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ABSTRACT Based on theoretical overviews covering feedback and partners in teaching practice, this paper
reports on a cohort of South African third year B.Ed. student teachers’ impressions of feedback during a specific
period of teaching practice by means of a quantitative study.  By focusing on feedback on lesson presentations, 82
randomly sampled student teachers shared their impressions of feedback provided by supervisor teachers and
university lecturers.  Although the findings suggest that student teachers experience feedback of university lecturers
as of higher quality than feedback provided by supervisor teachers, much must still be done to improve feedback
practices during teaching practice periods.

INTRODUCTION

Teaching practice is one of the most promi-
nent and internationally recognised pedagogies
in teacher education (cf. Marais and Meier 2004;
Myles et al. 2006; White 2009; Copland 2010;
Hennissen et al. 2011).  Exemplifying professional
learning, which “cannot be learned out of con-
text and later applied in classrooms” (Eick et al.
2003: 75), teaching practice allows student teach-
ers “to develop their self-confidence in a safe
environment and build up their skills and their
understanding of the complexities of teaching
and learning” (Moody 2009: 169).  Caires and
Almeida (2005: 111) contend that teaching prac-
tice exposes students to “pedagogical experi-
ences such as planning, teaching and assess-
ment, the manipulation of a large amount of
teaching tools, the resolution of real problems,
and the reflection on the political, social and
ethical aspects of teaching”.  Williams et al. (2008:
309) conclude that teaching practice affords stu-
dent teachers the opportunity to “move from
the theories learned in their education courses
to obtaining the many skills necessary in the
actual teaching environment”.  Teaching prac-
tice is thus established to assist prospective
teachers in making the transition from student
to teacher.

A variety of synonymous terms are used in
the literature to describe the phenomenon of
teaching practice.  Among others, these include
teaching practicum (Myles et al. 2006; Copland

2010),  supervised field experience (Goodnough
et al. 2009), practicum (White 2007; Moody 2009)
and teacher education practicum (Brown and
Danaher 2008).  Within the South African con-
text the preferred terms appear to be teaching
practice (Department of Education 2000), or
more recently, supervised and assessed teach-
ing practice or school-based work integrated
learning (Department of Higher Education and
Training 2011).  Despite the variations in termi-
nology, teaching practice, as it is referred to in
this paper, provides for experience-based learn-
ing (Dewey 1938), social cognitive learning (Vy-
gotsky 1978) and situated learning (Lave and
Wenger 1991).  Put differently, teaching practice
facilitates the development of professional
knowledge and practice of prospective teachers
within an authentic school environment.

Since learning to teach is a complex, interac-
tive and dynamic process which is determined
by the interplay of personal and situational fac-
tors (Borko and Mayfield 1995: 501; Caires and
Almeida 2005: 112), prospective teachers in
South Africa, as probably elsewhere, have to
successfully complete a prescribed teaching
practice period in order to become qualified teach-
ers.  This suggests that prospective teachers
need to be assessed during teaching practice
periods to determine their levels of success in
teaching.  Lee (2007) maintains that assessment
of student performance during teaching prac-
tice can be both summative and formative.  In
this regard, it is worth mentioning that whether
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assessment is done to report on the results of a
student’s performance (summative purpose) or
to enhance a student’s performance (formative
purpose),  both assessment purposes are intend-
ed to inform students about the level of success
of their performance. This line of reasoning is
underscored by Maclellan (2004: 312) who ar-
gues that since the learner is the principal bene-
ficiary of assessment, assessment primarily has
a formative function.  In addition, Clark and Rust
(2006: 74) state that all assessments should pro-
vide potential learning opportunities. Yet, as-
sessment (Fairbanks et al. 2000; Beck and Kos-
nik 2002; Moody 2009) and feedback as its con-
comitant feature (Higgins et al. 2001; Hounsell
et al. 2008), remain contentious components of
teaching practice.

Considering feedback in particular, evidence
from the literature discloses its paramount im-
portance in prospective teachers’ performance
and development (cf. Shantz and Ward 2000;
Tang and Chow 2007; Brandt 2008).  However,
the literature also reveals some deficiencies re-
garding feedback.  These include that students
rarely find feedback to be routinely helpful (Ma-
clellan 2001); that feedback often lacks clarity
(Va´squez 2004) and that it does not allow for
sufficient interaction (Hyland and Lo 2006).  The
list of limitations continues when it is indicated
that feedback is experienced by many students
as too impersonal (Higgins et al. 2002) and that
it is sometimes difficult to make connections
between feedback, performance, the expected
performance and how to monitor and improve
future performances (Weaver 2006).  Wilson and
Scalise (2006: 636) endorse the aforementioned
by stating that detailed feedback is not often
provided.  Adding to the list of shortcomings,
Carless et al. (2011: 395) conclude that a great
number of feedback practices are not fit for pur-
pose.  On the other side of the spectrum Ors-
mond et al. (2005) report that the quantity of
feedback is sometimes considered as over-
whelming by students, while Pellegrino et al.
(2001) state that feedback is often not provided
timely.

In addition to the aforementioned feedback
challenges, Ganser (1996) and  McIntyre et al.
(1996) claim that a lack of clearly defining roles
and responsibilities together with different def-
initions and philosophical perspectives of su-
pervising teachers and university lecturers also

impact on the provision of feedback to student
teachers during teaching practice.

Aim of the Study

Implied in the concluding remarks mentioned
above, differing perspectives of supervising
teachers and university lecturers, may shape the
inspiration student teachers get from feedback,
how they perceive feedback processes and pro-
cedures as well as their reflexive awareness in
terms of their own teaching.  The central aim of
this paper is to report on a cohort of third year
South African B.Ed. students’ views on the
aforesaid aspects with specific reference to feed-
back received from supervising teachers and
university lecturers respectively, on their les-
son presentations during a particular teaching
practice period. Secondary to this aim, is to pro-
vide a condensed theoretical account of feed-
back and to highlight some insights from the
literature about partners in teaching practice.

In correspondence with the stated aims, this
paper will unfold into a literature and an empiri-
cal section.

Feedback:  A Clarifying Synopsis
from the Literature

Defining Feedback

The literature is replete with attempts to de-
fine feedback.  Some of these include the view
of Wiggens (1998: 182) who states that feed-
back is “information that provides the performer
with direct, useable insights into current perfor-
mance, based on tangible differences between
current performance and hoped for perfor-
mance”.  Taras (2005: 470) quotes Ramaprasad
(1983) who contends that feedback is “informa-
tion about the gap between the actual level and
the reference level of a system parameter which
is used to alter the gap in some way”.  In turn,
Hattie and Timperley (2007: 102) suggest that
feedback is “information … that seeks to pro-
vide knowledge and skills or to develop particu-
lar attitudes”. Higgens et al. (2001: 221) call spe-
cific attention to the fact that feedback is a so-
cial process “in which elements, such as dis-
course, power and emotion, impact on how mes-
sages can be interpreted”.  Also highlighting its
discursive element, Askew and Lodge (2000: 1)
argue that “all dialogue to support learning in
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both formal and informal situations” can be con-
sidered as feedback.

Congruent with the aforementioned, Clynes
and Raftery (2008: 405/406) believe that many
definitions of feedback share the following com-
mon characteristics:

it is an interactive process,
it aims at providing learners with some un-
derstanding and insight into their perfor-
mance,
depending on its purpose, feedback could
be provided in formal and informal ways,
feedback should be timely,
feedback includes opinion and judgement,
feedback is analytical and interpretative in
nature,
it explores options for improvement,
feedback allows for reflection by both the
provider and receiver, and
it is often broadly categorized as positive or
negative.
Inferred from the above, feedback aims to

facilitate improvement by assisting learners to-
wards a pre-determined goal.  Viewed in this way,
the correspondence between feedback and Vy-
gotsky’s (1978) belief that social experiences and
interaction promote cognitive development is
evident.  Moreover, Vygotsky’s notion of the
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) is percep-
tible when engaging with feedback, given that
the ZPD is described as “closing the distance
between the actual developmental level ... and
the level of potential development ... under guid-
ance or in collaboration with [someone]” (Vy-
gotsky 1978: 86).

The Value of Feedback

Deduced from the aforementioned explana-
tions of feedback, Gallavan and Kottler (2009:
157) declare that feedback is essential for growth
and change.  Corroborating this viewpoint, Kil-
bourn et al. (2005) state that substantiated feed-
back could assist students to grow the ability to
monitor their own pedagogical practice. Accord-
ing to White (2007: 300), constructive feedback
is one of themost powerful influences on stu-
dent achievement because it celebrates students’
successes, helps keep them motivated and in-
creases their confidence.  Moreover, it highlights
for students the aspects that are important to
focus on and directs their learning towards the
next steps.  Quinton and Smallbone (2010: 125)

remark that feedback offers students an experi-
ential base for reflection. This perspective is
encouraged by Sadler (1989) who portrays the
prime purpose of feedback as enabling students
to become proficient self-assessors.  In addi-
tion, Higgens et al. (2002) believe that feedback
also provokes deeper learning.  Quoting Houn-
sell (2003), Carless (2006: 219) maintains that feed-
back “plays a decisive role in learning and de-
velopment, within and beyond formal educational
settings.  We learn faster, and much more effec-
tively, when we have a clear sense of how well
we are doing and what we might need to do in
order to improve”.  Taras (2003: 550) affirms the
usefulness of feedback as an educational de-
vice when stating that “there is a plethora of
literature on feedback which emphasizes its cen-
trality in student learning”.

Based on a comprehensive synthesis of feed-
back literature, Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006:
205) propose the following seven principles of
good quality feedback that articulates and sum-
marises the value of feedback:

it clarifies what good performance is,
it facilitates the development of self-assess-
ment (reflection),
it delivers high quality information to stu-
dents about their learning,
it encourages dialogue around learning,
it encourages positive motivational beliefs
and self-esteem,
it provides opportunities to close the gap
between current and desired performance,
and
it provides information to shape teaching.

Derived from the discussion thus far, the
potential of feedback to stimulate learning dur-
ing assessment is undoubtedly demonstrated
and affirmed.

Remarks from theLiterature about
Teaching Practice Partners

In addition to structural partnerships in
teaching practice, which is composed of struc-
tures such as the school, the university and even
the department of education, personal partner-
ships in teaching practice is mainly character-
ised by a triad which consists of a student teach-
er, a supervisor teacher and a university lecturer
(Slick 1997).  This prompts Brown and Danaher
(2008: 147) to assert that teaching practice “de-
pends for its efficacy and utility on close and
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authentic collaboration among multiple stake-
holders”.  Although this statement is under-
scored by Borthwick et al. (2003) and Vickers et
al. (2004), Zeichner (2010) draws attention to the
fact that challenges of bridging the boundaries
between different stakeholders to support be-
ginner teachers’ development remains problem-
atic. Relationships among stakeholders, wheth-
er structural or personal in nature, are therefore
complex and contested. Among others,
Brookhart and Loadman (1992) identified three
potential problem spheres eliciting tensions be-
tween university-school partnerships:  the the-
oretical focus of universities versus the practi-
cal concerns of schools,  issues of time and pow-
er, and differences in the ways in which school-
based educators and university-based educa-
tors are rewarded for their work.  Tillema (2009:
155) explains the sophisticated personal relations
when indicating that student performance dur-
ing teaching practice is perceived differently by
supervisor teachers, university lecturers and
students.  Supervisor teachers, it is said, are more
concerned with how students’ classroom per-
formance will benefit the learners, while univer-
sity lecturers usually view student performance
during teaching practice in relation to expected
programme standards.  Student teachers on the
other hand, are just concerned with coping with
the direct demands of teaching a class.  Cardini
(2006: 398) furthermore observes that personal
partnerships are often “asymmetrical and un-
balanced” relationships. To illuminate this in
terms of teaching practice, McIntyre et al. (1996)
together with John (2001) and Haigh and Ward
(2004) suggest that since teaching practice is
school based, supervisor teachers have a great-
er influence on the behaviour and attitudes of
student teachers than university lecturers.  Slick
(1998) even refers to university lecturers as “dis-
enfranchised outsiders” in the triadic partner-
ship.  In terms of assessment during teaching
practice, Stones (1984), McIntyre et al. (1996)
and Moody (2009) reveal inconsistencies be-
tween the assessment of supervisor teachers
and university lecturers due to different mean-
ings and viewpoints of what constitutes “good
teaching”. Viewed from another angle, Holland
(2005) and Copland (2010) attribute conflicting
assessment practices during teaching practice
to the fact that the role of supervisory teachers
is often associated with development while the
role of university lecturers is frequently cou-

pled with assessment. Understood in this way,
development implies a higher incidence of sup-
port, guidance and “scaffolding”, signifying that
assessment is formatively inclined, while assess-
ment projects a more summative purpose.  The
dilemma of assessment of student teachers by
university lecturers during teaching practice gets
another slant when Yusko and Feiman-Nemser
(2008) accentuate the inherent conflict between
evaluative and educative aspects of supervision.

Based on the above remarks, disparities and
tensions between teaching practice partners are
self-evident.  Be that as it may, support and ad-
vice offered to student teachers in terms of learn-
ing to teach remains imperative for their person-
al development and for improving practice in
general.  This set of realities necessitates a deep-
er look into the views of student teachers con-
cerning the feedback they receive from supervi-
sor teachers and university lecturers during
teaching practice.

Empirical Study

Context

The main aim of this paper centres on a co-
hort of third year South African B.Ed. students’
views on feedback on their lesson presentations
during a particular teaching practice period.
Hence, the researcher embarked on an empirical
study to gather first-hand opinions from stu-
dents to reveal their views.  Keeping in mind
that the research was not essentially intended
to sanction the generalizability of the research
results, third year students enrolled for the four
year B.Ed. degree at one South African residen-
tial university participated in the research.  The
third year group was purposively selected based
on the assumption that since this was the first
time these students presented lessons to be for-
mally assessed during a teaching practice ses-
sion, their views regarding feedback will be free
from any preconceived ideas that could affect
the reliability of their responses.  To further
strengthen the rationale behind the method of
selection, was the fact that the assessed les-
sons were supposed to be commented on by
supervisor teachers as well as by university lec-
turers.  According to McMillan and Schumach-
er (2006: 320), the purposive sampling strategy
in this research can be identified as typical case
sampling since it was argued that these students’
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teaching practice experiences are representative
of the mainstream South African third year stu-
dent teacher.  Eighty-two (or 62%) of a cohort of
132 third year students were randomly selected
to complete the questionnaire.  Of the 82 partic-
ipating students, 21 chose to do their teaching
practice at Township schools which are public
schools situated in townships or urban areas,
mainly occupied by Black South African resi-
dents.  The remaining 61 students opted for ex-
Model C schools, which are public schools situ-
ated in urban areas where the majority of resi-
dents are White.  Consequently, the sample al-
lowed for diverse South African school types,
each representing a unique entity because of its
particular milieu and ethos.

METHODS

Grounded in the quantitative approach, a
survey research design (Leedy and Ormrod
2005: 183; McMillan and Schumacher 2006: 233)
was adopted to address the primary aim of the
study. To gather survey data a close-ended
questionnaire was developed which was admin-
istered by the researcher after the students’ re-
turn from a teaching practice period of three con-
secutive weeks.  Other than a section on stu-
dents’ biographic information, the questionnaire
consisted of 30 statements that centred on three
themes:  the inspiration students get from feed-
back, how students perceive feedback process-
es and procedures, and students’ reflexive aware-
ness in terms of feedback received on their teach-
ing.  The three themes consisted of six, nineteen
and five statements respectively.  Students were
required to respond to each statement, which
related to supervisor teachers and university lec-
turers, on a four-point Likert scale ranging from
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. In-
formed by the literature study, discussions with
and verifications from one knowledgeable col-
league on the topics of assessment, feedback
and teaching practice; as well as by the research-
er’s own knowledge and experiences in the same
fields, content and face validity of the question-
naire items were ascertained.  In terms of con-
tent validity (Leedy and Ormrod 2005: 92;
Delportand Roestenburg 2012: 173/174), the
questionnaire included adequate and represen-
tative items related to feedback during teaching
practice.  The questionnaire also conformed to
face validity (Leedy and Ormrod 2005: 92; Delport

and Roestenburg 2012: 173), since all the items
were carefully structured to focus on feedback
during teaching practice.  To further strengthen
the validity of the questionnaire, three students
of the cohort who were not included in the sam-
ple, were asked to complete the questionnaire.
This pilot group of students was also required
to indicate as to whether the respective items
were easily comprehensible. As no apparent
problems were experienced or reported, the ques-
tionnaire was used as intended.

OBSERVATIONS  AND  DISCUSSION

Data Analysis and Interpretation

Data obtained from the questionnaires were
analysed by applying inferential statistics in the
form of a t-test and the Pearson correlation coef-
ficient (p< .005) to report significant differences
between two means.  As was mentioned earlier,
the research was not essentially intended to
generalize the findings.  However, the research-
er was mindful that although the sample was
confined to a cohort of third year students from
one university, the obtained results could pos-
sibly be inferred to a larger population by apply-
ing inferential statistics (Leedy and Ormrod 2005:
267; Plano Clark and Creswell 2010: 217).

In terms of analysing the data to attain the
aim of the study, the researcher was particularly
interested to illuminate the following questions:

Which themes and statements project sig-
nificant differences when comparing teach-
er and lecturer feedback for the entire sam-
pled group?
Which themes and statements project sig-
nificant differences when comparing teach-
er and lecturer feedback in Township
schools?
Which themes and statements project sig-
nificant differences when comparing teach-
er and lecturer feedback in ex-Model C
schools?
Which themes and statements project sig-
nificant differences when comparing teach-
er feedback in Township schools to teach-
er feedback in ex-Model C schools?
Which themes and statements project sig-
nificant differences when comparing lec-
turer feedback in Township schools to lec-
turer feedback in ex-Model C schools?
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In attempting to resolve the above questions,
the data revealed the ensuing findings. On the
question: Which themes and statements project
significant differences when comparing teach-
er and lecturer feedback for the whole sampled
group? nine statements within two of the three
particular themes appeared to be noteworthy.
These are reflected in Table 1.

When considering teacher feedback in com-
parison with lecturer feedback in terms of the
nine statements shown in Table 1, data obtained
from the total group of 82 respondents (irrespec-
tive of whether teaching practice was done at a
Township or ex-Model C school), reflect the sig-
nificant differences as indicated in Table 2.

Concerning feedback processes and proce-
dures, the sampled students were of the opinion
that teachers, by and large, do not provide feed-

back immediately after their lesson presentations
(S10) while lecturers are more inclined to pro-
vide feedback in written as well as verbal format
(S14).  The data revealed that lecturers have the
tendency to compare individual student’s les-
son presentations with those of their peers (S15).
The students also experienced lecturers’ feed-
back as more specific in comparison with the
feedback provided by teachers (S16).  In addi-
tion, the students observed that teachers are
less concerned than lecturers to point out how
their lesson presentations impact on learners’
learning (S25).

With regard to feedback that stimulated re-
flection, the students’ responses revealed that
teachers’ feedback did not increase their aware-
ness of the information as indicated on the les-
son plan, whereas feedback received from lec-

Table 1:  Statements within themes projecting significant differences when comparing teacher and
lecturer feedback for the whole group

Theme Statement

Feedback Processes
and Procedures 10. The feedback on my lessons followed immediately after they were presented

14. The feedback on my lesson presentations was presented in both written and verbal
  formats

15. The feedback on my lessons compared my presentations with those of other students
16. The feedback on my lesson presentations lacked specificity
25. The feedback on my lesson presentations provided causal explanations of how my

  teaching impacts on learners’ learning
Reflection on Feedback 27. The feedback on my lesson presentations increased my awareness of the information

spelled out on the lesson plan
28. The feedback on my lesson presentations created opportunities for personal

  reflection to inform and improve my future lesson presentations
29. The feedback on my lesson presentations improved my understanding of the

  importance of self-assessment
30. The feedback on my lesson presentations was related to the assessment criteria as

  specified on the assessment form

Table 2: Significant differences when comparing teacher feedback with lecturer feedback for the
whole group

Theme Statement

Feedback Inspiration 6. The feedback on my lesson presentations motivated me to become a model teacher
Feedback Processes
and Procedures 7. The feedback on my lesson presentations was done in a hurried and unconsidered

  manner
16. The feedback on my lesson presentations lacked specificity
18. The feedback on my lesson presentations was difficult to process and interpret for

  future presentations
Reflection on Feedback 27. The feedback on my lesson presentations increased my awareness of the information

  spelled out on the lesson plan
29. The feedback on my lesson presentations improved my understanding of the

  importance of self-assessment
30. The feedback on my lesson presentations was related to the assessment criteria as

  specified on the assessment form
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turers contributed positively in creating such
awareness (S27).  Compared with teachers’ feed-
back, the students generally perceived feedback
from lecturers as consequential for their person-
al reflection to inform and improve on their fu-
ture lesson presentations (S28) as well as con-
tributory towards their understanding of the
importance of self-assessment (S29).  Further-
more, in contrast with teachers’ feedback, the
sampled students alleged that lecturers’ feed-
back was related to the assessment criteria as
specified on the assessment form (S30).

It can therefore be inferred that the cohort of
students experienced lecturers’ feedback, in com-
parison with feedback received from teachers,
as being presented in multiple forms, immediate,
specific in nature, conceivably oriented towards
norm-referenced evaluation, and creating aware-
ness for reflection.  This confirms lecturers’ con-
cern with students’ performance in relation to
programme standards (cf. Tillema 2009).  How-
ever, in contrast with findings cited from the lit-
erature (cf. Tillema 2009), the students also held
the opinion that lecturers care about the impact
of their (students’) teaching on learners.  Emerg-
ing from the aforementioned, it can be assumed
that in general, the sampled student teachers

were more satisfied with the feedback provid-
ed by lecturers than the feedback provided by
teachers.

Since the sampled students completed their
teaching practice in two different contexts, (for
example, Township schools and ex-Model C
schools, the researcher was also interested to
know how the students perceived feedback from
supervising teachers and university lecturers in
these distinctive school environments.  Hence,
the second question was concerned with: Which
themes and statements project significant dif-
ferences when comparing teacher and lecturer
feedback in Township schools?  In this regard,
seven statements covering all three themes were
noted (See Table 3).

From the responses of the 21 students who
were doing their teaching practice at Township
schools, significant differences between teach-
er feedback and lecturer feedback were calculat-
ed as reflected in Table 4.

In terms of the theme: inspiration that re-
sulted from feedback, the respondents deemed
Township teachers’ feedback as less motivating
than that of their lecturers to become model
teachers (S6).  Responses covering the theme
feedback processes and procedures revealed

Table 3: Statements within themes projecting significant differences when comparing teacher and
lecturer feedback in Township schools

Statement   Mean    Mean      SD      SD  T-value P-value
teachers  lecturers  teachers  lecturers P < .005

S6 1.84 1.32 1.015 .478 2.379 .029
S7 2.85 3.45 .988 .826 -2.349 .030
S16 2.90 3.50 .968 .607 -2.854 .010
S18 3.20 3.75 .894 .444 -2.773 .012
S27 2.10 1.60 .788 .754 2.127 .047
S29 1.95 1.60 .826 .598 2.666 .015
S30 2.10 1.55 1.021 .759 2.773 .012

Table 4:  Significant differences when comparing teacher feedback to lecturer feedback in Township
schools

Theme Statement

Feedback Processes 14. The feedback on my lesson presentations was presented in both written and verbal
and Procedures  formats

15. The feedback on my lessons compared my presentations with those of other students
25. The feedback on my lesson presentations provided causal explanations of how my

  teaching impacts on learners’ learning
Reflection on 27. The feedback on my lesson presentations increased my awareness of the information
Feedback   spelled out on the lesson plan

28. The feedback on my lesson presentations created opportunities for personal
  reflection to inform and improve my future lesson presentations
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that students concluded that Township teach-
ers, as opposed to lecturers, provided feedback
on their lesson presentations in a hurried and
unconsidered manner (S7) and, furthermore, that
the teachers’ feedback lacked specificity (S16).
Moreover, students who did their teaching prac-
tice at Township schools regarded teachers’ feed-
back on their lesson presentations as more diffi-
cult to process and interpret than that of lectur-
ers (S18).  Addressing the theme of reflection
on feedback, students were of the opinion that
the feedback they received from Township teach-
ers did not increase their awareness of the infor-
mation spelled out on the lesson plan as much
as lecturers’ feedback (S27).  The students were
also of the opinion that Township teachers’ feed-
back was not very helpful towards their under-
standing of the importance of self-assessment
(S29).  Finally, it is realized from the responses of
students who were based at Township schools
for their teaching practice that teachers’ feed-
back was less related than the lecturers’ to the
assessment criteria specified on the assessment
form (S30).

It can thus be concluded that, with the ex-
ception of the statement related to the theme of
inspiration, the views of students who did their
teaching practice in Township schools show
congruence with the views of the whole sample.
In terms of the seven principles of good quality
feedback (cf. Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick 2006)
and the role of motivation in increasing stu-
dents’ confidence (cf. White 2007), this group of

students’ responses also highlighted the impor-
tance of feedback on their motivation and self-
esteem.

Based on the same rationale as the previous
question, Table 5 discloses five statements with-
in two particular themes to shed some light on
the question: Which themes and statements
project significant differences when comparing
teacher and lecturer feedback in ex-Model C
schools?

Table 6 reflects the significant differences
between teacher feedback and lecturer feedback
concerning the identified five statements as per-
ceived by the 61 students who attended an ex-
Model C school  for their teaching practice.

With regard to feedback processes and pro-
cedures students who did their teaching prac-
tice at ex-Model C schools reported that lectur-
ers’ feedback, in comparison with that of teach-
ers, were done in both written and verbal for-
mats (S14).  Students doing their teaching prac-
tice at these schools also believed that lecturers
are more inclined than teachers to mention com-
parisons between students’ lesson presenta-
tions in their feedback (S15).  From the respons-
es it is furthermore clear that ex-Model C teach-
ers are less likely than lecturers to indicate the
impact of students’ lesson presentations on
learners’ learning (S25).  On the theme of reflec-
tionon feedback the respondents give the im-
pression that the feedback of teachers at ex-
Model C schools did not increase their aware-
ness of the information stipulated on the lesson

Table 5: Themes and statements projecting significant differences when comparing teacher and lecturer
feedback in ex-Model C schools

Statement   Mean    Mean      SD      SD t-value P-value
teachers  lecturers  teachers  lecturers P < .005

14 1.86 1.55 .980 .807 2.178 .034
1 5 3.34 3.04 .900 1.111 2.814 .007
25 2.15 1.93 .848 .716 2.459 .017
27 2.09 1.82 .752 .669 2.269 .027
28 1.75 1.53 .726 .716 2.058 .044

Table 6:  Significant differences when comparing teacher feedback to lecturer feedback in ex-Model C
schools

Theme Statement

Feedback Processes and 7. The feedback on my lesson presentations was done in a hurried and
Procedures    unconsidered manner

9. The feedback on my lesson presentations was provided in a group
  situation where my own and other students’ lessons were discussed in
  a collective manner
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plan as much as lecturers’ feedback (S27), nor
did it create opportunities for personal reflec-
tion to inform and improve future lessons (S28).

The findings to this question show similari-
ties to the preceding two questions and based
on the information on feedback cited earlier in
this article, signals higher quality feedback of
university lecturers as compared with the feed-
back of supervisor teachers.  However, the incli-
nation of lecturers to compare students’ perfor-
mances is noteworthy. Despite the promotion of
concepts such as criterion-referencing (McMill-
an 2007: 360) and growth-referencing (Oosterh
of  2009: 16) in the literature, the tendency dis-
played by lecturers in this study reveals that
norm-referencing is still deeply rooted and well
and active in assessment practices.  In terms of
viewing student performance in relation with
expected programme standards (cf. Tillema 2009),
which suggests criterion-referencing, this group
of the sampled students experienced the oppo-
site from their university lecturers.  It can also
be deduced that summative assessment is in-
herent in the behaviour demonstrated by the
lecturers (cf. Holland 2005; Yusko and Feiman-
Nemser 2008; Copland 2010).

The inclusion of questions four and five
warrants some explanation.  Since the research-
er also wanted to approach the aim of the study
by using a different lens, a comparison was
drawn between the feedback of supervisor teach-
ers in Township schools and their counterparts

in ex-Model C schools.  Subsequently, the same
was done with university lecturers’ feedback in
the respective school environments.  To justify
this approach in the context of the study, it was
argued that school context can be regarded as a
possible factor when considering the quality of
the teaching practice triadic partnership and
consequently, the quality of feedback student
teachers receive during teaching practice.

Stated as the fourth question of interest was:
Which themes and statements project signifi-
cant differences when comparing teacher feed-
back in Township schools to teacher feedback
in ex-Model C schools?  By considering the
views of all sampled students who completed
their teaching practice in the different school
settings, the information shown in Table 7 at-
tracted attention.  The calculations of signifi-
cant differences for the two relevant statements
within the theme feedback processes and pro-
cedures which are applicable to this question
are highlighted in Table 8.

 When comparing the feedback processes
and procedures of respectively Township  and
ex-Model C teachers, the sampled students who
did their teaching practice in Township schools
expressed a stronger opinion than their coun-
terparts at ex-Model C schools that supervisory
teachers’ feedback on their lesson presentations
were done in hurried and unconsidered man-
ners (S7).  The same group of students also indi-
cated that teachers at Township schools have

Table 7:  Themes and statements projecting significant differences when comparing teacher feedback
in Township schools to teacher feedback in ex-Model C schools

Statement Mean T/S   Mean Ex-    SD T/S     SD Ex- T-value  P-value
teachers C teachers   teachers  C teachers  p < .005

7 2.76 3.39 1.044 .846 -2.730 .008
9 2.76 3.58 1.179 .658 -3.012 .006

Table 8: Comparing teacher feedback in Township schools (T/S) to teacher feedback in ex-Model C
schools (Ex-C)

Theme Statement

Feedback Inspiration 2. The feedback on my lesson presentation reflected sensitivity and
  compassion towards my personal well-being

Feedback Processes and Procedures 12. The feedback on my lesson presentations was mainly presented in
  written format

13. The feedback on my lesson presentations was mainly presented in
  verbal format

15. The feedback on my lessons compared my presentations with those of
  other students

20. The feedback on my lesson presentations was isolated from my other
  presentations and uniquely aimed at one specific lesson only
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the propensity to provide feedback in a group
situation where lessons of peers were discussed
collectively (S9).

The apparently rushed and impulsive man-
ner in which supervisor teachers at Township
schools provide feedback, confirms that stu-
dents may not find the feedback very helpful (cf.
Maclellan 2001), that feedback lacks clarity (cf.
Va’sques 2004) and that feedback is vague (cf.
Wilson and Scalise 2006). These teachers’ be-
haviour also disregards the developmental na-
ture of their involvement in prospective teach-
ers’ teaching practice (cf. Holland 2005; Cop-
land 2010).  The fact that feedback is provided in
groups rather than to individuals, endorses what
Higgins et al. (2002) say about the imperson-
al manner in which feedback is sometimes
provided.

The final question: Which themes and state-
ments project significant differences when com-
paring lecturer feedback in Township schools
to lecturer feedback in ex-Model C schools?  is
clarified in Tables 9 and 10.

With reference to feedback inspiration, stu-
dents at ex-Model C schools were more strong-
ly of the opinion that university lecturers’ feed-
back was sensitive and compassionate towards
their personal well-being than their peers at
Township schools (S2).

Responses to the four statements within the
theme: processes and procedures of feedback
reveal that a significant number of students at
Township schools believe that lecturers’ feed-
back is mainly presented in written format (S12)
and not in verbal format (S13), while the stu-
dents at ex-Model C schools apparently experi-
enced the opposite.  Students at ex-Model C
schools felt more strongly that lecturers’ feed-
back drew comparisons between their lesson
presentations and those of their peers (S15) than
students at Township schools.However, stu-
dents at ex-Model C schools were more con-
vinced than their peers at Township schools that
lecturers’ feedback was focused on a specific
lesson (S20).

It therefore appears as if the views of stu-
dents who completed their teaching practice in
ex-Model C schools differ from some of the views
originating from the literature and which were
mentioned earlier in this paper.  Since their expe-
riences of lecturers’ feedback point to sensitivi-
ty and compassion, it rejects the fact that feed-
back is sometimes experienced as impersonal (cf.
Higgins et al. 2002).  In contrast to what is men-
tioned in the literature, it also appears as if the
same students experienced feedback which
makes provision for sufficient interaction (cf.
Hyland and Lo 2006) as more verbal feedback

Table 9:  Themes and statements projecting significant differences when comparing lecturer feedback
in Township schools to lecturer feedback in ex-Model C schools

Statement Mean T/S   Mean Ex-    SD T/S     SD Ex-  t-value  P-value
teachers C teachers   teachers  C teachers  p < .005

2 2.16 1.66 .958 .815 2.196 .031
1 2 2.00 2.57 1.076 1.059 -2.062 .043
13 3.05 2.47 .911 .920 2.374 .020
1 5 3.70 3.04 .657 1.111 3.180 .002
2 0 2.60 2.00 1.046 .874 2.500 .015

Table 10:  Comparing lecturer feedback in Township schools (Lect. T/S) to lecturer feedback in ex-
Model C schools (Lect. Ex-C)

Theme Statement

Feedback 2. The feedback on my lesson presentation reflected sensitivity and
Inspiration   compassion towards my personal well-being.
Feedback 12. The feedback on my lesson presentations was mainly presented in
Processes and   written format
Procedures 13. The feedback on my lesson presentations was mainly presentedin

  verbal format.
15. The feedback on my lessons compared my presentations with those of

  other students
20. The feedback on my lesson presentations was isolated from my other

  presentatiosn and uniquely aimed at one specific lesson only.
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was provided.  Although lecturers’ use of norm-
referencing is confirmed, the students who vis-
ited ex-Model C schools felt that the lecturers’
feedback focused on a specific lesson.  This
experience suggests a connection between feed-
back, performance and expected performance and
feedback which is fit for purpose.  The students’
experiences are therefore in contrast with the
views expressed earlier by Weaver (2006) and
Carless et al. (2010).  However, in most cases the
experiences of students who did their teaching
practice in Township schools, ratify the litera-
ture findings regarding feedback deficiencies in
terms of the feedback received from university
lecturers.

CONCLUSION

In the final analysis, the generated data illu-
minated the following:

The majority of the sampled students’ opin-
ions regarding feedback received from their
university lecturers on their lesson presen-
tations during a particular teaching period,
revealed better quality feedback as com-
pared to feedback received from supervisor
teachers.  This is irrespective of the school
settings in which teaching practice was done.
Students who did their teaching practice in
ex-Model C schools reflected more positive
views on university lecturers’ feedback as
opposed to the views of their peers who did
their practical teaching in Township schools.
Views of students who attended Township
schools for their teaching practice, disclosed
that the quality of feedback provided by
supervisor teachers is lower compared to
the views expressed by their counterparts
who did teaching practice at ex-Model C
schools.
The following ensuing elements emerging from

the above findings are also worth mentioning.
Although university lecturers provided os-
tensibly better quality feedback, it does not
mean that their feedback is flawless.  The
fact that students who did their teaching
practice in Township schools experienced
lecturers’ feedback less positive than their
fellow students who did their teaching prac-
tice in ex-Model C schools is unsettling. This
could possibly suggest lecturer prejudice
against certain groups of students or the
schools in which they chose to do their

teaching practice. This finding thus sug-
gests that school context is a contributory
factor towards the quality of the teaching
practice triadic partnership.
Though feedback of university lecturers can
still be improved, the feedback provided by
supervisor teachers demonstrates much
more weaknesses.  These weaknesses could
impact negatively on students’ development
of their self-confidence, their exposure to
and understanding of pedagogical experi-
ences and their attainment of the necessary
skills to persevere in the actual teaching
environment.  The fact that the feedback of
supervisor teachers is experienced as less
favourable,  could suggest that they are not
exceptionally willing or sufficiently skilled
to act as supervisor teachers for student
teachers during teaching practice.
Based on the preceding information, it can

be concluded that the feedback skills of univer-
sity lecturers and supervisor teachers should
be improved.  Given the fact that teaching prac-
tice as inseparable component of teacher edu-
cation is universally valued, assessment of stu-
dent teachers’ teaching practice to stimulate
growth and development require much more at-
tention.  Implied in such a statement, the signif-
icance and covert consequences of feedback
should not be underestimated.
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