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Abstract: Many institutes for initial teacher education struggle to 

organise effective performance feedback within the context of student 

teaching practicum. As the cooperating teachers who provide this 

feedback bring their individualised ontologies, feedback practices 

have been characterised by inconsistencies in the amount and quality 

of performance feedback. In this small-scale study carried out in the 

Netherlands, we explored affordances of eCoaching using a 

standardised feedback taxonomy. With the help of Bluetooth 

technology and the Synchronous Online Feedback Taxonomy, four 

teacher educators provided eCoaching to eight preservice teachers 

over the course of three lessons. We interviewed teacher educators 

and preservice teachers about their experiences with eCoaching using 

the feedback taxonomy during secondary school practicum. Overall, 

both groups of participants were positive about eCoaching using the 

taxonomy. Teacher educators observed preservice teachers self-

regulating when implementing prior feedback in their lessons. 

Preservice teachers indicated increased confidence following the 

lessons with eCoaching. 

 

 

Introduction 

 

A primary concern of many preservice teachers (PSTs) is developing basic teaching 

and classroom management skills (Coninx, et al., 2013; Tartwijk & Hammerness, 2011). 

Feedback helps PSTs transfer theoretical knowledge from their studies to their practicum and 

helps them understand how to progress (Henderson et al., 2019). This practicum feedback 

should take account of feedback levels (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) and teacher roles (Slooter, 

2019) and focus on attainment of relevant teaching skills to become part of PSTs’ repertoire. 

There is, however, little follow-up from institutions for Initial Teacher Education (ITEs) to 

ensure transfer to the practicum (Horn et al., 2020). Time and resource constraints in higher 

education (Boud & Molloy, 2013; Carless & Winstone, 2023; Nicol, 2010) mean teacher 

educators may have to compromise on the amount and focus of feedback and leave much of it 

to supervising teachers in the practicum schools, who may focus more on teacher standards in 

general rather than the teaching standards with which ITEs must comply (McCorkle & 

Coogle, 2020; see also McMahon, 2021 for an in-depth discussion on teacher and teaching 

standards). The aforementioned constraints faced by higher education (Carless & Winstone, 

2023; Nicol, 2010) mean that compliance with these principles of teaching standards in a 

secondary school context is complex. Technology-mediated eCoaching could offer some 

relief in providing a solution for these time and resource problems. eCoaching allows for a 
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continued focus on teaching skills whilst reducing the time a coach needs for travelling 

between schools as this form of feedback can be location-independent. 

Technology in combination with a feedback taxonomy based on internationally 

accepted teaching standards can enable real-time, location-independent feedback using 

unobtrusive Bluetooth earpieces. This then ensures a more systematic and repeated focus on 

teaching skills by according more frequent practicum feedback from ITEs to aid the transfer 

from theory to practice and encourage PST problem-solving skills and self-regulation (Butler 

& Winne, 1995).  

Feedback, defined as “a process where the learner makes sense of performance-

relevant information” (Henderson et al., 2019, p. 17), has a strong influence on learning 

(Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Sadler, 1989), and can encourage self-regulation (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Weaver, 2006). Within ITEs, feedback should focus on reducing the gap 

between current and desired performance (Farr, 2015; Hattie & Timperley, 2007), and should 

be neither too complex nor vague and match PST cognitive proficiency (Scheeler et al., 

2006). To ensure feedback is not merely “dangling data” (Sadler, 1989, p. 121), feedback 

research in ITE should focus not merely on its content but also on how it is received (Elbra-

Ramsay & Menter, 2021). 

Previous studies advocate for the use of dialogic feedback comprising open 

conversations between the TE and PST (Hudson, 2013; Jones et al., 2018), whereby it is not 

only about time and practice but also the supported experiences, both successful and 

unsuccessful, of PSTs (Malecka et al., 2020). Effective performance feedback should be 

timely, specific, situational and manageable (Coninx et al., 2013; Nguyen, 2022). Teacher 

educators should focus on helping PSTs develop in line with teaching standards whilst PSTs 

must be aware of the standards (the skill), be disposed to comparing their performance 

against these standards (the will) (Nicol, 2010), and be willing and able to take action to close 

the gap (the thrill) between current and desired performance (Boud & Molloy, 2013; 

Henderson et al., 2021; Sadler, 1989). Winstone et al., (2017b) refer to this tryptic as a 

learner’s “proactive recipience” (p. 2039), needed for uptake and future learning 

enhancement. For uptake to take place, the TEs must ensure a supportive environment where 

learner agency is encouraged, and they must monitor to check PSTs understand the feedback 

and its relationship to the teaching standards (Anderson & Stillman, 2013).  

Performance feedback after the lesson, i.e. asynchronous (delayed) feedback, is often 

considered less intrusive than during the lesson when it may interrupt the flow of the lesson 

(Scheeler et al., 2006; Sharplin et al., 2016). Yet the longer the delay in performance 

feedback, “the longer it may take [the PST] to modify the behaviour identified as needing 

change or improvement” (Farr, 2015, p. 66). To reduce this delay and minimise interruption, 

performance feedback can be provided synchronously using a Bluetooth earpiece, directly 

within the practicum context. Such synchronous feedback, or eCoaching, results in increased 

confidence (Stahl et al., 2018) and faster and better teaching skills acquisition, since PSTs 

can adjust teaching within the same lesson (Coulter & Grossen, 1997).  

 

 

Literature Review 
Previous research into eCoaching 

 

Iterations of eCoaching have been the subject of research since the 1950s, starting 

with psychotherapy (Korner & Brown, 1952) and moving into education in the latter part of 

the 20th century (see for example Rock, 2019; Scheeler & Lee, 2002). The focus of 

eCoaching has generally been on its effect on teacher behaviour, though some studies have 

also examined the feedback content itself (Coninx et al., 2013; Giebelhaus & Cruz, 1992). 
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Research from Hollett et al., (2017) and Coninx et al., (2013) concurred that verbal prompts 

provided through eCoaching should be structured in order to help PSTs understand what and 

how to teach. Regan et al., (2017) took this one step further with their results showing the 

need for clear common language between the feedback giver and recipient.  

 

 
eCoaching impact 

 

eCoaching has been proven to increase transfer of teaching skills from theory to 

practice (Horn et al., 2020; Rock, 2019; Scheeler et al., 2006; Sharplin et al., 2016). Although 

some have questioned whether it interferes with the learning environment (Wilcoxon & 

Lemke, 2021), eCoaching is generally considered less obtrusive when using discrete, 

Bluetooth, technology (Horn et al., 2020) and provided by credible, trained, and experienced 

TEs (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Sharplin et al., 2016). Teacher educators take on the role of 

an “outside-eye by naming and noticing potential problems and pitfalls” (Rock, 2019, p. 80) 

whilst encouraging PST self-regulation (Butler & Winne, 1995) and self-efficacy (Bandura, 

1986) through reflection-in-action. Feedback during the performance can help reinforce 

perceptions of success (Coninx et al., 2013) and raise efficacy beliefs (Kehrwald et al., 2018), 

which has been positively associated with effective classroom management and resilience 

(Brown et al., 2019). 

Feedback is variable from one person to the next (Ellis & Loughland, 2017; Hudson, 

2015) and can as such negatively affect PST agency (Al-Malki et al., 2020). Indeed, in a 

recent review, Gander and Dann (2022) identified a range of practices in eCoaching and 

cautiously recommended its implementation whilst pinpointing the lack of standardisation in 

the feedback.  

 

 
Standardising practicum feedback 

 

The Synchronous Online Feedback Taxonomy (SOFT) (Taylor et al., 2022), a 

feedback taxonomy for ITE, helps comply with the principles of effective feedback whilst 

enabling greater consistency in feedback between TEs (Hudson, 2015). Through its simple 

structure, the SOFT can be used, in combination with modern technology, to provide real-

time, personalised, performance feedback whilst helping observers focus on visible teaching 

behaviour. This should enable faster skill acquisition (Boud & Molloy, 2013; Coulter & 

Grossen, 1997; Henderson et al., 2021), rendering feedback meaningful since it is immediate, 

within the teaching context. The SOFT was developed in collaboration with teacher educators 

and preservice teachers to focus on visible teaching behaviour within the three main problem 

areas faced by preservice teachers, namely (1) classroom management, (2) activating pupil 

learning, and (3) catering to individual needs. The SOFT comprises twenty feedback cues 

with behavioural criteria, linked to the five teacher roles classified by Slooter (2019): host, 

presenter, pedagogue, methodologist and closer. Furthermore, the SOFT distinguishes four 

feedback levels within the cues: feedback on the self, feedback on the task, feedback on the 

process, and feedback on self-regulation (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Lower-level task 

feedback cues resemble direct instructions, such as “instruct how long”, to help PSTs acquire 

and reproduce accepted teaching behaviour. Higher-level process cues, such as “check 

understanding”, require more PST agency (Al-Malki et al., 2020) to notice the gap between 

current and desired teaching behaviour. The feedback cue on self-regulation (“good call”) 

focuses on PST decisions during self-monitoring, such as altering lesson timing, stopping an 
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instruction to admonish a pupil, or implementing earlier feedback (for further detailed 

information about the design and structure see Taylor et al., 2022).  

The SOFT is based on international teaching standards (see, e.g., Australian Institute 

for Teaching and School Leadership, 2011; U.K. Department for Education, 2021; U.S. 

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2016) and has also assimilated the 

International Comparative Analysis of Learning and Teaching (ICALT) observation form 

(see Noben et al., 2020 for further information on the ICALT).  The resultant feedback cues 

have been reduced to key words or phrases to ensure manageability for timely feedback and 

help prevent cognitive overload (Coninx et al., 2013).  

 

 
This Study 

 

eCoaching in secondary school ITE has not gained much attention in feedback 

research, and structured practicum feedback even less so (Gander & Dann, 2022). To that 

end, this study was focused on eCoaching experiences of secondary education PSTs and TEs 

in the Netherlands using structured practicum feedback through the SOFT and simple 

accessible technology.   

The SOFT was previously trialled within ITE using decontextualised recorded lessons 

(see Taylor et al., 2022). The current small-scale study explored eCoaching using the SOFT 

within the authentic setting of heterogeneous practicum schools. The questions guiding this 

study were: 

1. What constitutes teacher educator feedback in terms of frequency of levels and teacher 

roles when using the SOFT for eCoaching preservice teachers in their school 

practicum? 

2. How do preservice teachers experience receiving eCoaching? 

3. How do teacher educators and preservice teachers view the relevance and practicality 

of eCoaching in the context of initial teacher education? 

 

 

Method 
Participants and Setting 

 

The heterogeneous participant sample for this study comprised eight PSTs and four 

TEs from one Dutch ITE. The data sample included 23 recorded lessons (one lesson 

recording was of insufficient quality) and 401 feedback cues. The PSTs were following a 

Bachelor of Education programme in secondary education and had school practicum 

throughout the academic year. Seven PSTs were studying to teach English, and one was 

studying to teach Dutch. Three PSTs were on the full-time programme and five on the part-

time programme; all had their practicum at secondary, practical, or vocational education 

schools.  

Three TEs supervised one PST each with whom they were already acquainted prior to 

the study. One TE, who developed the SOFT format, supervised five PSTs.  

 

 
Design and Procedure 

 

Our aim with this study was to gain more understanding of how PSTs and TEs would 

appreciate eCoaching with a feedback taxonomy and what feedback decisions they would 

make. Such insight into the implementation, feasibility and acceptability of this novel 
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feedback approach is a necessary step before progressing to experimental studies evaluating 

the effects of eCoaching using the SOFT. To that end we decided that a qualitative-

exploratory design, combined with inductive data analysis would be the best approach for the 

current study (Stebbins, 2011). Prior to the start of the study, all PST and TE participants 

were trained in use of the SOFT with eCoaching. They were presented with 22 lesson clips, 

selected from examples of PST classroom practice, and demonstrating visible teacher 

behaviour. Of these, four clips were included for which no feedback was necessary, and 18 

clips were chosen to represent all teacher roles and feedback levels. After each clip, 

participants were asked what feedback they would provide, why, and what behaviour they 

would expect to see from a teacher after having received the feedback. Clips showing PSTs 

visibly self-regulating during a lesson were not used for the training as the corresponding 

lesson plans were not available to provide insight into any changes made to the planned 

lesson and the PSTs in the clips did not verbalise any changes. The self-regulation feedback 

cue on the SOFT (i.e. “good job”) was, nonetheless, discussed with all participants as part of 

the training.  

Following the training, participants practised setting up and testing the equipment. 

During the intervention, PSTs placed a laptop or mobile phone in the back of the classroom 

with the camera facing themselves. A Microsoft Teams session was open, recording, and 

connected to the TE, who was not in the classroom and had their camera off to minimise 

distraction. The PSTs wore a Bluetooth earpiece to hear the feedback from the TE who could 

see the classroom through the laptop or mobile phone camera. Aside from a brief verbal 

exchange to check the equipment and calm nerves, no discussion or feedback took place 

before the lessons. The TEs did not grade the PSTs nor consult with the supervising teacher 

at any time during the study. These lessons, all of which were recorded, varied in length 

depending on the schools’ schedules. 

The PSTs taught three lessons for which they received synchronous feedback from 

their assigned TE. They were encouraged to prepare and teach lessons as they typically 

would and to send the corresponding lesson plan to the TE prior to each lesson. After each 

lesson they received a post-lesson questionnaire and, after the last lesson, they were 

interviewed by the first author (see Measures). We chose three lessons because one would be 

too tenuous, and we wanted to ensure the PSTs had time for feedback processing and 

reflection on action between lessons (Schön, 1987). Also multiple lessons were used because 

different lessons occasion different feedback since lesson structure might influence classroom 

dynamics. The observed lessons in this study varied between more teacher-centred and more 

group work focus. After each lesson, the recording was sent to the first author for analysis. 

PSTs were encouraged to watch their recording for the purpose of reviewing the lesson, but 

also to examine feedback they received and their response to it. The aim hereby was to 

encourage reflection on action and a shared responsibility for learning and thus enhance their 

proactive recipience (Winstone et al., 2017b; Zhan, 2022). 

Ethical approval for the study was conferred by the Research Ethics Committee of the 

University of Amsterdam, Faculty of Child Development and Education (2020-CDE-11987). 

All participants provided informed consent prior to commencement of the study. 

 
 
Measures 

 

Interviews. Semi-structured interviews were conducted individually with all participants 

following their last lesson. Each interview took an average of one hour and was recorded 

using Microsoft Teams for subsequent transcription. The interviews comprised two parts: 

after brief rapport-building (Winstone et al., 2017b), the first part comprised stimulated recall 
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whereby TEs were shown short clips from their dyad’s lessons. Clips were selected to cover 

feedback levels and teacher roles. To gauge how the instrument was used by different TEs in 

different teaching contexts, the TEs were asked about their focus when providing feedback 

and their impressions of the PST response (RQ1). This included questions such as “Here you 

use cue X. Can you explain why you chose this cue and why at this moment?” and “Could 

you have used another cue or would you have liked to use an additional cue?” and “What do 

you think of his/her reaction to this feedback?”. The second theme comprised questions 

regarding TE experiences with the eCoaching equipment and the SOFT (RQ3), whereby we 

asked questions such as “Do you think this means of feedback has added value for you as a 

teacher educator?” and “Do you have the feeling you’ve given too much or too little 

feedback, and, if so, why?”.   

PST interviews followed the same structure as those of their dyad TE. First, 

stimulated recall using clips from their lesson recordings was used to ascertain if PSTs 

understood why they had been given specific feedback cues, if they found them relevant, and 

if they felt they implemented the feedback appropriately as well as how they felt when 

receiving eCoaching (RQ2). They were asked questions such as “Can you tell me what you 

think about receiving synchronous feedback?”, “How does it feel getting feedback whilst 

teaching?” and “Do you think you received too much or too little feedback during these 

lessons?”. Part two comprised questions regarding the relevance and feasibility of eCoaching 

(RQ3) such as “Does this form of feedback have added value for you as a teacher trainee?” 

and “Do you feel the feedback helped you to improve your teaching?”. 

Post Lesson Questionnaire. A complementary online questionnaire comprising five questions 

was developed with a sliding scale of 0 - 10. The questions focused on (1) feelings regarding 

receiving eCoaching (scale from unpleasant to very pleasant – RQ2), (2) the added value of 

eCoaching (scale from totally disagree to totally agree – RQ3), (3) the teacher roles (scale 

from I had no feedback on this role to very useful – RQ1), (4) feedback usability (scale from 

totally disagree to totally agree – RQ3) and, finally, (5) an evaluation of whether eCoaching 

helped improve their teaching skills (scale from totally disagree to totally agree – RQ3).  

 

 
Analysis 

 

We first analysed all recorded lessons and tallied the feedback cues given by the TEs 

for each feedback level and teacher role. The focus was to understand if there were a change 

in the amount and type of feedback given across the three lessons for each PST (RQ1). 

We then carried out multiple rounds of iterative analyses of the verbatim interview 

transcripts using MaxQDA (Creswell, 2012). Coding choices were concept-driven, informed 

by the interview questions, resulting in four main themes: pedagogical content knowledge, 

use of feedback cues, experience with eCoaching, experience with equipment. This was 

followed by debriefings with the three co-authors to check for consistency and ensure 

agreement on themes, coding, and coded segments (Creswell, 2012; Rädiker & Kuckartz, 

2020). We subsequently analysed the complete data set comprising the coded interviews 

complemented by the post-lesson questionnaire (RQ2, RQ3).  

 

 

Results 
The Focus of Teacher Educator Feedback with the SOFT 

 

The feedback cues provided by the TEs showed a consistent pattern across all PSTs 

and across the three lessons in terms of feedback levels. In terms of feedback levels, 
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approximately 45 percent of all cues focussed on process (e.g., “Monitor” and “Get 

attention”), and the smallest percentage of cues (approximately 10%) focussed on feedback 

on the self (e.g., “Lower your volume”). About 20 percent of the feedback given per lesson 

focused on the task (e.g., “Compliment the learners”), and just under 30 percent of the 

feedback given per lesson focused on teacher self-regulation (“Good call”). Where feedback 

on task rises, there appears to be a concomitant decrease in feedback on self-regulation and 

vice versa. Process feedback appears to decrease in the last lesson.  

 
 

 

Figure 1: Teacher Educators' Use of the SOFT: Feedback Levels (N = 23 lessons) 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Teacher Educators’ Use of the SOFT: Teacher Roles (N = 23 lessons) 

 

In terms of the teacher roles, approximately 40 percent of the cues each lesson across 

all PSTs was focussed on the role of the methodologist (e.g., “check understanding”), which 

comprised most of the feedback given by TEs to PSTs. The least feedback was on the roles of 

the closer (e.g., “evaluate the lesson”) and the host (e.g., “be the host”), although feedback on 

the role of the closer seemed to have increased somewhat during the lessons. An increase was 

seen in the presenter role in lesson two (e.g., “get attention”), with a concomitant decrease in 

the feedback on the pedagogical role in lesson two (e.g., “monitor”). The total number of 

aggregated cues showed a decrease from lesson 1 (148) to lesson 3 (117).  
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TE Perception of the pertinence and practicality of eCoaching with the SOFT  

 

In the individual interviews, the TEs described observing PSTs implementing earlier 

feedback within the same lesson and across lessons. As TE-E indicated: 

I wanted to say by the way, with, with, in response to that first cue I gave. The 

nice thing I noticed there was, then of course she responded to that cue and then 

later on in this lesson, she almost at one point forgot to check understanding 

again, and I saw her hesitate for a moment, and before I could actually give her 

the cue, and then she sort of moved back before I was able to give the cue and 

thinks like oh yes, ‘Check for understanding’. I thought that for me was really 

proof, like hey, it works, because she got the cue and then she sort of self-

corrected in, in that next situation, right?  

TEs felt the fact they did not have to repeat certain feedback cues and PSTs adjusting 

their teaching based on earlier feedback might be an indicator of PST learning and self-

regulation. TE-B indicated complimenting her dyad PST on his self-regulation during an 

observation: 

I know he's got a bit of a problem keeping the time management at times, so 

probably looking back, I would say, but I don't want to sound defensive, but 

that's what I think I would probably have thought is, okay, he's aware of the 

time. He is giving them some extra time, but not too much extra time. Not out of 

control, not the next 15 minutes. An extra three minutes. That's probably my 

thinking. 

TE-T observed the difference in atmosphere in the class after her PST dyad, who had 

been teaching another subject for more than twenty years, began implementing “wait for 

silence” consistently with no further need for feedback after the first lesson where she was 

given the cue on three occasions. “Yeah, because I think [PST-B] had sort of started to give 

an instruction and then stopped again to wait. It was, it was this total zen moment wasn't it?” 

TE-B and TE-T observed their PSTs’ agency when hearing the cue “noise check” as 

the PSTs responded by looking around the class and apparently “ignoring” the feedback. This 

was positively interpreted by the TEs as a sign of self-regulation rather than a lack of 

understanding of how to react. In the interviews, these PSTs indicated that occasionally, upon 

hearing “noise check”, they listened and decided the volume in the classroom was acceptable. 

I think, um, just volume check is good because I evaluate the noise. It doesn't 

mean I have to change anything if I say, okay, it may be a bit loud but that's 

okay at this moment. Just volume check is not necessarily that you have to lower 

it, you just have to check 'am I comfortable with this level of noise at this 

time?'[…] And I re-evaluated. I just looked at the class and listened and like, 

okay, what are they doing? Everyone is working really well. So if at this point 

I'm gonna say 'guys lower your volume' I'm gonna distract them. Um and I 

thought okay they're working really well, they're working on the task that I set 

for them so why, er, why interrupt that? (PST-J) 

The feedback cue “instruct how long” was used by all TEs and one which was taken 

to heart by their PSTs. TE-J, TE-B and TE-T mentioned how their PST dyads were told in the 

first lesson to indicate how long the learners had for a task and then observed PSTs 

implementing this with no further cue later in the same lesson.  

I think I said it [indicate how long] one more time. Indeed. Not with the drawing 

but maybe with something else. And then indeed she said oh yeah, it's handy to 

tell them how long they actually can spend on doing whatever this is. [TE-J] 

The TEs were positive about eCoaching and its implications for ITE as well as 

the possible positive ramifications for PST self-regulation and self-efficacy. Two TEs 
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commented on the smooth reactions of their dyad PST to a feedback cue and that they 

never seemed startled when hearing a whisper in their ear. Both TEs and PSTs indicated 

in the interviews that initial nerves before and at the start of the first eCoaching lesson 

rapidly dissipated. Teacher educator nerves, after ensuring the technology functioned, 

were mainly caused by concerns regarding the timing of their cues and the occasional 

interruption when a PST was talking.  

 

 
PST Perception of the pertinence and practicality of eCoaching with the SOFT  

 

The preservice teachers felt the feedback received through eCoaching was useful to 

improve their current and subsequent lessons, and seven of the eight indicated feeling more 

confident following the eCoaching lessons. PSTs unanimously mentioned the feedback on 

self-regulation being most helpful to allay doubts about decisions made during lessons and 

indicated this feedback, in particular, gave them more confidence. They said it helped them 

understand they were making good choices, which they argued increased their confidence. 

PST-R remarked how the self-regulation cue helped him: “I think that that really, really 

helped a lot for me you know to be like, okay, I am doing things correctly and I am doing 

things well, you know. It’s nice to hear those things too”. PST-B indicated the eCoaching, 

helped give her insight into what was happening in her lessons. This then gave her the 

impression of having more agency, resulting in her feeling more confident in her teaching 

ability. PST-M hinted, however, that certain feedback made her feel less confident: “Then 

how do you say that? Umm, that my gut feeling is, okay, but also some other things like the 

‘wait for silence’, I felt like I did that before, but apparently, I did not”.  

In the interviews, PSTs were unanimously positive about eCoaching though some of them 

mentioned caveats including initial worries about technology. They indicated in the 

interviews they felt asynchronous feedback frequently comes too late or they interpret it as a 

huge change they need to implement whereas the same feedback given synchronously during 

the lesson helped them understand it is sometimes only small changes they need. PST-R was 

positive about the SOFT combined with the lesson recordings and the impact on his 

confidence: 

But getting it this structured way as well with these set comments that you know 

what to expect a little bit and then you can look it (sic) back later. Perfect. [It 

gives me] more confidence, not only because of you know a ‘good call’ is a nice 

motivation booster, um, of course, during the lesson itself, but just being able to 

not, to not look at your teaching as a whole, but you know, just look at the 

independent actions and, and be able to improve on those and really be 

analytical about it. It gives me more confidence. [PST-R] 

The PSTs indicated that the feedback message from the SOFT was clear, and they 

instantly knew what was expected of them. One PST did, however, indicate that on occasion 

she responded to the TE’s cue using words directly from the SOFT e.g., “check 

understanding” became “do you understand?” as she felt she was not quite quick enough to 

rephrase the feedback as an open question to the learners. None of the PSTs nor TEs 

experienced eCoaching as a form of assessment; indeed, TE-J explicitly indicated “it’s really 

pure feedback and feed forward” and her dyad PST mentioned how she feels TE-J “pops into 

[her] head now sometimes in other lessons” as if she’s still guiding her even after the 

experiment. PST-B provided further information on this experience by equating eCoaching 

from TE-T to a guiding angel:  

That you see that you're actually, when you listen to what [the TE is] saying and 

I change my behaviour, then actually, you see the class changing, then you 
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know, okay, this is at least, there's something, there's like a little angel sitting on 

your shoulder helping you.[…]. It felt like, oh, I'm not alone. And, and she's 

watching out for me, you know, she's, she's helping me actually. That's what I, 

that's what I thought. 

PSTs were consistently positive about the cue timing and indicated it helped them 

react quicker to minor disruptions than they might otherwise have done. Four PSTs 

mentioned a cue being given just before they were about to undertake the specific action but 

saw this as confirmation they were on track rather than as an annoyance. Less positive 

messages about eCoaching were mentioned by two PSTs who felt less able to hear their 

learners due to the earpiece in one ear and two others who indicated feeling nervous when the 

TE was silent: although they understood silence meant there was no feedback, they felt 

reassured when they heard the TE speak. TE-E indicated she needed almost one whole lesson 

to settle in to this mode of work and when to provide synchronous feedback whereas her dyad 

PST-C assumed the lack of feedback during the first part of the first lesson was more due to 

the audio connection issues they had initially experienced rather than TE nerves. PST-J was 

interrupted whilst speaking on three occasions but felt this did not increase his cognitive load, 

especially as his dyad TE-B repeated the feedback on these occasions. TE-B explained she 

could not always tell PST-J was about to speak, which was the reason for her interruption, but 

she felt his reactions were always appropriate, rapid and smooth. 

 

 
PST experience with and appreciation of eCoaching 

 

 PSTs were positive about the use of the SOFT with eCoaching with an average score 

of 7 (low 6, high 10, SD = 0.7). Question 2 regarding the added value of this feedback had a 

high score with an average of 8.5 (low 5, high 10, SD = 1.5). The average score for question 

3 regarding how useful the feedback was on specific teacher roles was 7 (low 5, high 10, SD 

= 1.1). The lowest average score of 6.8 was for the question regarding the feedback on the 

teacher role of the closer (low 0, high 10, SD = 3.7) where many PSTs indicated receiving no 

feedback on this role. PST response to question 5 regarding whether this feedback method 

helped improve their teaching skills was an average of 8 (low 6, high 10, SD = 1).  

 

 

Discussion 

  

The aim of our study was to better understand affordances of eCoaching using a 

standardised feedback taxonomy. In this study we report the first trial of eCoaching with the 

SOFT in practice with a heterogeneous sample comprising full-time and part-time PSTs from 

different subjects, teaching in different types of schools. The minimal focus in the SOFT on 

the host and closer roles is logical since the heart of most secondary school lessons 

encompasses the roles of the presenter, pedagogue, and methodologist. This prioritisation 

aligns with secondary schools where delivering content effectively (presenter), facilitating 

learning (pedagogue), and planning and structuring lesson content (methodologist) form the 

core.  

There are some slight fluctuations to be seen in the percentages of feedback levels 

across our participants. First, there appeared to be an increase in feedback on self-regulation 

between the first and second lessons. More in-depth inspection of our data revealed that one 

PST had a problematic second lesson where his learners were excessively disruptive, causing 

him to change his plans on the spot, which warranted more feedback on his self-regulation 

which may have skewed the results. We furthermore observed a slight increase in feedback 
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on the closer role across the lessons. This suggests a shift in either PST behaviour or TE 

focus. One possible explanation could be that as PSTs become accustomed to observations 

and feedback, they may gradually relax and revert to habitual teaching behaviours where they 

focus less on certain aspects of the lesson rather than consciously applying university taught 

strategies (Eraut, 2000; Van Veen et al, 2010). Alternatively, the TEs may have refined their 

observation and eCoaching techniques over time, enabling them to recognise and address 

different aspects of the lesson, such as the opening and closing, more effectively. Considering 

the sample size of only eight PSTs and four TEs we want to stress that these findings should 

be interpreted with caution. 

The role of the TE in the feedback process warrants further exploration as the reason 

for the slight predominance of methodological feedback in our results remains unexplained. 

Given that our participant TEs were all subject-specific experts with extensive experience in 

ITE, it is plausible their professional backgrounds predisposed them to place greater 

emphasis on teaching methodology over general pedagogical strategies. Additionally, the 

subtle shift observed as the study progressed, where task-level feedback slightly increased 

while feedback on self-regulation and process decreased, suggests that as TEs became more 

adept at identifying PSTs’ teaching development, they adjusted their feedback accordingly. 

In contrast, we hypothesise that novice (preservice) teachers would benefit more from 

explicit, task-oriented feedback (e.g., “wait for silence”), whereas more experienced 

(preservice) teachers would need feedback to challenge them just beyond their current ability 

(i + 1) (e.g., “check understanding”). In light of the experience of our PST participants, seven 

of whom had at least two years of practicum experience, it is feasible they would need less 

lower-level feedback as they have already had considerable opportunity to hone their 

teaching skills and these cues, therefore, match their proficiency. Indeed, the feedback 

provided by the TEs focussed more on higher-level feedback targeting process and self-

regulation, which is most likely to lead to uptake and performance improvement (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007; Wisniewski et al., 2020), underscoring the importance of tailoring feedback 

to PST development to extend rather than simply reinforcing existing competence. 

All participants were positive about eCoaching with the SOFT. TEs were enthusiastic 

about the possible ramifications for intensifying practicum feedback practices and reducing 

issues of logistics currently faced by mass higher education (Nicol, 2010). PSTs were 

positive about the possibility of applying feedback immediately in their practice. Similar 

findings have been noted in previous research into the use of eCoaching in teacher 

preparation, such as Hollett and colleagues (2017) and Scheeler and colleagues (see Scheeler 

et al., 2010; Scheeler et al., 2006; Scheeler et al., 2012). All participants were able to work 

with the SOFT, suggesting it can be used for eCoaching in ITE. Technology and timing 

fostered initial nerves for both PST and TE participants alike, as reported in previous research 

(e.g. Stahl et al., 2018).  

 Notable is that, irrespective of prior knowledge of the SOFT and levels of dyadic 

acquaintance before the study, results from the interviews and post-lesson questionnaires 

showed no differences between and across the TE and PST dyads in appreciation of 

eCoaching with the SOFT. This implies that the SOFT in combination with eCoaching may 

be a feasible addition to current ITE and therefore worth further, more large scale, 

investigation. 

 

 
Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 

This exploratory study comprised a small sample of 12 participants from one 

institution for ITE so our results cannot be generalised to the broader field of education. This 
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small-scale exploration was conducted in our local Dutch context with colleague TEs from 

one specific language department, therefore there may be other contextual factors, such as 

subject-specific teaching focus, we did not consider which may shed light on future directions 

for this means of practicum feedback for PSTs. Dutch PSTs have considerable access to 

practicum over the course of their four-year training in comparison to other countries. As the 

practicum is considered the capstone of teacher preparation (Brown et al., 2019), and little is 

known about TEs’ pedagogic approaches to providing performance feedback (Hudson, 2015; 

Stahl et al., 2018), future research could study the extent to which TEs’ own feedback 

conceptions are still visible when using a feedback taxonomy to provide eCoaching. The TE 

participants in our study were able to use the entire breadth of the SOFT in their feedback 

practice, but we have not explored whether eCoaching can be complementary to regular 

asynchronous coaching nor what the ideal combination of eCoaching and asynchronous 

coaching might be to enhance the dialogue (Zhan, 2022).  

The technology was accepted and valued by our participants with some minor issues 

regarding connectivity. It is, however, conceivable eCoaching will not be as positively 

received by other TEs and PSTs since it is known some are enthusiastic technology adopters 

whereas others are more reticent (Roure et al., 2019) and our participants were volunteers. 

This method of eCoaching using a feedback taxonomy has some practical advantages such as 

being able to provide more PSTs feedback in less time since there is no need to be physically 

present. The laptop or mobile phone may, however, be considered disruptive for certain 

learners and a static camera cannot see as much as the naked eye in the classroom. Future 

research could compare the effects of a camera versus a physically present TE on the PST 

and on learner behaviour. 

Though the SOFT was accepted by our participants, it may need adapting before it 

can be trialled in another context such as primary education or a country which has a more 

didactic approach to education. Future research could investigate the possibility of making 

the SOFT more context or subject-specific.  

Another aspect which behoves more study is the extent to which there is a move in the 

feedback from lower (i.e., feedback on the self and task) to upper levels (i.e., feedback on the 

process and self-regulation) over a longer period to ascertain a link between the feedback and 

the extent to which PSTs are honing their craft and self-regulating. For feedback to influence 

learning and development, it must be used (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006), so it is 

important TEs encourage practice that promotes self-regulation rather than dependence on 

external feedback (Winstone et al., 2017a). To that end, future studies should investigate the 

role of the TE in this process, and in particular, the development a TE undergoes in becoming 

an eCoach. The reason for the apparent shift in feedback focus observed in our findings 

remains speculative and necessitates further investigation. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

Providing practicum feedback through eCoaching using the SOFT can be a useful tool 

for ITE as a means of keeping feedback focus on teaching standards whilst allowing for 

contextual flexibility and personalisation. eCoaching, as implemented in our study, can help 

support a more systematic approach to learning the craft of teaching through encouraging 

teacher self-regulation and might support the development of confident, efficacious teachers. 

Our results suggest eCoaching may be a viable method which opens the possibilities for a 

more systematic, unobtrusive, and timely approach to location-independent practicum 

supervision where the TE becomes a “virtual companion” (Rock, 2019). 
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