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This qualitative study examines the levels of feedback given by university supervisors
to student teachers during their co-assessment meeting in French-speaking Belgium.
For this purpose, 14 co-assessment meetings were qualitatively analyzed. The co-
assessment meeting is the final step in the internship supervision process and allows
the student teacher to compare their self-evaluation with the cooperating teacher’s
evaluation report and the supervisors’ evaluation. The analysis showed that the
certification objective of the internship meeting influenced the level of feedback. Within
this objective, the feedback was task-oriented. In the formative part of the meeting,
the feedback was more process-oriented and self-regulatory. In this type of meeting,
supervisors therefore adopt a dual perspective for feedback, both cognitivist and
socio-constructivist. This dual perspective is part of a continuum logic.

Keywords: pre-service teacher education, internship, co-assessment meeting, university supervisor’s feedback,
final evaluative judgment

SUBJECT CLASSIFICATION CODES: TEACHER TRAINING

In many countries, the old paradigm of pre-service teacher education as provided only in and
by universities has long since been outdated (Zeichner, 2010). Academic knowledge was once
considered the authoritative source in pre-service teacher education. This old paradigm was
replaced some time ago by a paradigm of alternating university courses and internships. The
importance of internships in students’ educational programs has been demonstrated (Narayanan
et al., 2010; Hora et al., 2020). For student teachers, the internship has become a protected field
of experimentation that allows them to experience the classroom, develop their pedagogical skills
and become socialized within the profession (Hascher et al., 2004; Chu, 2020). It also increases
their self-confidence (Knoblauch and Chase, 2015; Waber et al., 2020). In addition, it promotes
interaction between the expertise of university supervisors and that of cooperating teachers (He,
2009; Nguyen, 2009; Clarke et al., 2014), and thereby strengthens the links between theoretical and
practical training (Bower and Bennett, 2009; Mesker et al., 2020).

In the context of French-speaking Belgium, teacher training currently lasts 3 years. The length
of internships increases as the training progresses, from 2 weeks in the first year of training to
10 weeks in the final year. Unlike in the United States where the supervisor can be a faculty
member or an adjunct educator, or sometimes a retired administrator or teacher (Slick, 1998), in
Belgium, the supervisor is automatically a faculty member who is assigned this task in addition to
their teaching load. The supervisor is hired primarily on the basis of their disciplinary expertise
and not prior supervisory experience or training (Colognesi and Van Nieuwenhoven, 2017).
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However, the supervisor must go and observe and evaluate the
student teacher at the practical training site.

Students are supervised during their internship by both
supervisors from the university and cooperating teachers
(Ballinger and Bishop, 2011; Cuenca et al., 2011; Johnson,
2011). During the internships, these cooperating teachers and
supervisors work together with the student teacher, forming
the supervision triad (Rogers and Keil, 2007; Wang and Ha,
2012; Range et al., 2013; Allen et al., 2014). Many studies have
highlighted the difficulties and even tensions encountered by
these actors in exercising their support function (Hansford et al.,
2004; Bradbury and Koballa, 2008; Leshem, 2010; Desbiens et al.,
2013; Izadinia, 2017; Portelance and Caron, 2017; Hudson and
Hudson, 2018), whether related to the relationship between the
actors, to their communication or to the multiple roles played
by the supervisors. More precisely, some research (Bujold, 2002;
Hansford et al., 2004; Mieusset, 2013; Zinguinian and André,
2017) has evoked the tension that arises when a person switches
from a supportive to an evaluative posture. This tension can be
encountered by the cooperating teacher or supervisor who is
called upon to provide an evaluative judgment of the student
teacher’s performance. In this study, we are only looking at the
university supervisor.

To investigate the difficulties encountered by the supervisor
in performing their function, several studies have documented
the supervisor’s activity (Slick, 1998; Boutet and Rousseau, 2002;
Cuenca, 2010; Bélair, 2011; Correa Molina, 2011). However,
these studies did not focus specifically on the co-assessment
meeting that takes stock of the student’s internship experience
and performance. This meeting is at the center of our work, in
order to understand how supervisors construct their evaluative
judgments in this situation (Colognesi and Van Nieuwenhoven,
2017). One study (Maes et al., 2018) found that an important
tension arises in the context of co-assessment, that caused by the
supervisors’ shift from a supportive to an evaluative role.

The characteristics of these evaluative judgments appear to
be similar to those of professional evaluation judgments (Allal
and Mottier Lopez, 2008). The production of the final evaluative
judgment by the supervisors is a dynamic and iterative process
that takes into account the uniqueness of the situation (Jorro and
Van Nieuwenhoven, 2019). Their evaluative judgment is based
on a situated perspective (Mottier Lopez and Allal, 2008) and
on partial and provisional judgments (Tourmen, 2009) rendered
by the supervisor. This has led us to focus on the organization
of these partial and provisional evaluative judgments within the
co-assessment meeting. We are also interested in the content of
these judgments, in order to analyze the levels of feedback they
provide to the student. For that purpose, four levels of feedback
have been identified: task, process, self-regulation and person
(Hattie and Timperley, 2007). We also consider the perspectives
within which these levels of feedback are integrated: cognitivist or
socio-constructivist (Evans, 2013).

In this context, this contribution aims at a triple objective:
first, examine how co-assessment meetings are organized; second,
identify the different levels of feedback formulated by university
supervisors during the co-assessment meetings; third, address
the perspective (cognitivist or socio-constructivist) adopted by

supervisors in their feedback. This study thus aims to document
the evaluative activity of the university supervisor, which is still
underdeveloped in the literature (Gouin and Hamel, 2015), in
order to improve the evaluation of student teachers’ pre-service
teacher training internships.

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

Supervisor as Both Supporter and
Evaluator
Before clarifying the roles of the supervisor, it seems useful
to us to clarify the concept of supervision. Supervision is a
continual process of exchange (Villeneuve, 1994) between the
different actors: the student teacher, the cooperating teacher
and the supervisor (Boutet, 2002). Supervision can be seen
as having two dimensions, one concerning training and the
other related to control. According to Boutet (2002), to be
pedagogical, supervision cannot be limited to control; on the
contrary, it must allow the student teacher to learn. This is
supported by Spallanzani et al. (2017), who defined instructional
supervision as a supportive relationship aimed at improving
student teacher performance.

According to various authors (Enz et al., 1996; Gervais and
Desrosiers, 2005; Correa Molina, 2008), supervisors play a triple
role in the performance of their duties. They are at the same
time a support for the student teacher, a resource person for
the cooperating teacher, and a mediator between the training
institute and the training site.

In the context of our study, our attention is focused on
the supervisor’s role as the student teacher’s coach. In this
role, the supervisor observes the student teacher and acts on
this observation, supports and encourages the student teacher,
conducts seminars, and finally, evaluates the trainee. It is more
precisely this evaluation function that is observed during our
study. While some authors have pointed to a tension between
the support and evaluation postures (Bujold, 2002; Mieusset,
2013; Zinguinian and André, 2017), here the evaluation posture
is integrated into the support role (Gervais and Desrosiers, 2005;
Correa Molina, 2008).

Co-assessment as a Tool for Evaluating
Teaching Internships
Deeley (2014) defined co-assessment as “a shared system
of assessment, synonymous of cooperative and collaborative
assessment” (Deeley, 2014, 39). For Dochy et al. (1999, 342),
building on the work of Hall (1995), “Co-assessment, the
participation of students and staff in the assessment process, is a
way of providing an opportunity for students to assess themselves
whilst allowing the staff to maintain the necessary control
over the final assessments.” Again, according to Deeley (2014,
39), “Fundamentally, it involves self-assessment in addition to
assessment by another, for example, the teacher.”

From these definitions, we take the idea that co-assessment
is a system of shared evaluation. It allows the student teacher
to compare their own evaluation with that of the teacher. In
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addition, it allows the supervisor to keep control over the final
evaluation judgment. In the context of teaching placements,
co-assessment is defined as:

a joint evaluation between a student teacher and the
supervisor(s) with a view to initiating a dialogue between
them on differences in evaluation in relation to a particular
product or a more global evaluation, whether or not it
is based on an external reference system (Jorro and Van
Nieuwenhoven, 2019, 37, free translation).

The co-assessment, carried out after the internship has been
completed, brings together the supervisors and the student
teacher with a view to building a global assessment of the
internship (Colognesi and Van Nieuwenhoven, 2017). It seeks
to give meaning to the evaluation by setting up a logic
of dialogue. The supervisors make sure to keep the student
teacher at the center of the process by developing the student
teacher’s reflexivity.

As a form of cooperative and collaborative assessment, the
co-assessment meeting is a relevant time to provide the student
teacher with feedback about the internship being evaluated. It
is this feedback, formulated by the supervisors, that is at the
heart of our study.

Feedback in Teacher Training
Feedback is about enabling people to know the knowledge
and skills they already have (Rodet, 2000). In the field
of educational psychology, feedback has been identified as
one of the most powerful levers for learning (Hattie and
Timperley, 2007; Ko et al., 2014). Teaching feedback is necessary
for learning to teach: it allows teachers to reflect on their
teaching practice, assess their growth, and set goals accordingly
(Wexler, 2020).

In the field of teaching internships, feedback is a specific type
of information explaining the comparison between the observed
student teacher’s performance during the internship and the
standard defined by the university (Hattie and Timperley, 2007;
Van De Ridder et al., 2008). This standard is operationalized
through the institutional grid that includes the different items
evaluated. The primary aim of the feedback is “to improve the
trainee’s performance” (Van De Ridder et al., 2008, 193). However,
“feedback must be recognized as a complex and differentiated
construct that includes many different forms with, at times,
quite different effects on student learning” (Wisniewski et al.,
2020, 13).

In their model, Hattie and Timperley (2007) presented
four levels of feedback: task, process, self-regulation and
person-centered. Here we contextualize them to the theme
of this research.

• The first level concerns the task carried out by the student
teacher during his internship. It is information-oriented
(for example, the criteria on the institutional grid are met
or not) and allows surface knowledge to be developed. It is
also called “corrective feedback.”

• The second level concerns the process used by the student
teacher to carry out the task related to the teaching practice

developed during the internship. Information processing is
at the center of this level. For example, the feedback may
include proposing alternative processes or helping with
better error detection.

• The third level aims at the student teacher’s regulation of
their own learning. Feedback can thus help the student
teacher to increase their ability to self-assess and increase
self-confidence.

• The fourth level directly addresses the student teacher’s
person. This level is necessary in order to reassure and
encourage, but it should not replace the other three levels.

It is assumed that the feedback must be appropriate to the
student teacher’s level of understanding or slightly higher, and
that a distinction must be made between the first three levels
describing learning progress and the fourth level focusing on the
person of the student teacher.

In addition, Rodet (2000) proposed three types of feedback:
informative (presenting findings), making suggestions
(formulating proposals, advice) or prescriptive (giving actions to
be carried out, often starting with “it is necessary”).

Furthermore, feedback can be given from a cognitivist or a
socio-constructivist perspective (Archer, 2010; Evans, 2013). The
former is closely linked to a directive approach in which feedback
is thought of as corrective. The supervisor communicates
information on what needs to be corrected to a “passive”
student teacher. The latter considers feedback to be facilitative
for the student teacher by allowing them, through dialogue,
to develop new understandings without dictating what those
understandings will be (Archer, 2010). The supervisor provides
comments and suggestions that allow the student teacher to make
their own corrections. These two perspectives are not mutually
exclusive. They further suggest the idea of a continuum that
requires consideration of the precise nature and importance
of the feedback in relation to individual needs, context and
support functions.

THIS STUDY

In this study, three objectives are pursued. The first objective
of this research is to examine how co-assessment meetings are
organized. So, we want to understand how supervisors handle this
moment. How do they give the student teacher a voice? How are
skills reviewed? The second objective is to identify the different
levels of feedback formulated by the supervisors during the co-
assessment meetings. And the third is to address the perspective
adopted in this feedback. These goals are based on the following
hypotheses:

• The purpose of the co-assessment meeting (formative
or certification) influences the perspective (cognitivist or
socio-constructivist).

• The purpose of the co-assessment meeting (formative
or certifying) influences the feedback levels used by
the supervisors.

• The feedback levels used by supervisors adopt either the
cognitivist or the socio-constructivist perspective.
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The following research questions, exploratory in nature,
guided the study:

• Do the perspectives adopted in the supervisors’ feedback
influence the organization of the co-assessment meetings?

• Are supervisors’ feedback levels influenced by the primary
aim of the co-assessment meetings?

• What perspective is adopted in the feedback levels used by
the supervisors?

METHOD

This is a qualitative study with an interpretative purpose
(Crotty, 1998). The qualitative approach allows flexibility in
the progressive construction of the object of study, as well
as adjustment to the characteristics and complexity of the
phenomenon studied (Anadón, 2006). We seek to understand the
phenomena studied based on the meanings given by the actors in
their natural environment (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994).

Context
Our study was conducted in French-speaking Belgium, where
teacher training currently takes place over t3 years. The time
allowed for teaching internships increases as the training
progresses: 2 weeks in year 1, 4 weeks in year 2 and
10 weeks in year 3.

The supervision process at the teacher training institute
selected for this study with regard to teaching internships
involves four main stages.

• In the first stage, before the internship, the student
teacher and the assigned supervisor define the objectives
of the internship.

• In the second stage, during the internship, two university
supervisors (the assigned supervisor who accompanies the
student teacher through the supervision process and a
visiting supervisor, whose observation and participation
in the co-assessment meeting are used for certification)
separately observe the student teacher in action in the
internship school. At the end of this observation, they each
provide feedback to the student teacher during a debriefing
meeting. This occurs directly after the activity.

• In the third stage, upon return from the placement,
the student teacher and the assigned supervisor meet to
conduct a reflective meeting. This meeting aims to allow
the student teacher to reflect on their internship practices in
order to identify possible problems and solutions and also
to prepare for the final stage of the process.

• In the fourth stage, which concludes the process, there is
a co-assessment meeting between the assigned supervisor,
the visiting supervisor and the student teacher. As the
cooperating teacher cannot be physically present, their
opinion is taken into account through their report. This
meeting result in a certified assessment of the skills
the student teacher is expected to develop. An overall
assessment of the internship is also decided upon during
this meeting.

This co-assessment meeting is at the heart of our research.
Figure 1 below illustrates this supervision process.

The co-assessment interview was conducted according to the
following institutional guidelines constructed by the supervisory
team based on the competency framework:

• The assigned supervisor conducts the interview.
• The assigned supervisor relays the cooperating teacher’s

comments stated in the report.
• The duration of the interview is minimum 10 min.
• The student teacher explores, clarifies and explains his

vision of the internship.
• The assigned supervisor enriches the reflection with aspects

of the context and appreciation of the observed practice.
• The student teacher’s level of reflexivity is explored through

follow-up questions.
• The assigned supervisor completes the evaluation

document and writes down the personal objectives
that have been identified.

• The level of success achieved is communicated to the
student teacher.

Sample
This research is based on a deliberate sample of typical cases
(Patton, 1990) consisting of 14 co-assessment meetings involving
14 supervisors1 from the same teacher training institution, all
of whom supervise student teachers in their internships during
the last year of training. Table 1 below provides information on
these 14 supervisors, giving their position within the institution
and their experience as internship supervisors (in years). Table 1
distinguishes between the assigned supervisor and the visiting
supervisor roles2 for the two actors who provided feedback
during the co-assessment meetings for each student teacher.

The participants gave their consent for the recording of the
co-assessment meeting and the use, within the framework of
research, of the data thus collected. The researchers took care to
preserve the anonymity of the participants. The first names used
in this study are pseudonyms.

Data Collection Instruments and Data
Analysis
Objective traces were collected in the form of 14 recorded
co-assessment meetings involving assigned supervisors, visiting
supervisors and student teachers, which were transcribed
verbatim. A content analysis of these textual transcripts (Miles
and Huberman, 1994) was conducted. Pre-established categories
were used, based on the four levels of feedback (Hattie
and Timperley, 2007). Version 12 of NVivo software (QSR
International, 2017) was used. Two expert supervisors performed
independent coding of two verbatim transcripts to check on the
reliability of the coding. A Cohen’s kappa of 0.7813 was obtained,

1Some supervisors were involved in several meetings and some had both roles
(across different meetings).
2The visiting supervisor is a university professor who also supervises interns, but
who is not the assigned supervisor for the particular intern being evaluated, and
who visits the classroom for certification purposes.
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FIGURE 1 | Details of the internship supervision process.

TABLE 1 | Participant details.

Assigned
supervisors

Position years exp. Visiting supervisors Position years exp. Students

Meeting 1 Didier Physical education teacher >10 Dolly Language teacher 5–10 Student 1

Meeting 2 Didier Physical education teacher >10 Dolly Language teacher 5–10 Student 2

Meeting 3 Daisy Language teacher <5 Perrine Pedagogy teacher 5–10 Student 3

Meeting4 Daisy Language teacher <5 Delia Religious teacher <5 Student 4

Meeting 5 Patricia Pedagogy teacher <5 Patty Pedagogy teacher <5 Student 5

Meeting 6 Patricia Pedagogy teacher <5 Didier Physical education teacher >10 Student 6

Meeting 7 Delphine Language teacher >10 David Geography teacher >10 Student 7

Meeting 8 Delphine Language teacher >10 Doriane Language teacher >10 Student 8

Meeting 9 Pascal Pedagogy teacher 5–10 Didier Physical education teacher >10 Student 9

Meeting 10 Pascal Pedagogy teacher 5–10 Didier Physical education teacher >10 Student 10

Meeting 11 Pauline Pedagogy teacher 5–10 Pamela Pedagogy teacher >10 Student 11

Meeting 12 Pauline Pedagogy teacher 5–10 Pamela Pedagogy teacher >10 Student 12

Meeting 13 Dany Physical education teacher 5–10 Dolly Language teacher 5–10 Student 13

Meeting 14 Dany Physical education teacher 5–10 Dolly Language teacher 5–10 Student 14

which corresponds to strong agreement between the three coders
according to Landis and Koch (1977).

RESULTS

The results are structured around the research questions. The
aspects presented are illustrated with excerpts from emblematic
meeting transcripts.

Do the Perspectives Adopted in the
Supervisors’ Feedback Influence the
Organization of the Co-assessment
Meetings?
Table 2 shows the duration of each interview and the two
sections of the interview that were identified. The part of the
interview when the feedback perspective was socio-constructivist
to facilitate student teacher understanding was aimed at the
self-regulatory, formative dimension. During this part, the
student teacher was led to take an active role by describing
the strengths identified and the difficulties encountered. The
other, when the feedback perspective was cognitivist and
was thought of as corrective, was for certification purposes,
during which the various items in the evaluation grid3 were
reviewed and evaluated.

3The evaluation grid is the institutional grid containing the different skills and
items to be evaluated during this meeting.

In 12 of the 14 meetings analyzed, the certification part
was longer than the formative part. The perspective was
predominantly cognitivist, and the feedback formulated was
corrective. This was likely due to the certification aim of the
meeting, which should lead to a final assessment. Only two
meetings included a formative part longer than the certification
part. The socio-constructivist perspective was more present in
the formative part, while not obscuring the cognitive perspective
linked to the certification dimension of the meeting.

A transition sentence clearly identified when the assigned
supervisor moved from one logic to the other. This is shown by
the following extracts4:

Delphine: What I am proposing is that we now quickly take
stock of the situation within our grid here. We will compare
our points. (Meeting 7)
Pascal: We will now look at the skills. (Meeting 10)
Dany: So we will try to complete the strengths, challenges
and actions. So you, for your strength section, what did you
notice? (Meeting 13)

With Regard to the First Research Question
The results showed that the 14 co-assessment interviews were
composed of a certification and a formative part. For 12 of them,
the certification part was longer. In this part, the perspective was

4The exchanges took place in French. They have been translated for the purpose of
this article.
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mainly cognitivist. In the formative part, the socio-constructivist
perspective was present.

Are Supervisors’ Feedback Levels
Influenced by the Primary Aim of the
Co-assessment Meetings?
Table 3 shows the distribution of comments at the different
feedback levels (Hattie and Timperley, 2007) by meeting. Then,
for each level, a more detailed analysis is proposed, which is
illustrated with examples.

Table 3 shows that, for each of the meetings analyzed, the
greatest number of feedback comments were related to the task
(an average of 16 comments per meeting), for 222 task-related
comments in all, close to 60% of the total feedback comments
given. The certification objective of these co-assessments explains
this result. Next came feedback on processes, 94 comments in

TABLE 2 | Duration of meetings (in minutes).

Total Formative part Certification part

Meeting 1 30:39 14:17 16:22

Meeting 2 26:13 11:03 15:10

Meeting 3 34:39 12:28 22:11

Meeting 4 41:25 9:17 32:08

Meeting 5 51:15 17:05 34:10

Meeting 6 27:02 8:35 18:27

Meeting 7 28:27 12:55 15:32

Meeting 8 16:16 10:19 5:57

Meeting 9 15:36 6:00 9:36

Meeting 10 11:07 4:03 7:04

Meeting 11 21:41 11:51 9:50

Meeting 12 29:16 11:29 17:47

Meeting 13 14:20 4:20 10:00

Meeting 14 44:06 5:51 38:15

Average 28:00 9:58 18:02

TABLE 3 | Distribution of comments at different feedback levels in meetings.

Task Processing Self-
regulation

Person Total

Meeting 1 15 8 4 0 27

Meeting 2 21 8 4 2 35

Meeting 3 15 10 3 0 28

Meeting 4 17 10 0 1 28

Meeting 5 14 5 4 0 23

Meeting 6 16 7 3 2 28

Meeting 7 16 4 3 0 23

Meeting 8 18 3 3 0 24

Meeting 9 16 3 4 2 25

Meeting 10 13 4 1 1 19

Meeting 11 10 4 6 0 20

Meeting 12 18 10 6 0 34

Meeting 13 14 7 3 0 24

Meeting 14 19 11 5 0 35

Total 222 60% 94 25% 49 13% 8 2% 373 (100%)

all (an average of seven comments per meeting), or 25% of the
total; followed by feedback on self-regulation, with 49 comments
in all (an average of three comments per meeting), or 13% of
the total. The absence of person-related feedback is obvious, with
eight comments spread over five meetings, or barely 2% of the
total feedback comments. Furthermore, the number of comments
made was not directly related to the length of the meeting. Indeed,
28 comments were made in each of meetings 3, 4, and 6, although
the meeting durations ranged between 27 and 41 min.

By linking the level of feedback to the part of the meeting
(formative or certifying), and thus to the perspective pursued by
the feedback given (cognitive or socio-constructivist), the results
revealed, with a few nuances, an articulation of the different levels
of feedback during the two main parts of the meeting. In what
follows, each level is developed and illustrated with examples
from the transcripts.

The formative and regulatory part of the meeting was mainly
punctuated by feedback on the teaching processes and strategies
used by the student teacher during their internship. These
feedback comments were based upon and built on the student
teacher’s comments, comments from the two supervisors present
(assigned supervisor and visiting supervisor) based on their
reports and those made by the assigned internship supervisor
in his report. Below, one type of process feedback identified a
“winning” strategy that was implemented:

Delia5: And I put “answer wisely” because in fact you
used several workshops when I observed. And you made
connections with the students, so you didn’t bring the
connections. You asked questions in such a way that they
made connections and the way you accompanied their
reflection seemed very judicious to me, so this DIY had
really become an opportunity for reflection and connection
between the sequences they had experienced, and then I
found that it was really a level, you brought them to a
cognitive task and not to a task. (Meeting 4)

Another type of feedback underlined and identified strengths
in the processes used by a student teacher:

Dolly6: And so, group management, natural authority,
involves all the students, adapts instructions to the
students. . . simple, clear, structured, it7 is a beautiful
quality, too, that!
Didier: Adaptation, it’s still fundamental for the first year of
primary school. (Meeting 2)

Yet another type of feedback targeted difficulty encountered
by the student teacher in their processes and defined the objective
of overcoming this difficulty during the next internship:

Student 3: In relation to my lesson planning, there is a
link, as you said, between my objective, my skills and my
progress. Consistency.
Daisy: Yes, but come back to “what is lesson planning?”.

5Visiting supervisor.
6Visiting supervisor.
7Student teacher adaptability.

Frontiers in Education | www.frontiersin.org 6 June 2022 | Volume 7 | Article 848547

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/education
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/education#articles


feduc-07-848547 May 31, 2022 Time: 9:11 # 7

Maes et al. Feedback in the Evaluation of Teaching Internships

[. . .]
Perrine: If you have the courage to read the documents,
everything is in there and that explains why you are being
taught that. And in terms of respecting the rhythm of
the children, this is fundamental, especially in preschool
education. Well, that’s still true even in primary school.
Daisy: So, I’m reviewing the whole structure of the
different lesson plans.
Student 3: Yes.
Daisy: That’s why I think you really need to dive into the
genesis,8 then after that, working on the coherence between
the different sections9 and staying the course because you
were constantly changing a little. There was no common
thread. (Meeting 3)

This regulatory and formative part also included feedback
concerning student teacher self-regulation, which was less
frequent than that concerning processes. This type of feedback
mainly had the objective of leading the student teacher to develop
their reflective practice by questioning their own practice and
analyzing the difficulties they had encountered.

Student 5: For me, it was a good experience, the first
year of primary school. It’s really something else, I can’t
compare that with other years, I think. And at first it was
really hard for me.
Patricia: Hard, why?
Student 5: Working with young children, we really have to
adapt each lesson and also with the material. The visuals,
the spoken part, and those who need to manipulate all the
time. At first, it was a bit complicated for me and then,
already after the first week, I realized that I had to change
my lessons. So, I worked a lot during the weekend and
during the week really to adapt.
Patricia: And how did you realize that?
Student 5: I had already noticed that, during my lesson,
the children. that I didn’t keep their attention. It was
too complicated sometimes. And also, the advice of my
cooperating teacher, it really helped me. That is, to improve
all this. But at the end of the internship, I was happy. Yes,
because I had a good relationship with the children. Even if
the class was really difficult, in the end it was good. And I
noticed that the lessons were better.
Patricia: Great. (Meeting 5)

In the following extract, the supervisors pushed the student
teacher’s thinking in order to get the student teacher to find their
own regulatory strategies and objectives for the next internship.

Pauline: And so, one lead for action would be to continue
to?
Student 11: Be sure to note the instructions for the
students carefully.
Pauline: To anticipate the instructions well or as much as
possible in any case. Continue to anticipate instructions!

8Basics of teacher education.
9Different sections of the lesson planning.

Pamela: You know that I, after 30 years of teaching, always
write down my instructions in my lesson preparations.
Student 11: I find it helps to memorize them and have the
structure in mind. (Meeting 11)

The extract continued with the supervisors proposing a
strategy to be implemented during the next internship.

Pauline: But you yourself put a lead: “do as in the theatre.”
Have you tried that?
Student 11: When I thought about it, yes. And it
worked, especially when I told stories. Now I could get
their attention.
Pauline: You dare to do that, because some students don’t
dare too much. Be more theatrical even outside of stories.
So, transfer this attitude a little that we could have a little
more. Yes, which could be called “more theatrical” when
telling stories in other lessons.
Pamela: Yes, I confirm that, because when you read
“Barrabas’s story,” it was really very cheerful to hear you!
Student 11: Yes. and I also noted the mastery of the oral
language in relation to voice modulation. (Meeting 11)

These consecutive extracts show that, in this part of the
meeting oriented toward regulation, the levels of feedback
alternated as discussion and reflection took place. One or more
issues were raised and analyzed. Regulatory options were either
proposed by the student teacher following feedback aimed at self-
regulation, or by supervisors when they emerged from feedback
targeting processes.

Feedback aimed at self-regulation was also used to help
student teachers identify positive elements of their internship
practice:

Patricia: We’ll get your strength back. Didn’t you get your
strength back either?
Student 6: No, it’s a little hard.
Didier: 0 force?
(Laughs)
Student 6: I still have trouble completing this.
Patricia: So, it’s important that you can focus on your
strengths! Go ahead, share all your strength with us!
Student 6: For me, in the positive points I felt, it was really
the interaction with the children. For me, I really have a
very, very good contact with them. Even with the child with
whom it was more difficult. well, in the end. It wasn’t to me
directly; it was more about his situation. I really managed to
make contact with them, so they saw me as their teacher for
3 weeks. (Meeting 6)

The small amount of feedback that directly targeted the
student’s person also appeared in the formative part of the
meeting. This was much less frequent and appeared in only four
of the 14 meetings analyzed. These comments could complement
feedback on processes, as shown in the following example:

Didier: If I can, Pascal, in relation to the qualities of the
student, I noted “Outstanding animation.” So, that means
theatricality, facial expressions. Extraordinary! I think she’s
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the best intern I’ve seen in this field. I would like to insist on
that!
Student 9: Thank you. (Meeting 9)
They could also highlight an aspect of the student’s person,
an attitude:
Didier: I noticed, a great professional conscience, too.
We feel like you’re someone who’s trying to do, uh,
everything right.
Pascal: Yes! (Meeting 10)

In the other part of the meeting, which aimed to certify each
item on the institutional grid and produce the final evaluative
judgment, feedback on the task was provided, with a few
exceptions. What changed from one case to another was the
dynamics of how the meeting was conducted. The cooperating
teacher’s report could be used as a guideline:

Patricia: So, the next one, level 310 for your cooperating
teacher. What about you?
Student 5: Me, too.
Patty: Me, too.
Patricia: Okay, level 3. (Meeting 5)

In other meetings, the institutional evaluation grid was used as
a basis for the exchange, and each item was discussed. Everyone
shared their views and then consensus was sought. The student
teacher’s involvement could be more timid, and the exchange
took place mainly between the two supervisors:

Pascal: The whole design of the lessons. A level 3. 3, 4 even!
Didier: Yes, for me too.
Pascal: With a lot of differentiation already!
Didier: Yes, exactly. (Meeting 9)

Sometimes the student teacher’s involvement might be more
important, because of the place he was given at the meeting:

Delphine: What I propose is that we now quickly
take stock of the situation with our grid. Here, we’ll
compare our points. So there, I have mastered the oral
language, 1.1, I have 4.
Student 7: I put 3.
David: I put 3 too.
Delphine: Okay, I’ll put 3 + .
(Laughs)
Delphine: That being said, you do have a very. How can I
say this? You’re paying attention! I mean, I don’t know if
you’re attentive to your oral language, but you have high
quality oral language. That’s it! That’s it!
David: Yes, that’s right. That’s nice to hear!
Delphine: I say that because I care. You’re pleasant to
listen to. And it’s true that the fact that you’re adapting to
children, I think it’s worth showing that there’s a level 4
that’s been pointed out here. And it’s hard to give yourself
that kind of thing, that kind of points. 1.211, level 3 for the
cooperating teacher.

10For each item in the grid, there are four levels of mastery.
111.2 To master the written language through the different communication
channels used.

David: Yes.
Student 7: Yes, I put 3 too.
Delphine: I have 4 in spelling.
Student 7: Yes, I put 4 too. (Meeting 7)

It is also interesting to note that there were no significant
differences in views or difficulties in reaching consensus in the
meetings analyzed. In some situations, the supervisor was called
upon to make a decision, and this was most often in the student
teacher’s favor:

Dany: So, we’re on skill 5.12 That’s all the knowledge you
pass on to the children. So, in terms of your answers. There,
she13 even puts you at a level 3 because apparently you
manage to construct things in a very correct way with the
children in relation to the different content. Did you get into
it?
Student 13: I had put myself at a level 2.
Dolly: And I was more at level 1 because. but I think you
were a little stressed. by my presence, by our presence. And
it’s true that I didn’t feel you were sufficiently invested, etc.
Dany: I’m looking a little bit. So, there the cooperating
teacher puts: “Attentive to know the subject proposed to
the children. She has always tried to answer children
as judiciously as possible.” We’re going to put a
level 2, like this.
Student 13: Okay! (Meeting 13)

Another element that emerged from the analysis of the results
is that it was sometimes difficult to evaluate certain components
of the grid. This could be because they were not observed by the
supervisor during his visit:

Didier: So, skill 3,14 we have a level 3. And you, did you
have?
Student 1: Level 3.
Dolly: I put unobserved, but positive impression, it seems
to me well integrated into the school.
Didier: Great! We are at 4.1. I will read, “inquires about
the subjects taught, questions about children’s difficulties.”
That’s not bad, is it? Here, we have a level 3. What about
you?
Student 1: I put a level 3.
Dolly: Me, not observed. (Meeting 1)
Sometimes this occurred because they were not understood
by the student teacher, for example:
Delphine: 7. 115 Managing the class in a
challenging way, I have 3.
David: I put 2.
Student 7: I didn’t understand that, I didn’t
put anything there.

12Skill 5: Develop expertise in the contents taught and in the methodology of their
teaching.
13The cooperating teacher.
14Skill 3: Work in teams, maintain partnership relations with families, institutions
and, more broadly, act as a social and cultural actor in society.
157.1 To manage the classroom in a stimulating, structuring and safe manner.
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Delphine: Ah, that’s because you forgot to look
there. It is simply the competence that deals with
classroom management.
Student 7: Ah, okay! (Meeting 7)

A few rare feedback comments on processing were identified
in the certification part of the meeting. The following excerpt is
an example:

Patricia: Managing the organizational dimension?
Didier: I put 3.
Student 6: I put 4.
Patricia: She16 also gives you a 4. I think that’s your strong
point too!
Didier: For the benefit of the student.
Patricia: Yes, the activity I saw was great! She changed the
space. She had great equipment. (Meeting 6)

Feedback from the final evaluation judgment was task
oriented. Here is an example that illustrates this:

Daisy: So, your cooperating teacher puts you between B
and C.17 It is true that apart from the 1.5 that we have
put in spelling, everything is at the expected level or even
higher. You get C.
Delia: I am between C and B. I would have put a C +.
A C with very good professional reflexes. That’s what I
would have said.
Daisy: Well, listen, I will circle B–C?
Delia: Yes.
Daisy: Yes, you are different, you are beyond C for several
components. (Meeting 4)

With Regard to the Second Research Question
Much of the feedback provided by supervisors during the co-
assessment meetings, just under 60% (222 pieces of feedback), was
task related. This is explained by the certification purpose of the co-
assessment meeting. Next, we find feedback on the process at 25%
of the total (94 pieces of feedback), and feedback on the student
teacher’s self-regulation at 13% of the total (49 pieces of feedback).
In 9 of the 14 co-assessment meetings analyzed, there was no
feedback on the student teacher’s person.

The results showed that the supervisors produced feedback on
the task during the part of the meeting aimed at certifying each
item on the institutional grid and constructing the final evaluative
judgment. The formative and regulatory part of the meeting was
mainly punctuated by feedback on teaching processes and strategies
as well as feedback on the student teacher’s self-regulation.

What Perspective Is Adopted in the
Feedback Levels Used by the
Supervisors?
We sought to identify the perspective within which these
feedback comments were framed. The certifying aim of the
meeting would tend to place it by default in a cognitivist

16The cooperating teacher.
17The final assessment takes the form of a letter (4-level scale – D to A).

perspective. However, in the part of the meeting aimed at
regulatory and formative purposes, feedback oriented toward the
student teacher’s process was part of a more socio-constructivist
perspective. In this perspective, the aim was to provide the
student teacher with comments and suggestions enabling them
to self-regulate and acquire new knowledge. This is illustrated by
the following extract:

Pauline: And so, to say “I’ll prepare my oral instructions for
the students so I can be clear about this” or “it can help me
to,” but then there’s fatigue, as you say.
Student 11: Yes, and so there it was, planning of instruction
still helped, but there were still other circumstances
that played a role.
Pauline: Yes, and so that regulation track really helped. and
so one course of action would be to continue then to.
Student 11: Please note the instructions!
Pauline: To anticipate the instructions well or as much as
possible in any case. continue to anticipate the instructions.
Pamela: You know that I, after 30 years of teaching, always
write down my instructions in my lesson plans. (Meeting
11)

This was especially true when the feedback was aimed at
developing student teacher self-regulation. In that case, the
student teacher was asked to make their own comments on their
activity and to identify their own suggestions for promoting their
self-regulation. This is shown in the following extract:

Student 11: I have to accelerate the pace by alternating
groups, individual and game activities. So. that I need to
be more attentive to the biological rhythm of the students,
to their attention to be able to accelerate the pace. And no
more alternating between group and individual moments.
Pauline: You tried to do that a little bit.
Student 11: Yes, at the end, I didn’t dare do it anymore,
but at first, I always wanted to stick to my schedule. And
especially during the last week, I tested the closing activities
a lot. The calming and relaxing activities helped a lot
because I had an active class.
Pauline: So, pick up the pace, because if I hear, well it was
still evolving when you tested things. Okay! Okay!
Student 11: Yes, and become more spontaneous in the
rhythm. (Meeting 11)

The certification part of the meeting was part of a cognitivist
perspective. Feedback from supervisors could then essentially
be considered as corrective. This was indeed the case when
the supervisors, together with the student, had evaluated each
component of the institutional grid and formulated task-oriented
feedback, as shown in the following extract:

Delphine: The written language: 3.
Doriane: I had put 2.
Student 8: I had put 3, it doesn’t seem to me that I
made any mistakes.
Delphine and Doriane: Let’s put 3! (Meeting 8).
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The same applied to the construction of the final evaluation
judgment, which gives the student teacher an overall assessment
for the entire internship:

Didier: So, what this gives us in terms of evaluation. I was
at a B. I say “me,” excuse me, because I’m starting a little
selfishly. The visiting supervisor was at a real B, too. Your
cooperating teacher was clearly at a B. And you, were you?
Student 1: At a B.
[. . .]
Didier: Perfect with all this, it’s a level B. It’s a great success!
(Meeting 1)

In light of the extracts presented, a nuance regarding the
student’s role can be added to the definition of this cognitivist
perspective (Evans, 2013). Indeed, the student teacher’s role
was not passive, and the student teacher played a role in the
construction of evaluative judgments. As mentioned above, the
student’s involvement varied according to the dynamics initiated
within each triad.

With Regard to the Third Research Question
The results showed that the feedback produced during the
certification part of the meeting was task-oriented and was part of
a cognitivist perspective. However, in the regulative and formative
part of the meeting, the feedback produced was oriented toward the
process and self-regulation of the student teacher as part of a more
socio-constructivist perspective.

DISCUSSION

As a reminder, the objectives of this study were threefold:
first, to examine how co-assessment meetings are conducted;
second, to identify the different levels of feedback given by
supervisors during co-assessment meetings; and third, to address
the perspective adopted by this feedback. Three aspects emerged
from the results. These relate to the research questions.

First, Do the Perspectives Taken in the
Supervisor’s Feedback Influence the
Organization of the Co-assessment
Meetings?
All evaluation meetings analyzed comprised two parts. These
two distinct parts in all of the analyzed evaluation interviews
can be compared to the idea of formative and certificatory
meetings (Balslev et al., 2017). Thus, within the same meeting,
the supervisor takes two roles, depending on the two phases
of the meeting. In the first part, the student teacher takes an
active role in highlighting his or her strengths and difficulties. We
think this is important. Indeed, in a perspective of maintaining
a partnership relationship (Maes et al., 2018, Jorro and Van
Nieuwenhoven, 2019), it seems important that all of the actors
involved can express themselves. Moreover, giving the floor
first to the student teacher places them as a priority in their
training. It also shows on the part of the supervisors that they
are interested in the student teacher’s opinion, and want to try
to understand the student teacher’s point of view (Spallanzani

et al., 2017), from a non-deficit perspective (Malo, 2019). Then
the supervisors provide students with comments and suggestions
that allow them to self-regulate and acquire new knowledge.
In the second part, the competencies in the grid are reviewed.
On average, the second part takes 2/3 of the meeting. The
fact that they all use these criteria is, in our view, a great
advantage. Indeed, criterion-referenced grids have the advantage
of giving evaluators an analytical evaluation system in which
each component is evaluated individually and similarly for each
individual (Berthiaume et al., 2011). These criteria, as they
are reviewed one after the other, provide explicit and specific
feedback to students (Balan and Jönsson, 2018).

Moreover, the results highlighted that, despite the dominant
certification perspective pursued in the co-assessment meeting
within this training institute, a place was left for dialogue
between the student teacher and his supervisors (Dochy et al.,
1999; Deeley, 2014). And this was evident in both parts of the
meeting. The student teacher could thus compare their self-
assessment with the assessments of these different supervisors
(assigned and visiting supervisors). These elements therefore
strongly corroborate the use of the concept of co-assessment to
characterize these meetings (Deeley, 2014).

Second, Are Supervisors’ Feedback
Levels Influenced by the Primary Aim of
the Co-assessment Meetings?
Supervisors used more task-oriented feedback than any other
level of feedback (Hattie and Timperley, 2007). This can be
explained by the certification objective of the co-assessment
meeting. Indeed, the primary objective of this meeting is
to determine, as an assessment, a final evaluative judgment
certifying the student’s performance during the entire internship.
However, it is interesting to observe that we identified as co-
occurring within the same meeting feedback that was part
of a cognitivist perspective aiming at correcting and other
feedback that was part of a socio-constructivist perspective
aiming at facilitating the student’s understanding. Thus, the two
perspectives are not exclusive; on the contrary, they are mutually
reinforcing (Evans, 2013). In another study (Maes et al., 2020),
the co-assessment meetings at the end of the first internship were
analyzed from a formative perspective. Here, process-oriented
feedback and self-regulatory feedback made up the majority of
the comments, with task feedback relegated to the very end
of the meeting when supervisors had to make an assessment
(without the certification function in this context). The purpose
of the meeting would therefore influence the level of feedback
mobilized. However, even in the context of certification, it is
important not to forget that the student teacher is still in training.
Indeed, we have shown that process-oriented and self-regulatory
feedback are also important.

When this happens, as we have shown, process-oriented
feedback allows, on the one hand, the identification of winning
strategies and, on the other hand, proposal of alternative
strategies when the student teacher is in difficulty. This feedback
is thus part of a socio-constructivist perspective aiming at
facilitating the student’s understanding of their practice. Thus,
in the context of teacher training, this type of feedback seems
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FIGURE 2 | Evaluative judgment construction (according to Hattie and Timperley, 2007; Mottier Lopez and Allal, 2008; Tourmen, 2009).

essential, because it highlights suggestions, alternative proposals,
and even, if the situation is difficult, prescriptions (Rodet, 2000).

In this context of initial training, the supervisor’s self-
regulation feedback is important. Indeed, this feedback allows the
student teacher to identify their own strengths and difficulties
in a self-regulatory perspective. It also aims to facilitate the
student’s understanding of his practice. It reinforces the socio-
constructivist perspective by giving the student teacher a central
place in the analysis of their practice.

With respect to feedback about the student’s person, the
results are consistent with Hattie’s (2011) comments (2011). Such
comments were largely in the minority and initiated with a
view to encouragement and congratulations. They supported the
supervisors’ comments while not replacing the other three levels.

Third, What Perspective Was Adopted in
the Feedback Levels Supervisors Used?
Feedback, in the form of partial judgments (Tourmen, 2009),
sheds light on each of the components of the institutional
evaluation grid and thus contributes to the construction of the
final evaluation judgment (Maes et al., 2020).

The figure below presents a model of the construction of
supervisor evaluative judgment in a context of co-assessment of
the internship for certifying purposes (Figure 2).

Finally, cognitivist and socio-constructivist (Evans, 2013)
perspectives coexisted in the 14 meetings analyzed. This is
not problematic since, according to Evans (2013), they are not
mutually exclusive. On the contrary, they should be seen as
mutually reinforcing in the service of meeting the student’s
needs. As presented in the context of the study, the institutional
guidelines provide for an active role for the student teacher by
asking them, on the one hand, to explore, clarify or explain
their vision of the internship and, on the other hand, to develop
their reflexivity during the meeting. This can be seen in the
presentation of our results. Indeed, in the meetings studied, the
students did not play a passive role, even if the degree of their
involvement differed according to the dynamics initiated by the
two supervisors.

Limits and Implications
This study has certain limitations. The specific context is an
important one. Indeed, these are 14 co-assessment meetings

conducted by 14 supervisors from the same training institute
in French-speaking Belgium. It would be of interest to further
investigate this question of the nature and content of feedback
when co-evaluating pre-service teacher training internships in a
broader context, at an international level. Another limitation is
the focus on the co-assessment meeting. Indeed, this practice is
not widespread in all training institutes; it would be interesting to
look at other evaluation mechanisms as well.

Several practical implications emerge from our study. First,
it seems wise to provide feedback training for practicum
supervisors. Introducing them to the different types of feedback
and their effects on students’ teaching practices seems an
interesting suggestion. Second, based on the prerequisite that
supervisors do not have many opportunities to talk about their
jobs, it seems appropriate to allow them to compare how they
manage the assessment meetings. For that, meetings such as those
transcribed could be used as a basis for discussion. Ultimately,
the challenge is to enable supervisors to improve their feedback
practices. This appears to be an appropriate way for student
teachers to become more effective.

CONCLUSION

This research qualitatively studied the levels of feedback given
by university supervisors to student teachers during their 14 co-
assessment meetings, the final step in the internship supervision
process, in Belgium. Therefore, this study contributes to the
literature on feedback in the context of experiential learning. The
findings showed the influence of the certification purpose on the
levels of feedback provided in the assessment meetings. When
referring to the outcomes, the feedback is informative and task-
oriented, while it is process-oriented and self-regulatory during
the formative part of the meetings.

To conclude, the key message of this article is that supervisors
use different levels of feedback in a teaching placement co-
assessment meeting. The feedback thus formulated can be part
of a cognitive or socio-constructivist perspective, depending
on the objective pursued. The two perspectives then reinforce
each other. This is strengthened by the primary objective
of a co-assessment meeting, which is to allow a shared and
joint evaluation in which the student teacher must have an
active place. It is therefore important for the supervisor not
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to omit the formative dimension and to formulate feedback
that aims at process and self-regulation. These will support the
student teacher in his or her process of understanding and
regulation. This is not possible with task-oriented feedback,
which, according to Hattie and Timperley (2007), produces more
surface knowledge.
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