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Geography mentors’ written lesson observation feedback during
Initial Teacher Education
This paper explores geography mentors’ written lesson observation feedback by
analysing data from across a one-year Initial Teacher Education (ITE)
programme delivered through a university-school partnership in England, asking
two main questions: in what ways is geography / geographical knowledge
discussed in written lesson observation feedback given to beginning geography
teachers? In what ways does research feature in the written lesson observation
feedback given to beginning geography teachers? The paper offers one response
to calls from geography education researchers for greater attention to be given to
subject-specific issues in lesson feedback during ITE, and is also set within wider
discourses around research-engagement. The argument is made through empirical
evidence suggesting an absence of explicit engagement with research in written
lesson observation feedback, a position in principle for increasing the interactions
between research and practice in teacher education, and analysis of the specific
areas highlighted in the written lesson observation feedback. Suggestions are
made for improving the attention given to geography and research evidence in
lesson feedback, and to support these aims three possible priority areas for
geography education research are offered: progress; explanation; and
terminology.
Keywords: lesson observation; feedback; initial teacher education; researchengagement

Introduction
The practice of more experienced colleagues observing beginning teachers’ lessons is a
common feature of Initial Teacher Education (ITE) programmes internationally. To
varying degrees, school-based and university-based mentors give feedback, normally
through a verbal discussion and then a written account. Such observations are used
formatively to improve beginning teachers’ practice, and as part of summative
judgements on their practice. At one point, in England, these judgements were in effect

reduced to a single number in the cases where Ofsted (Office for Standards in
Education, Children’s Services and Skills) grades running from one (‘outstanding’)
through to four (‘inadequate’) were attached to a lesson. As the wider Assessment for
Learning literature has long argued, expressing a judgement through a grade like this
has the potential to minimise or completely nullify the substantive content of any
formative feedback accompanying this number. Such judgements are unreliable
(Gargani & Strong, 2014; Strong, Gargani, & Hacifazliog, 2011) and, as has long been
argued in the wider Assessment for Learning literature, counterproductive against the
more important aim of improving practice (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Butler, 1988): there
can easily be conflicts between measurement and educational objectives (Baird,
Andrich, Hopfenbeck, & Stobart, 2017). Feedback aimed at improving practice is
argued to be an important aspect of education more broadly (Hattie & Clarke, 2019;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008); and within teacher education, educative rather
than evaluative feedback has been shown to be developmental (Blanton, Berenson &
Norwood, 2001). However, critical questions have been raised in geography education
about aspects that seem to receive insufficient attention during lesson feedback. In
particular, ‘the geography’, the ‘material content’ and ‘geographical knowledge’ – used
synonymously – have been argued to be absent or marginalised in post-lesson
discussions during ITE (Brooks, 2006; Firth, 2011; Morgan & Lambert, 2011; Roberts,
2010).

There is strong agreement over the importance and influence of feedback from
mentors (Crasborn, Hennissen, Brouwer, Korthagen & Bergen, 2011; Feiman-Nemser,
1998; Hudson, 2012, 2016; Marion Jones & Straker, 2006), and on the importance of
noticing subject-specific incidents (Scholten, Höttecke & Sprenger, 2020). However,
research on lesson observation feedback has focused on the verbal discussions and so

we know little about written feedback. For example, Rawding and Tapsfield (2017)
assert its importance in these terms: ‘personalised written feedback is useful because it
can be reflected on and referred to later by both parties. It is also very important in ITE
because it provides evidence of a trainee teacher’s progress and indicates future targets’
(p.314). In the current paper we extend Rawding and Tapsfield’s argument to suggest
that written lesson observation feedback is also important because of the opportunity it
offers to create rich, research-engaged dialogues between school and university
colleagues that contribute to the construction of teaching not just as technical activity or
a craft, but as an intellectual professional endeavour (Winch, Oancea & Orchard, 2015).
The current paper draws on a larger study of written lesson observation feedback
exploring the ways in which, across a number of secondary school subjects and lessons
(n=508), ‘good teaching’ is discursively constructed through written lesson observation
feedback. Here, we focus specifically on the written lesson observation feedback given
to beginning geography teachers (across a sample of 31 lessons), asking:
1. In what ways is geography / geographical knowledge discussed in
written lesson observation feedback given to beginning geography
teachers?

2. In what ways does research feature in the written lesson observation
feedback given to beginning geography teachers?

Feedback
There are parallels in the way that feedback functions across education and other
professions such as medicine. In particular, there are interesting themes to explore
between the ways in which complex interactions between research, theory, practice and
the practical wisdom of more experienced colleagues are made available for beginning

teachers’ and medics’ induction into their professions. The way in which feedback has
been defined in the medical education literature (Saedon, Salleh, Balakrishnan, Imray,
& Saedon, 2012) highlights questions about the ideal standard against which beginning
practitioners might be compared. Feedback is defined in the medical literature as:
‘specific information about the comparison between a trainee’s observed performance
and a standard, given with the intent to improve a trainee’s performance’ (Van De
Ridder, Stokking, McGaghie, & Ten Cate, 2008, p. 189). What counts as the ‘standard’
is a key issue, raising questions such as what this standard is, who decides, and on what
basis? One response developed below is that research-based knowledge ought to be at
least one dimension of the answer to these questions. Feedback also has distinctively
geographical meanings. For example, the positive feedback associated with snow
albedo in which reductions in snow cover increase further solar radiation absorption
which exacerbates the initial warming (Thackeray & Fletcher, 2015). Similarly, the
relationship between rising temperatures and resultant increases in micro-organism
respiration rates which result in increased greenhouse gases, leading to further warming,
and so on, is another example of ‘the myriad positive feedbacks that intensify the effect
of environmental change in an unpredictable and non-linear fashion’ (Derickson, 2018,
p. 427).
Geographical understandings of feedback mechanisms, including conceptions
about the complexity of these systems and their unpredictable and non-linear changes
offers a different picture to one involving a straightforward relationship between
information and improvement. Instead, lesson observation feedback might be
understood as part of the construction of complex inter-personal systems involving the
interactions between, among other things, beginning teachers’ previous knowledge and
expertise (Brooks, 2007, 2010), performative school and departmental cultures (Puttick,

2017), beginning teachers’ precarious status and power dynamics (Sirna, Tinning, &
Rossi, 2008), the emotionally-driven dimensions of learning to teach (Hagger, Burn,
Mutton, & Brindley, 2008; Hinchion & Hall, 2016; Kaldi, 2009), and the contested
relationship between different types of knowledge, including research and practice
(Winch et al., 2015). Appreciating the complexity of the webs into which feedback is
given has implications for the ways in which this is approached, the kinds of purposes
towards which it might contribute, and the expectations we might have of it.

There has been limited research attention on written lesson observation feedback
more generally (Bunton, Stimpson, & Lopez-Real, 2002; Healy, Walshe, & Dunphy,
2019; Lock, Soares, & Foster, 2009; Soares & Lock, 2007), and also in the specific case
of geography: of those cited, Healy et al. (2019) is the one example. In IRGEE, the
search terms ‘written lesson observation feedback’ returns 36 results, none of which are
about (or reference) the written accounts given to teachers following a lesson
observation. Similarly, the broader search terms ‘written feedback’ returns 89 results, of
which none are about the written feedback that might be given to teachers, whether
post-lesson observation or more broadly during either ITE or continuing professional
development. In the limited examples of research on written lesson observation
feedback published elsewhere, an argument is made for the importance of this feedback,
based partly on its permanence. In Bunton et al.’s (2002) terms, written lesson
observation feedback is a ‘permanent record, unlike speech which may be forgotten or
inaccurately heard and remembered’ (p.233). These studies highlight the variability in
feedback across different purposes, proformas, and subjects, but also the consistency in
content which includes: prioritising feedback on generic issues, and an absence of
explicit engagement with research-based evidence. One question raised in these
accounts is about the purpose of the feedback. The geography education research

literature – while not directly engaging with these studies – has responded that critical
discussion of geographical knowledge should be at least one aim of this feedback. In
part, this argument has been prompted by concerns raised about the apparent absence of
geographical knowledge in such discussions, such as:
Over the last decade, in post-observation discussion with trainee teachers and their
more experienced teacher mentors about teaching and learning in geography, my
experience has been that geographical knowledge has rarely, if ever, figured in
such discussion. It has been marginalised by the exigencies of everyday practice
and the imperatives of policy. (Firth, 2011, p. 312)

This experience seems to be echoed in the wider literature on verbal post-lesson
discussions, which has argued that feedback is often superficial (Land, 2018) and
focused on generic (that is, not subject-specific) issues about teaching and learning
(Soares & Lock, 2007). Following the above description of experience, Firth (2011, p.
312) poses the question: ‘how can engagement with disciplinary knowledge be enabled
in schools and teacher education?’ Recent analysis of written lesson observation
feedback in the context of geography has provided further support, finding some
evidence of attention to the pedagogic didactic (teacher-student relations), references to
the subject (or teacher-content relations) ‘frequently appeared through superficial
binaries of subject content being known (or not known), rather than any meaningful or
critical engagement with conceptual disciplinary understanding’ (Healy et al., 2019, p.
15). The current paper seeks to provide further empirical evidence through which to
better understand the ways in which geographical knowledge is engaged with through
this feedback, and also to suggest that collaborative school and university-based mentor
written lesson observation feedback offers strong potential for engaging with these
kinds of questions. The shifts in the level of attention given to subject-specific

discussion achieved in Soares and Lock’s (2007) work – providing additional training
seeking to enable subject-specific mentors in replacing comments about ‘generic
pedagogy’ with ‘subject knowledge, understanding, topic-specific pedagogy’ (p.82) –
supports the claim that focusing written lesson observation feedback on geographical
knowledge has great potential for increasing the attention given to these questions.

Research/practice and ITE
Underpinning our second research question (In what ways does research feature in the
written lesson observation feedback given to beginning geography teachers?) are
ongoing debates about the nature of teachers’ professional knowledge and the
relationships between research and practice. At the Universities Council for the
Education of Teachers (UCET) Annual Conference 2018, Clare Brooks’ (UCL/IoE)
keynote explored different conceptions of quality in ITE through comparative analysis
of the Institute of Education’s (quite different) Primary, Secondary and Teach First
programmes. A question from the floor asked what aspects of these programmes are
distinctively ‘Masters level’? Brooks responded with their desire that all are: the vision
is for the ‘Masters level’ criticality and engagement with research, evidence and
reflection to be strongly integrated throughout all aspects of the programmes whether
the beginning teachers are in school, getting feedback from lessons, in lectures and
workshops in university, or working on written assignments. This vision of ITE is
similar to Czerniawski’s (2018), in which ‘the use of evidence, enquiry and evaluation
lie at the very heart of what it means to be both a teacher and teacher educator’ (p.46).
Beyond this, ITE seeking to be steeped in research engagement and premised on close
interactions, intrinsic links, or symbiotic relationships between ‘theory and practice’ is
echoed throughout ITE literature globally,

where the importance of integrating different sources of knowledge (e.g. researchbased understandings and the knowledge gained from practical experience in the
classroom) has been recognised as the way to enable beginning teachers to draw on
all such sources as they seek to make sense of their own classroom experiences.
(Mutton, Burn, & Menter, 2017, p. 15)

Again, in the terms of the BERA-RSA Inquiry into Research and Teacher Education:
Research and enquiry has a major contribution to make to effective teacher
education in a whole variety of different ways; it also contributes to the quality of
students’ learning in the classroom and beyond. Teachers and students thrive in the
kind of settings that we describe as research-rich, and research-rich schools and
colleges are those that are likely to have the greatest capacity for self-evaluation
and self-improvement. (BERA-RSA, 2014a, pp. 3–4)

This argument was frequently made in the defence of university involvement in ITE
during the recent period in which, particularly under the then secretary of state for
education Michael Gove, was a ‘hostile environment’ for university involvement in ITE
and received a ‘particularly savage handling’ (Czerniawski, 2018, p. 3), including
popular and policy (mis)conceptions of ‘a conceptual binary around ‘theory/practice’
and a related ‘universities/schools’ divide’ (Murray & Mutton, 2016, p. 70). These
divides provided rhetorically useful antagonisms, positioning – and prioritising –
schools as the centre of ‘practice’, and universities as providers of largely irrelevant and
disconnected ‘theory’, which is not a new caricature (Hazel Hagger et al., 2008), just as
the call for greater integration of practice and research evidence is also part of an
ongoing conversation (Counsell, Evans, Mcintyre, & Raffan, 2000) and in principle
arguments for close interactions between research and practice based primarily on
beliefs about the nature of teaching expertise. In Hagger and McIntyre’s (2006) terms:
The notion that student teachers should learn good theoretical ideas in universities,
and then put them into practice in schools, is flawed in many ways but most

obviously in that it is based on quite false conceptions of the nature of teaching
expertise and of how such expertise is developed. (p.158)

The development of the Oxford Internship Scheme described by Hagger and McIntyre
was based on beliefs about the symbiotic contributions that schools and universities
ought to make in fostering beginning teachers’ ‘practical theorising’ as the ‘means
through which beginning teachers would be asked to draw critically on diverse kinds of
knowledge in order to develop valid classroom teaching expertise’ (p.158). Throughout
the process of practical theorising student teachers seek to establish answers to
questions where certainty is not available - a process of argument testing: student
teachers developing reasoned beliefs about what is more or less likely to work given the
specific context. This type of knowledge is ‘individual and personally accumulated’
(Toom, 2012, p.621), but this is not to ‘relieve us of the obligation to show how it is
objectively reasonable to believe what we are contending’ (Fenstermacher, 1994, p.28):
research evidence has an important place in this evidentiary process. Our interest in the
current study into the ways in which research evidence might feature in written lesson
observation feedback contributes to this broader aim of facilitating beginning teachers’
practical theorising by expanding the diversity of knowledge that is drawn critically on.
The existing literature suggests that both subject-specific feedback, and explicit
discussion of research - and these are not necessarily exclusive categories: research may
be pedagogical/educational, or geographical research relevant to the content of the
lesson - rarely feature in lesson observation feedback.

Methodology
This paper draws on a larger study of written feedback in ITE across a wide range of
subjects at one ITE programme based around a partnership between a university and

schools in the Midlands of England (Reference omitted for anonymity during peer
review). Here, we focus specifically on the geography lesson observations (n=31) from
the larger sample. On this ITE programme observations of beginning teachers are
jointly conducted, and the written feedback is co-constructed by school and universitybased mentors. The written feedback was produced for the students on the programme,
and we only sought permission to analyse the text for research purposes after it had
been written. This decision was based on consideration of the ethical implications that
might result from prior knowledge leading to increases in workload and stress, and also
adverse effects on the ‘authenticity’ of the data. As the producers of the writing, we
sought their voluntary informed consent, and were also granted ethical approval from
the research ethics committee at the institution in which the programme operates.
The analysis was conducted by the two researchers through a combination of
separate and collaborative work; initial thematic analysis conducted separately resulted
in us developing themes independently, and following this we engaged with a process
of discussion and analysis of these themes, followed by a further process of reading and
re-reading the allocation and inclusion of texts within themes. This iterative process
resulted in a reduction from 12 to five categories organised across a continuum (Figure
1).
To code the references to geography / geographical knowledge we used an
inclusive approach in which any geographical terms (such as may be listed in the
glossary of school geography books), and even the term ‘subject knowledge’, were
included as an instance of subject-specific reference in the written feedback.

Findings and discussion

The lesson observation feedback proforma on this programme was completed on an
electronic record of professional development and included open text boxes on:
strengths; areas for development; action plan; and then each of the Teachers’ Standards
(Department for Education, 2011). This meant that across the 31 lessons there were 341
text boxes. Of these, 103 (30%) contained some reference to geography / geographical
knowledge, which was higher than references to subject knowledge found across other
the other subjects in the wider study. This percentage is also very similar to the
mentors’ written lesson observations prior to receiving additional subject-specific
training in Soares and Lock’s (2007) study. In Soares and Lock’s work, the posttraining percentage of subject-specific comments rose to 80% of all feedback. In our
study, nearly one third of these comments about subject knowledge were found in the
column headed Teachers’ Standard Three (‘Demonstrate good subject and curriculum
knowledge’). Examples of this feedback are discussed below through a continuum
moving from simpler to more complex subject-specific references (Figure 1).
(Only)
Identifying /

Naming alongside evaluative

Naming in relation to

description (positive or negative)

a specific suggested

Simpler

Prompting
reflection

More complex

Figure 1. Continuum of subject-specific references to geography in written lesson observation feedback

These references are dominated by instances of the observer naming and providing
some kind of positive evaluative comment (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Frequency of types of subject-specific feedback

In what ways is geography / geographical knowledge discussed in written
lesson observation feedback given to beginning geography teachers?
Across the continuum of subject-specific comments we identified 10 broad areas of
feedback: geographical terminology; questioning; progress; planning; explanations;
engagement; differentiation; feedback; peer-assessment; pace. The frequency count in
Figure 3 presents the number of times we found each, although this does not imply that
more space (such as by word count) – or importance - is necessarily associated with
higher frequencies. For example, geographical terminology was frequently mentioned,
although most instances of these were found in relatively short phrases such as:
Really good use of geographical terms, which you kept reinforcing well.

Good reminders of previous work, revisiting some of the specialist terms (e.g.
‘sediment rather than sand).
Good use of geographical vocabulary that you consistently reinforce (e.g. picking
students up on language ‘not going down’ - what is it? - ‘going South’)

Some examples of subject-specific references were counted across multiple topics. For
example, the following was counted under the categories of ‘planning’ (underlined) and
‘progress’ (italicised): ‘Very well-planned lesson, which built on students’ prior
learning well and helped to develop their thinking and understanding about uses of the
rainforest.’

Figure 3. Frequency of areas referred to in subject-specific feedback

(Only) identifying / naming
At the simplest level, references to geography / geographical knowledge were made in a
purely descriptive manner. There is no evaluative judgement attached, and nothing

(whether questions, critique or suggestions) follows. We only found two examples of
this kind of simple identifying or naming:
This lesson was a series of three consecutive lessons about tsunamis
Pupils making their own corrections (in red) to self-assess answers to Indian states.

They both seem to function as a record or a reminder of what the lesson was about, in
the first instance to locate the lesson within a sequence, and in the second to describe
what pupils were doing. Moving right on the continuum, the next category of subjectspecific references involved similar levels of naming and to which an evaluative
judgement was added.

Naming alongside evaluative description (negative)

82 instances were found of positive and negative evaluative descriptions alongside
naming a subject-specific reference, - therefore, the majority of the total (103). These
references to geography were made in relatively simple ways, and most were presented
through a positive evaluative judgement. Notably, the small number of negative
references (six) were not negative evaluations about the teachers’ geographical
knowledge. For example:
The lesson was focused around student led learning. Instructions were given about
each task but no actual subject content was discussed unless it was in one to one
conversations with students.

Keep making sure that pupils are all clear about the meanings of terms (e.g.
economic / social / environmental) - some seemed slightly unsure what these meant
beyond economic = money.

The first is about a lack of whole group discussions about subject knowledge, and in the
second the negative evaluation is made in reference to the students’ knowledge. It may

be surprising to see no negative references to teachers’ subject knowledge, particularly
in the light of previous suggestions about widespread misconceptions (Knight, 2007;
Winter, 2018), and claims that ‘imperfections in teacher knowledge and understanding
are – as many studies have testified – a source of misconception’ (Dove, 2016, p. 52).

Naming alongside evaluative description (positive)

Naming an aspect of geographical knowledge with a positive evaluative statement was
the single most frequent category. Within this category we found variation in the
complexity with which geographical knowledge was discussed. Most references were
very simple, and a small number engaged at a slightly more complex level. One test of
this distinction is to substitute the geographical term with another (non-geographical
term), and asking if the positive evaluative statement still makes sense. For example, in
the first statement below the [brownfield / greenfield] is the reference to geography that
has been coded. In this case, [brownfield / greenfield] could be substituted with
something from a different subject, such as [Shakespearean sonnet], and the praise
would still be valid because the focus is on the peer assessment: that is what is directly
related to the claim about student responsibility, rather than anything intrinsically
related to the geography. Further examples of statements from this category include:

Peer assessment for the brownfield / greenfield was a useful activity to help pupils
take responsibility for their own work.

Well structured 'risky' lesson which ensured that students learnt about Palm oil in
the rainforest.

Some good links were made with the work they had done on physical geographies
of the regions (e.g. Tibetan plateau).

Great, focused atmosphere - the Velcro population pyramid engaged students well.

Well planned lesson, with some great activities: engaging city photographs to
stimulate some good questions; map work using population data and representing
this graphically; good exam question related well to this work…It was brilliant to
see you using lots of subtle skills really effectively - small things that anticipated
issues and helped students to make progress. E.g. noting distinction between
Dakar & Dhaka.

In the last of these examples, there is some sense of a connection between the positive
evaluation and the geographical knowledge, such as the photographs of the city that
stimulate good questions.

Naming in relation to a suggested improvement

Moving further right on the continuum (Figure 1) this category includes similar naming
of geographical knowledge, but here the naming is made in relation to a suggestion for
the teacher, for example, ‘it could have’, ‘develop’, ‘keep using’, and ‘ensure that…’
Illustrative examples of statements in this category include:
Differentiation could be further developed, particularly to scaffold those with
weaker prior attainment. (E.g. help with the four countries to list on the table &
extending by adding a blank column; increase challenge in the lesson objectives,
and make opportunities to extend their thinking by reducing time spent for simpler
tasks and using this time for further questioning).
Students’ locational knowledge seemed to cause some to slow down / find it harder
to engage in earlier aspects of the lesson - this prior knowledge could have been

recapped / quickly revised at the start to help all students to be able to engage well
with the subsequent analysis of the map that relied on this locational knowledge.
The sorting exercise ‘type of weather’ was well designed and helped to get students
thinking about these type[s] of weather, their effects, and examples of them. There
is scope to differentiate it further by adding an additional (blank) column or row to
add another level of challenge to stretch some students (E.g. row - add another type
of weather; column - add ideas for preparation / mitigation).

Two overlapping categories of suggested improvements were found under this theme:
those focusing on pedagogical suggestions for the teacher, and those foregrounding
suggestions to improve students’ geographical knowledge. Similar to the discussion
above about evidence from the literature on common geographical misconceptions held
by teachers and also represented in various teaching resources and textbooks – in
addition broader critical issues and socio-political considerations (Land, 2018) – we
again found no suggestions for the teachers’ geographical knowledge. Our second
research question – about the ways in which research featured in these accounts – is
discussed below, and it is notable that the examples shown above, presented as
representative of this category, make no explicit reference to research evidence in
support of the claims that are made for these suggested improvements. That is, while we
have explored these two issues (geographical knowledge / research) through distinct
research questions, they are not necessarily separate. The kinds of ‘research’ potentially
included in our analysis covers pedagogical and geographical research: our argument is
that both geographical knowledge and research, whether about this subject knowledge
or about other aspects of teaching, are valuable for high quality mentoring practice.

Prompting reflection

At the ‘most complex’ side of the continuum is feedback that does something ‘beyond’
simple naming, evaluative judgements, or practical suggestions, and explicitly prompts
‘reflection’, drawing on the distinction made by Winch et al. (2015) between craft,
technical and extended professional conceptions of teaching. Feedback in this category
included:
Keep reflecting on the material (particular, the PPT slides) used in the lesson, and
take out anything that doesn't help to challenge students. E.g. photos with simple
descriptions of the weather - giving more time to the climate graphs might have
helped to stretch this particular class more.
Definition of ‘model’ as something very good that you want to copy: is this the
most useful definition in the context of model villages? Maybe gives the
impression that these kinds of villages are a ‘good’ model to copy, rather than
being representations of what these kinds of places are ‘normally’ like?

When the terms were written at the beginning, you defined three on the board
(urban, decline, rural), but not the other two - was there a reason for this? First two
also underlined, but third not - again, was this to emphasise certain aspects?

Critical reflection is one aspect of Winch et al.’s conception of teaching as a
professional endeavour and here we have used ‘prompting reflection’ in contrast to
statements that simply tell the teacher what is and how good (or not) it is, and those that
tell the teacher what they ought to do. Against these types of feedback, those prompting
reflection empower the teacher and require them to engage in their own practical
theorising, deliberating and then making and defending their own choices about their
practice. Examples at this end of the continuum posed open questions for the beginning
teacher to reflect on, and there is a sense in which the orientation towards knowledge
shifts slightly. Further ‘left’ on the continuum primarily treats subject knowledge as
something inert and a given, rather than something that is contestable / dynamic /

subject to change / and always in need of critical reflection. To express this slightly
differently, further left the focus is on how teachers use knowledge, but not on critical
questions about the knowledge itself and its recontextualisation or representation. The
limited number of questions raised in these final examples (such as those asked of the
‘model’ of villages) start to hint at the kind of critical reflection on geographical
knowledge that others seem to be calling for.

In what ways does research feature in the written lesson observation
feedback given to beginning geography teachers?

In our analysis we have only included explicit reference to research, which might be
about any aspect of the feedback (such as; geographical knowledge or pedagogy). By
‘explicit’ reference, we mean that we did not assume that when feedback makes claims
and suggestions these are based on research evidence unless that was made clear. For
example, an observer may make a claim about the improvements that would be possible
through using more open questions based on their understanding of robust research
evidence about questioning. But, because our focus is on the ways in which research
evidence is made explicit to the beginning teachers, we only counted instances where
this ‘making explicit’ is obviously the case. A different study, for example, one
focusing on the kinds of knowledge that observers draw on, might argue for the
significance of mentors’ tacit knowledge that was developed through critical
engagement with research evidence. In our case, only that which is explicitly presented
to the beginning teachers is included. Applying this criteria, we found no explicit
references to research evidence. Instead, feedback to beginning teachers is either
testimonial knowledge of the observer who asserts what the beginning teacher needs to
change, and the mentors’ craft knowledge either expressed as testimonial knowledge or

as deductive reasoning. One possible exception involved three references to practitioner
enquiry as a potential source of evidence. In these cases the observer suggested a
specific aspect of practice to research further, providing a method of enquiry (such as
audio recording) and reflective questions to support the analysis of this data. Because
this was not making use of existing research evidence, we classified such examples as
prompting reflection.
Across the continuum presented above (Figure 1) there are opportunities for
enriching the discussion through research. For example, Cain et al. (2019, p. 1083
emphasis theirs) argue for using research to inform: bounded decision-making (that is,
decisions intended to lead to specific outcomes at a practical level); teachers’ reflection
in terms of both shaping the questions and topics thought about, and how they might
think about them; and organisational learning when research becomes a part of formal
and informal professional conversations. In the cases of feedback relating to
geographical knowledge, there might be opportunities to extend the discussion through
reference to geographical research: critical reflection on ‘models’ outlined above might
be enhanced by considering of the work that representation does, for example, through
McCormack’s (2012) analysis of abstraction.
If ‘the ability to bring together research and practice is arguably the mark of a
professional’ (BERA-RSA, 2014b, p. 23), to what extent might written feedback from
lesson observations contribute to this? In what ways might written feedback ‘bring
together research and practice’? Many barriers might be suggested for the lack of
engagement with research evidence in the data we have presented, but here we want to
offer a suggestion in relation to just one potential barrier: the limited subject-specific
research in geography to which beginning teachers might be directed that speaks
directly to the subject-specific topics raised in this feedback.

Priority areas for geography education research?

Before suggesting areas that geography education research might address, we want to
clarify what we are - and what we are not - suggesting. In particular, our suggestion is
not for narrow ‘what works’ research to respond to each of the areas, for example,
asking in each case simply ‘what is the most effective [insert topic here: questioning;
forms of planning; explanation] for teachers to use?’ Instead, we believe a diverse range
of critical, ethnographic, action, and other research in combination with more
experimental approaches all have important contributions to make both to the field and
to the specific issue we might be concerned with. From different perspectives, critical
engagement with research might contribute to the holistic development of beginning
teachers who see teaching as not merely a craft or technical activity, but as a
professional endeavour: beginning teachers who are able – and expect – to critically
engage with a wide range of knowledges. This means that we are not calling for a
simple ‘toolkit’ that teachers can directly implement. As Cain et al. (2019) express it:
‘integrating research into professional knowledge involves an act of imagination:
practitioners must actively transform insights generated in certain ways and certain
circumstances, in order to employ them in different ways and circumstances’ (p.1075).
The most frequent areas of subject-specific feedback in our data are:
explanations; planning; progress; questioning; and terminology. We want to suggest that
three of these areas: explanations; terminology; and progress might work as particularly
useful foci for activity in geography education research. We have highlighted these
areas because of their high frequency in this (albeit limited) sample of feedback, and
because of the limited attention they have been given by geography education research.
Research on these areas with theoretical rigour and clarity along with empirical work

analysing practical experiences with teachers might provide beginning teachers with
higher quality research evidence through which, and in dialogue with other sources of
knowledge, their practice might flourish. Parallels with work on these topics in science
education might also offer a useful stimulus, such as research on explanation and
argumentation (Martín-Gámez & Erduran, 2018; Ozdem, Ertepinar, Cakiroglu, &
Erduran, 2013; Simon, Erduran, & Osborne, 2006).

Conclusions

We have offered this paper as one response to concerns raised about the lack of
attention to geography / geographical knowledge in the feedback given to beginning
teachers (Brooks, 2006; Firth, 2011; Morgan & Lambert, 2011; Roberts, 2010). The
empirical evidence we have presented, drawn from a sample of geography lesson
observations on one ITE programme in England, supports part of the claim in the
literature about a ‘lack of attention’ to the subject. It provides this support through the
finding that only one third of the text comments make any explicit reference to the
subject, and among those references the majority are made through a relatively simple
process of naming something subject-specific. However, our findings also qualify and
soften these previous concerns by suggesting that it seems to be an overstatement to
claim that there is a complete ‘absence’ of attention to the geography. Instead, we have
presented the particular ways in which ‘the geography’ is given attention across a
continuum of references, moving from simpler (only naming) through increasingly
complex usage, including as a basis on which to prompt reflection. We also analysed
the different topics that were addressed through the subject specific feedback, and have
offered three particular areas as possible foci that geography education research might

prioritise. All of this was considered against the background of an appreciation
(including from a geographical perspective) of the complexity of feedback mechanisms
and the complexity of the systems into which feedback speaks which has implications
for the epistemological dimensions of feedback (we would suggest more tentative
framing), the values that feedback seeks to embody (including respect for the quality of
evidence that ought to be presented to beginning teachers), and the sources of
knowledge that beginning teachers should be introduced to (in particular, maximising
opportunities to engage with research evidence as an important dimension of practical
theorising).
Our argument concluded by posing a challenge for geography education
research in terms of the research and resources that are available for mentors and
beginning teachers. Based on these findings, and comparing them against existing
literature, we suggested that explanation, progression, and terminology may be
particularly worthwhile areas to explore further. In addition, we would suggest further
research on lesson observation feedback: in what ways do beginning teachers respond to
and interpret research evidence that might be drawn into this feedback? How can ITE
partnerships best support the development of rich conceptions of teaching as a
professional endeavour? What imaginative solutions might ITE partnerships create to
facilitate rich engagement with research evidence? To what extent do mentors have
control over this process to make their feedback deeper, more reflective (and, possibly,
less certain)? What prompt questions might facilitate the most productive engagement
with the widest range of knowledges? How can ITE partnerships support beginning
teachers to engage with critical questions about geographical knowledge?

References

Baird, J. A., Andrich, D., Hopfenbeck, T. N., & Stobart, G. (2017). Assessment and
learning: fields apart? Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy and Practice,
24(3), 317–350. https://doi.org/10.1080/0969594X.2017.1319337
BERA-RSA. (2014a). Research and the teaching profession: Building the capacity for a
self-improving education system. Retrieved from
http://www.bera.ac.uk/project/research-and-teacher-education
BERA-RSA. (2014b). The role of research in teacher education: reviewing the
evidence. London.
Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment in
Education, 5(1), 7–75.
Blanton, M.L., Berenson, S.B., & Norwood, K.S. (2001). Exploring a Pedagogy for the
Supervision of Prospective Mathematics Teachers. Journal of Mathematics
Teacher Education, 4, 177–204.
Brooks, C. (2006). Geographical Knowledge and Teaching Geography. International
Research in Geographical and Environmental Education, 15(4), 353–369.
https://doi.org/10.2167/irg200.0
Brooks, C. (2007). Towards understanding the influence of subject knowledge in the
practice of ‘expert’ geography teachers. Institute of Education, University of
London.
Brooks, C. (2010). Why geography teachers ’ subject expertise matters. Geography,
95(3), 143–148.
Bunton, D., Stimpson, P., & Lopez-Real, F. (2002). University tutors’ practicum
observation notes: Format and content. Mentoring and Tutoring: Partnership in
Learning, 10(3), 233–252. https://doi.org/10.1080/1361126022000037060
Butler, R. (1988). Enhancing and Undermining Intrinsic Motivation: the Effects of
Task-Involving and Ego-Involving Evaluation on Interest and Performance.
British Journal of Educational Psychology, Vol. 58, pp. 1–14.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.1988.tb00874.x
Cain, T., Brindley, S., Brown, C., Jones, G., & Riga, F. (2019). Bounded decisionmaking, teachers’ reflection and organisational learning: How research can
inform teachers and teaching. British Educational Research Journal, 45(5),
1072–1087. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3551

Counsell, C., Evans, M., Mcintyre, D., & Raffan, J. (2000). The Usefulness of
Educational Research for Trainee Teachers’ Learning. Oxford Review of
Education, 26(3–4), 467–482. https://doi.org/10.1080/3054980020001954
Crasborn, F., Hennissen, P., Brouwer, N., Korthagen, F., & Bergen, T. (2011).
Exploring a two-dimensional model of mentor teacher roles in mentoring
dialogues. Teaching and Teacher Education, 27(2), 320–331.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.08.014
Czerniawski, G. (2018). Teacher Educators in the Twenty-First Century. St Albans:
Critical Publishing.
Department for Education. (2011). Teachers’ Standards. https://doi.org/DFE-000662011
Derickson, K. D. (2018). Urban geography III: Anthropocene urbanism. Progress in
Human Geography, 42(3), 425–435. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132516686012
Dove, J. (2016). Reasons for Misconceptions in Physical Geography. Geography, 101,
47.
Feiman-Nemser, S. (1998). Teachers as teacher educators. European Journal of
Teacher Education, 21(1), 63–74. https://doi.org/10.1080/0261976980210107
Fenstermacher, G. (1994). The knower and the known - the nature of knowledge in
research on teaching, Review of Research in Education, 20, pp. 3-56.
Firth, R. (2011). Making geography visible as an object of study in the secondary school
curriculum. Curriculum Journal, 22(3), 289–316.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585176.2011.601209
Gargani, J., & Strong, M. (2014). Can We Identify a Successful Teacher Better, Faster,
and Cheaper? Evidence for Innovating Teacher Observation Systems. Journal of
Teacher Education, 65(5), 389–401.
Hagger, H., & McIntyre, D. (2006). Learning Teaching from Teachers: realizing the
potential of school-based teacher education. Maidenhead: Open University
Press.
Hagger, Hazel, Burn, K., Mutton, T., & Brindley, S. (2008). Practice makes perfect?
Learning to learn as a teacher. Oxford Review of Education, 34(2), 159–178.
Hattie, J., & Clarke, S. (2019). Visible Learning: Feedback. Abingdon: Routledge.
Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational
Research, 77(1), 81–112.

Healy, G., Walshe, N., & Dunphy, A. (2019). How is geography rendered visible as an
object of concern in written lesson observation feedback? The Curriculum
Journal, 1–20.
Hinchion, C., & Hall, K. (2016). The uncertainty and fragility of learning to teach: a
Britzmanian lens on a student teacher story. Cambridge Journal of Education,
46(4), 417–433. https://doi.org/10.1080/0305764X.2015.1064095
Hudson, P. (2012). How can schools support beginning teachers? A call for timely
induction and mentoring for effective teaching. Australian Journal of Teacher
Education, 37(7), 71–84. https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2012v37n7.1
Hudson, P. (2016). Identifying mentors’ observations for providing feedback. Teachers
and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 22(2), 219–234.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1055446
Jones, Marion, & Straker, K. (2006). What informs mentors’ practice when working
with trainees and newly qualified teachers? An investigation into mentors’
professional knowledge base. Journal of Education for Teaching, 32(2), 165–
184. https://doi.org/10.1080/02607470600655227
Kaldi, S. (2009). Student teachers’ perceptions of self-competence in and
emotions/stress about teaching in initial teacher education. Educational Studies,
35(3), 349–360. https://doi.org/10.1080/03055690802648259
Knight, P. G. (2007). Physical geography: Learning and teaching in a discipline so
dynamic that textbooks can’t keep up! Geography, 92(1), 57–61.
Land, C. C. (2018). Examples of c/Critical Coaching: An Analysis of Conversation
Between Cooperating and Preservice Teachers. Journal of Teacher Education,
69(5), 493–507.
Lock, R., Soares, A., & Foster, J. (2009). Mentors’ written lesson appraisals: The
impact of different mentoring regimes on the content of written lesson appraisals
and the match with pre-service teachers’ perceptions of content. Journal of
Education for Teaching, 35(2), 133–143.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607470902770963
Martín-Gámez, C., & Erduran, S. (2018). Understanding argumentation about socioscientific issues on energy: a quantitative study with primary pre-service
teachers in Spain. Research in Science and Technological Education, 36(4),
463–483. https://doi.org/10.1080/02635143.2018.1427568

McCormack, D. (2012) Geography and abstraction: Towards an affirmative critique.
Progress in Human Geography, 36(6), 715-735.
Morgan, J., & Lambert, D. (2011). Editors’’ introduction. The Curriculum Journal,
22(3), 279–287.
Murray, J., & Mutton, T. (2016). Teacher Education in England: Change in Abundance,
Continuities in Question. In G. Beauchamp, L. Clarke, M. Hulme, M. Jephcote,
A. Kennedy, G. Magennis, … G. Peiser (Eds.), Teacher Education in Times of
Change (pp. 57–74). Bristol: Policy Press.
Mutton, T., Burn, K., & Menter, I. (2017). Deconstructing the Carter Review:
competing conceptions of quality in England’s ‘school-led’ system of initial
teacher education. Journal of Education Policy, 32(1), 14–33.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2016.1214751
Ozdem, Y., Ertepinar, H., Cakiroglu, J., & Erduran, S. (2013). The Nature of Preservice Science Teachers’ Argumentation in Inquiry-oriented Laboratory
Context. International Journal of Science Education, 35(15), 2559–2586.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2011.611835
Puttick, S. (2017). Performativity , guilty knowledge , and ethnographic intervention
intervention. Ethnography and Education, 12(1), 49–63.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457823.2015.1110039
Rawding, C., & Tapsfield, A. (2017). Mentoring. In M. Jones (Ed.), The Handbook of
Secondary Geography (pp. 306–317). Sheffield: Geographical Association.
Roberts, M. (2010). Where’s the geography? Reflections on being an external examiner.
Teaching Geography, 35(3), 112–113.
Saedon, H., Salleh, S., Balakrishnan, A., Imray, C. H., & Saedon, M. (2012). The role
of feedback in improving the effectiveness of workplace based assessments: A
systematic review. BMC Medical Education, 12(1).
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-12-25
Scholten, N., Höttecke, D. & Sprenger, D. (2020) How do geography teachers notice
critical incidents during instruction? International Research in Geographical
and Environmental Education, 29(2), 163-177.
Shute, V. J. (2008). Focus on formative feedback. Review of Educational Research,
78(1), 153–189. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654307313795
Simon, S., Erduran, S., & Osborne, J. (2006). Learning to teach argumentation:
Research and development in the science classroom. International Journal of

Science Education, 28(2–3), 235–260.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500690500336957
Sirna, K., Tinning, R., & Rossi, T. (2008). The social tasks of learning to become a
physical education teacher: considering the HPE subject department as a
community of practice. Sport, Education and Society, 13(3), 285–300.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13573320802200636
Soares, A., & Lock, R. (2007). Pre-service science teachers’ perceptions of written
lesson appraisals: The impact of styles of mentoring. European Journal of
Teacher Education, 30(1), 75–90. https://doi.org/10.1080/02619760601120056
Strong, M., Gargani, J., & Hacifazliog, Ö. (2011). Do we know a successful teacher
when we see one?: Experiments in the identification of effective teachers.
Journal of Teacher Education, 62(4), 367–382.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487110390221
Thackeray, C. W., & Fletcher, C. G. (2015). Snow albedo feedback: Current
knowledge, importance, outstanding issues and future directions. Progress in
Physical Geography, 40(3), 392–408.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309133315620999
Toom, A. (2012). Considering the artistry and epistemology of tacit knowledge and
knowing. Educational Theory, 62(6), 621-640. doi:10.1111/edth.12001
Van De Ridder, J. M. M., Stokking, K. M., McGaghie, W. C., & Ten Cate, O. T. J.
(2008). What is feedback in clinical education? Medical Education, 42(2), 189–
197. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2007.02973.x
Winch, C., Oancea, A., & Orchard, J. (2015). The contribution of educational research
to teachers’ professional learning: philosophical understandings. Oxford Review
of Education, 41(2), 202–216. https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2015.1017406
Winter, C. (2018). Disrupting colonial discourses in the geography curriculum during
the introduction of British Values policy in schools. Journal of Curriculum
Studies, 50(4), 456–475. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2018.1428366

