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When a Good Lesson Becomes a List of Problems
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As the teaching practicum season comes around each year, the same conversations begin
again. | watched many students who were training to become English teachers in secondary
school spend weeks planning and rehearsing their lessons beforehand with a mix of hope and
worry. Over the years, | have observed many of these lessons in junior high and high schools, and
the same pattern keeps appearing. The lesson went well, and students followed it actively. Then,
the debriefing began with the assigned English teacher, teacher trainee, and me in the room. The
student teacher started to hear about the small things that they failed to notice and the points
that they ought to reconsider. A lesson that worked is rewritten as a list of problems. The moment
is worth pausing on, because it raises a question that goes beyond feedback. How does a good
lesson turn into a list of shortcomings? What does that tell us about where the aspiring teacher
actually stands?

The debriefing is often imagined as a mirror, a surface where teacher trainees can see their
teaching reflected back to them. However, Bruneel and Vanassche's (2024) study of ten mentoring
triads complicates this image. Their analysis shows that the meaning of a teaching experience is
not simply discovered in the debriefing. It is shaped through the conversational positions and
frames available to the mentor, the teacher educator, and the aspiring teacher. Consequently, one
particular reading of the lesson may come to count as the valid one, at least for the duration of
the debrief.

In most cases, it is the mentor who leads the debriefing. The mentor sets the pace,
chooses which points to raise, and decides which parts of the lesson are worth going back to. The
student teacher has little room to ask for explanations, which makes it hard to build a full picture
of how the lesson unfolded and where it could be improved. Once the talk turns to standards and
target grades, as it usually does, the review tends to broaden, and the student teacher’s mistakes
move to the center of attention. The crux of the matter lies in whose account of the lesson is
allowed to count.

This setup works against honest self-reflection for two main reasons. First, the goals of
supporting development and judging readiness can become folded into the same conversation
When student teachers acknowledge their missteps, they may risk having those admissions
treated as evidence that they are not yet ready. Second, alternative readings of the lesson may
not be fully available in the room. Some teacher educators in Bruneel and Vanassche's (2024)
study reported having to "“bite our tongues” (Italics in original, p. 1047), which leaves the student
teachers “mainly delivered to the singularity of the mentor” (p. 1048). The mentor’s reading of
what happened may remain insufficiently challenged and become the version of events that
carries the most weight.

Even a student teacher who feels that the framing is unfair finds it hard to say so, and the
timing is part of the reason. The debrief often comes immediately after teaching, when the
student is tired and least prepared to argue for an alternative interpretation. Heinz (2024)
observes that feedback and reflection can make recovery more difficult by interfering with
psychological detachment. The stakes are personal as well. Waber et al. (2021) show that
negative feedback from mentor teachers can trigger negative emotions when student teachers
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experience it as inappropriate or implausible. In principle, the student teacher is free to disagree.
In practice, disagreement can feel like gambling with the relationship on which the whole
placement rests.

None of this reflects badly on mentors, most of whom are doing their best to help. As
Carmi (2024) argues, mentoring practices should not be reduced to a simple binary of good and
bad forms of support. The weakness lies in the design of the conversation. If the debrief is the
point at which the student teacher is most exposed and least able to speak, it is also the point at
which teacher education has the most to gain by intervening. The aspiring teachers could be
invited to give the first account of the lesson. Support and assessment could be held in separate
conversations. The frame in use could be named openly so that everyone in the room can see it.
A lesson that went well deserves a debrief that opens with what worked. The debriefing should
not begin and end with what was missed. It is often treated as the safest conversation in the
practicum, but for the student teacher, it may be the most exposing.

In this issue
Brief Summaries of the Articles
Adam Littleton explores the transferability of emotion regulation strategies across teaching

contexts. Using Gross's theory of emotion regulation as a framework, he interviews three highly
experienced instructors at a university in Japan, investigating whether external factors such as
context or internal factors such as preference are more determinative of the strategies they select.
He finds that teachers may fall along a continuum, with context more salient at one end and
preference more determinative at the other.

Richard Ingham reflects on the professional development gained from producing The
Collabo Podcast for Japanese university students over a six-year period. He explores how the
project enhanced his interviewing techniques, scriptwriting, and digital production skills while
deepening his subject knowledge. The account highlights how sustained engagement with
creative technology can shift a teacher's professional identity and encourage a more reflective,
learner-focused approach to English language teaching.

Yutaka Fujieda discusses the role of human judgment in Al-supported writing. He argues

that researchers and teachers should look beyond final texts and examine how writers accept,
modify, and reject Al suggestions. The paper identifies three problems: limited behavioral
evidence, reduced evaluative thinking, and the neglect of teacher decision-making. It also
suggests ways to document decisions and support responsible Al use in writing classrooms.

Amy Toms discusses reflective writing for personal and professional development. She
examined why an extra-curricular writing project was unsuccessful utilizing two reflective practice
models: Korthagen'’s (2004) onion model and Gibbs's (1988) reflective model. Combining a core
reflection and action-oriented model enabled a comprehensive reflection on the project, offering
valuable insights into teacher identity and identifying practical steps for professional
development.

We welcome your contributions to our upcoming issue (Vol. 32, Issue 2). Please ensure
your papers are submitted by September 30, 2026. Full submission guidelines are available on
our website at https://td.jalt.org/index.php/etdjournal/. Feel free to email:
jalt.ted.ete.editor[atlgmail.com with any questions.
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