would 
set up a Google Meet where other students could join and present their research 
progress. 

“It is very exciting for me when she gathers all students under her 
supervision in one Google Meet. In this way I know how much I progress 
in comparison to my other colleagues. It is very easy to feel lost during this 
pandemic. So, from that I know if I’m going too slow or I’m progressing 
well.” 

 
On the other hand, several participants perceived asynchronous video feedback 
as extremely useful, as they were able to listen to feedback while at the same time 
observing the indicators and markings made by their supervisors. This allowed 
them to determine exactly where and how they needed to improve their thesis 
writing. The participants also reported that they could easily incorporate or 
reproduce the remarks into their original work using a specific application and 
thus save much of their time. In this way, they acquired sufficient time to further 
make amendments to their research work. 

“I don’t have to spend much time watching and rewatching the video to 
know what the comments are really about. I can just use some online 
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apps, and the apps can duplicate the comments into my writing. So, it’s 
very time efficient, something I really need during the pandemic.” 
 
“I prefer this type of video as I can directly use the comments made by 
my supervisor to improve my writings. I do not need to physically copy 
them one by one and this saves my time so I can use the extra time to read 
more about the topics that my supervisor asks me to work on.” 

 
Surprisingly, some participants showed a greater preference for receiving written 
feedback. According to this group of participants, written feedback demonstrated 
their supervisors’ commitment to analysing their work in greater depth and 
provided an opportunity for them to reflect on their research decisions. They 
could also revisit the feedback multiple times to fully comprehend the comments 
or suggestions made by their supervisors and revise their work as needed. These 
participants said that written feedback was the best form of feedback for their 
individual conditions because they were unable to attend virtual meetings due to 
other conflicting commitments, especially when they needed to care for their 
younger siblings because their parents worked from home and some did not have 
good Internet connections at their homes. Additionally, participants who had 
been hospitalised or placed in isolation in public quarantine halls believed that 
receiving written feedback really aided in enabling them to carry on with their 
research work despite being in difficult circumstances. 

“I prefer written feedback because to be honest, I don’t have time to 
prepare and get ready for a virtual supervision session. My working 
parents expect me as the oldest to care for my younger sisters, so it’s very 
hard to juggle during this time”. 
 
“I like written feedback because I don’t feel pressured to attend any online 
meetings. Not that I do not prefer these meetings but sometimes the 
situation makes it hard for me to be present in those meetings. I’ve once 
been isolated at the public quarantine centre for four weeks. I do not have 
the space and it has always been noisy and busy at the centre.” 

 
These findings confirm that preclinical students face additional challenges in 
completing their research during the pandemic. Some had the privilege to receive 
video feedback through synchronous virtual meetings, while others were 
experiencing health problems and conflicting commitments. This proves the fact 
that these students may require different feedback channels, depending on their 
living conditions and their health status. Preclinical students who have group 
supervision tend to value peer feedback more and embrace social presence when 
exchanging ideas in groups (O’Connell et al., 2022). This resonates with the idea 
and understanding that feedback is a socially constructed process. On the other 
hand, asynchronous video feedback and written feedback are considered to be 
more effective for preclinical students who struggle to maintain work-life balance 
during the pandemic, as this way provides more time and flexibility. This may 
portray feedback as occurring in isolation during the pandemic, but this feedback 
channel allows them to keep working on improving their research. 
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4.2 Theme 2: Responsive to socio-emotional needs 
Participants who received synchronous video feedback specifically described 
their experiences as though they were having in-person conversations in real time. 
The participants stated that their supervisors not only provided feedback on their 
work but also encouraged them to overcome challenges brought on by the 
pandemic. Aside from guiding them to continue their research or write their 
thesis, the supervisors offered comforting words for the participants, encouraging 
them to maintain a positive attitude and prioritise their mental as well as their 
social well-being. As a result, receiving synchronous video feedback along with 
pertinent life advice was seen as a successful technique for fulfilling the 
participants’ socio-emotional needs. This was helpful as the participants could not 
afford to attend counselling sessions during the pandemic. 

“The video feedback not only tells me what I need to improve but it also 
provides me a soothing sense where I need to challenge myself and stay 
resilient to get through this difficult time.” 
 
“Just by seeing the face of my supervisor and the rest of my friends is 
good enough to put a smile on my face. Studying from home can be very 
lonely for me. Both of my parents are doctors so they are fighting the war 
outside. They rarely come back home. So, I’m happy to see familiar faces.” 

 
Regardless of the feedback channels, many participants reported that they often 
viewed their supervisors as their life coaches because they gave them enlightening 
words of wisdom and inspirational comments. This true, selfless behaviour was 
very valuable because the participants had a very challenging time keeping on top 
of their work because they were physically isolated from their colleagues and had 
to cope with the pandemic's added challenges. Following this, the participants felt 
the need to show their appreciation by producing high-quality research, which 
could be achieved by taking into account the feedback given to them. 

“I don’t know how to describe it. This little act may not carry so much 
weight pre-pandemic, but I need them the most during this time. 
Sometimes it feels quite suffocating, especially because I’m doing the 
research alone. So, to know that someone out there knows my struggle is 
very comforting.” 
 
“It genuinely warms my heart to see how much my supervisor cares 
about me by encouraging me to take good care of my health and think 
optimistically. She somehow comes across as being extremely genuine in 
her advice. That makes me feel incredibly grateful, and I feel like I should 
thank her by doing the research and acting on her feedback.” 

 
These findings show that synchronous video feedback has the potential to 
increase positivity and resiliency among preclinical students throughout the 
pandemic. In addition to providing feedback to help students improve their 
research work, these findings underline the significance of synchronous video 
feedback in providing socio-emotional support for preclinical students, 
particularly at this crucial time. This is in line with the global resolution for all 
educational institutions to place students' socio-emotional health as their top 
concern throughout the pandemic (Zieher et al., 2021). Since students are expected 



238 

 

http://ijlter.org/index.php/ijlter 

to take on a variety of tasks in daily life, which adds strain and stress, they are 
particularly susceptible to experiencing declining mental and emotional health 
during this critical period. 
 
4.3 Theme 3: Prompt for actions 
All participants were satisfied with their online research supervision experiences, 
especially because the feedback they received was useful and constructive, and it 
inspired them to take action in improving their research works. Since the 
participants were aware that they might not have extensive experience in 
conducting research, having supervisors who were willing to guide them and 
provide suggestions for them made them feel more interested in doing research 
works. For instance, some supervisors had gone a step further and paid for a 
subscription so that the participants could analyse their data in a more time-
efficient manner. Since the participants understood that their supervisors had 
gone above and above to assist them in finishing their research, they felt more 
compelled to respond to their supervisors’ criticism. 

“My supervisor sponsored Atlas.ti for me to analyse my data more 
efficiently and this software saves me a lot of time. I really appreciate her 
good will and now I know that she sincerely wants me to learn and 
complete my research, and thus I take her feedback more seriously.” 
 
“I'm glad that my supervisor is well aware of the difficulties I have when 
conducting my research remotely. She was aware that the students she 
was supervising were not well off and could not afford a monthly internet 
plan. She purchased a one-year group subscription internet plan for us 
to use to complete our research. That made me feel more driven to work 
on her feedbacks.” 

 
Moreover, knowing that their supervisors empathised with their study conditions 
made them feel stronger to face the additional challenges they faced in completing 
their research during the pandemic. Despite the fact that the participants claimed 
their supervisors gave them a strict deadline to meet in order to advance their 
research on time, they claimed that in reality, their supervisors were 
accommodating and understanding. The participants further discussed that, 
upon receiving feedback, they could quickly develop an action plan either to 
address the relevant comments or to strengthen their justification for their 
research decision. This would involve them communicating their concerns to their 
supervisors and negotiating their future plan. 

“Feedback without action would lead to nowhere. So, any feedback, either 
video or written, should result in action. So, my supervisor did well to 
keep me on track". 
 
“My supervisor assigns me a number of due dates so she can keep track 
of how I'm doing. That's OK, and I appreciate her flexibility on the 
matter. She is aware of the struggles I'm having at home. She says she is 
more than happy as long as I deliver some works. I still have room to 
negotiate my future plan by taking in her feedbacks and communicating 
my concern.” 
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This finding emphasises the importance of feedback in generating prompt actions 
for preclinical students to follow through on in order to improve their work. The 
feedback motivates the students to take additional actions, demonstrating that 
feedback does not have to come solely from supervisors, as these students' current 
practice has allowed them to develop into self-directed learners capable of self-
planning, self-assessment, and self-monitoring to improve their own work (Wong 
et al., 2019). 
 

5. Implications for Practice 

Preclinical students need a lot of feedback to get through their research rotations 
because they are required to work on their projects in a variety of settings, 
including critical wards, day care centres, rehab centres, or public spaces, as well 
as handle a tonne of complex clinical data. This study hopes to shed some light on 
the importance of understanding the experience of receiving feedback during 
online research supervision from the perspective of preclinical students. In 
general, this study shows that the current method of online research supervision 
used during the pandemic has the potential to promote the growth of positive 
relationships between supervisors and students. Despite requiring remote 
research supervision, there is evidence that knowledge sharing and feedback are 
efficiently communicated in accordance with each student's circumstances. 
 
This study makes a major contribution in the area of online research supervision 
as it reveals that personalisation remains the key to sustaining effective feedback 
in order to foster positive outcomes among preclinical students who are in their 
research rotations. The students’ in-depth perceptions towards different feedback 
channels, such as through asynchronous video, synchronous video, or written 
text, are consistent with the CoI framework as their experiences cover either the 
social, teaching, or cognitive presence. This shows the importance of applying 
different feedback channels as one way to keep the students engaged in their 
research. Despite synchronous video feedback was favourably received by the 
vast majority of preclinical students due to its capacity to foster social presence, 
this channel might not be as useful for other students who encountered 
challenging conditions. These findings therefore provide strong evidence that 
tailoring feedback channels to students' learning needs and their available 
resources is essential to assisting them in advancing their research work.  
 
In addition to serving the primary objective of improving the quality of students' 
research or theses, it can be claimed that selecting an appropriate combination of 
feedback channels is vital for increasing students' motivation and attitude toward 
research while also giving them socio-emotional support during challenging 
periods. More importantly, despite the fact that preclinical students' preferences 
for feedback channels vary based on their individual living conditions or 
circumstances, this study is able to establish that such variances should be 
understood by the supervisors to assist personalisation for each student. Even 
though the focus of this study was preclinical students' perceptions and 
experiences with various feedback channels during online research supervision, 
the findings have practical implications for supervisors, particularly in selecting 
or personalising feedback channels for the students. 
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In this case, this study offers the following recommendations for supervisors to 
take into account when conducting remote online research supervision for 
preclinical students: 
1. A feedback channel could be highly effective for one student but ineffective 

for another. Consider and personalise the use of feedback channels that do not 
put extra pressure on students. Gather information about students’ living 
conditions, health conditions, or resources prior to choosing any feedback 
channel. 

2. Synchronous video feedback is useful in nurturing a social and caring learning 
environment to support active students' engagement in research. By 
encouraging critical reflection on other students' work, it also helps students 
develop their own insight into their research work. 

3. Asynchronous video feedback and written feedback work extremely well for 
students who have conflicting commitments, a lack of resources, or are 
physically ill. It is important for supervisors to explore different possibilities 
for helping the students continue their research and complete their rotations. 
Additional support may be given to help them thrive despite the poor 
conditions. 

 

6. Conclusion 
The findings of this study give an in-depth and authentic account of preclinical 
students' engagement with feedback channels during online research supervision. 
Based on the qualitative findings, this study promotes an understanding of how 
to view an effective online research supervision as having the capacity to utilise 
various feedback channels in terms of providing diversified personal input, being 
responsive to socio-emotional needs, and prompting for action. More particularly, 
this study emphasises that integrating several feedback channels is fundamental 
to effective online research supervision. However, no specific combination of 
feedback channels is shown to be successful for all students. The 
recommendations made in this study can be used as a guide for supervisors to 
concentrate on tailoring feedback channels in response to specific students' 
learning needs and circumstances during remote online research supervision. 
 
Finally, there are several limitations that should be addressed in this study. 
Firstly, our qualitative findings are not generalisable to a larger population. 
However, we never intended to generalise our findings but rather to offer a 
comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon, which is in line with the 
purpose and aim of analysing a social phenomenon from a qualitative, 
interpretivist paradigm. Additionally, we argue that some of the experiences 
described in this study might resonate with other students who are participating 
in online research supervision. Secondly, this study focuses mostly on various 
feedback channels rather than examining how they can promote positive 
relationships between students and supervisors. As a result, we encourage more 
study to examine the relationship between students and supervisors in the setting 
of online research supervision. 
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