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The Changes of Pre-Service English Teachers’
Pedagogical Content Knowledge In
Microteaching Guided by an Expert Secondary
English Teacher

Abstract. To assist pre-service English teachers in preparing their teaching practices in both microteaching
class and teaching internship, an expert secondary English teacher is lately involved in teacher education
program. This study aims at explaining the changes of pre-service English teachers’ pedagogical content
knowledge (PCK) in expert-guide practice. A mixed-method was employed in which the quantitative data
employed equivalent time-series design, while the qualitative data employed a case study. To achieve the
purpose, eleven pre-service English teachers in Indonesia who joined microteaching class were involved.
Observation and video recording were administered to collect the data. Pre-service English teachers were
observed before, during, and after expert-guide practice. The data were analyzed statistically in descriptive
statistics (minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation) and inferential statistics (paired-samples t-test).
Each performance was video recorded and analyzed qualitatively. The result indicates that expert-guide practice
affects significantly on pre-service English teachers’ PCK. The feedback, guidance, and exemplary lessons
played an important role in changing their PCK. Therefore, to prepare pre-service English teachers to be English
professional teachers, they need to be assisted intensively in preparing their teaching performance, including
developing their PCK as knowledge base for them to teach.

Keywords: changes, an expert secondary English teacher, microteaching, pedagogical content knowledge,
pre-service English teachers

Introduction

Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) is knowledge base for pre-service English teachers
in conducting their teaching practices. As teacher education program which prepares them to
be professional English teachers, they must be equipped with theoretical knowledge and
practical knowledge. Microteaching class, which is one of the courses offered under expert-
guide practice, assists pre-service English teachers in developing their knowledge (content
and pedagogy) and changing their teaching performance (Cheng, 2017). In this regard, they
need to know not only what they are going to teach but also how to teach it more
understandable to students (Shulman, 1987; Suhirman, 2018).

Many researchers have conducted the studies of microteaching (see Bahjat, 2016; Bakir,
2014; Bastiirk, 2016; Cobilla, 2014; Copeland, 1975; Donnelly & Fitzmaurice, 2011; Elias,
2018; Godek, 2016; Kamimura & Takizawa, n.d; Onwuagboke, Osuala & Nzeako, 2017;
Punia, Miglani & Singh, 2016; Saban & Coklar, 2013; Shah & Masrur, 2011; Sen, 2010;
Simbo, 1989), however, those studies are mainly focused on teaching performance. There are
no previous studies which put their focus on PCK in microteaching. In fact, PCK is very
crucial for pre-service teachers to help them in carrying out the instructional processes.
Studies on microteaching concerning on PCK can only be found in microteaching lesson
study (MLS) (see Birel & Cakiroglu, 2018, Cavin, 2007; Suryani, Rukmini, Bharati &
Hartono, 2017; Zhou, Xu & Martinovic, 2017).



The importance of PCK for pre-service teachers has been argued by some researchers
(Ghazi, Shahzada, Shah & Shauib, 2013; Grolischedl, Welter & Harms, 2018; Kourieos,
2014; Yiksel, 2014). By having PCK, they will get easier in understanding the content and
teaching more effectively to students (Suhirman, 2018). Unsurprisingly, if they do not have
the knowledge, they are not able to help their students in countering their learning problems.
This study is important to inform the importance of PCK for pre-service English teachers as
knowledge base for them to teach facilitated in microteaching guided by an expert secondary
English teacher. Therefore, this study was aimed at explaining how the changes of pre-service
English teachers’ PCK in expert-guide practice.

Literature review
Microteaching Guided by an Expert Secondary English Teacher

Microteaching is commonly known as an attempt of pre-service teachers to transfer the
knowledge and skills of teaching that they have acquired into practice. Therefore, it aims to
bridge the gap between theory and practice (Ismail, 2011; Ghanaguru, Nair & Yong, 2013;
Marios & Losif, 2016). Through microteaching, pre-service teachers have opportunities to
raise the competencies required for teaching before proceeding to another skill. It also
provides them to explore and reflect on their own and others’ teaching styles and acquire new
teaching techniques and strategies that are appropriate to be implemented in the teaching
practice (Ogeyik, 2009).

Microteaching guided by an expert secondary English teacher is focused on teaching peers
in the classroom in a reduced time (Allen, 1967; Fernandez, 2010) comprising plan, teach,
feedback, re-plan, re-teach, and re-feedback (Banga, 2014; Peker, 2009), and is guided by an
expert secondary teacher to assist pre-service teachers in changing their teaching performance
(Cheng, 2017). It is also to improve student teachers’ academic level and teaching ability. The
role of the expert teacher in microteaching class is required from lesson preparation to
exercise correction. It is in line with Gun (2014) that what teachers do in class, what they
think before and during teaching are regarded as a crucial and complex part of teaching.

In microteaching class, the expert teacher is assigned to concern some points either the
strengths or weaknesses of pre-service English teachers’ teaching. The exemplary lessons are
also required to be shared with pre-service English teachers. Through those exemplary
lessons, pre-service English teachers are expected to have good models in carrying out the
instructional practices.

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)

Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) is one of the knowledge bases required by teachers
for teaching (Shulman, 1987). PCK is closely related to the understanding of concepts,
pedagogical techniques, knowledge of difficult or easy concept to learn, and understanding of
students’ prior knowledge (Gess-Newsome, 1999). Therefore, PCK is regarded as an
important role in developing teacher expertise (Faisal, 2015). It influences the way the teacher
teaches that encourages students to understand their learning.

It has been reported that initially, teachers put PCK separately in which subject matter
knowledge is separated from pedagogical knowledge. Both are integrated each other in the
teaching and learning process. Teachers must be able to know how to teach and transform



subject matter with the appropriate examples in order to be more understandable to the
students (Driel, Verloop & Vos, 1998; Faisal, 2015; Geddis, 1993). This functions to
determine the success of teaching. However, Jang, Guan & Hseieh (2009) argue that the
success of teaching does not only lie on the knowledge of subject matter mastered by the
teachers but also lie on their understanding of students’ prior knowledge and learning
problems. Therefore, in carrying out the instructional processes, teachers need to engage
students actively through some activities that explore their abilities optimally in the classroom
to activate the teaching and learning process.

In this study, Jang, et al.’s (2009) framework was used in which they had constructed and
developed four main categories of PCK encompassing Subject Matter Knowledge (SMK),
Instructional Representation & Strategies (IRS), Instructional Objective & Context (I0C), and
Knowledge of Students’ Understanding (KSU). SMK refers to the extent to which teacher’s
understanding of subject matter taught, IRS deals with the extent to which teacher’ ability in
choosing and using analogies, examples, and explanation, and selecting the appropriate
strategies of teaching, IOC covers teacher’s understanding of the aim and the process of
teaching and learning, learning atmosphere, teacher’s attitudes, and classroom management,
and KSU refers to the extent to which teacher’s ability in evaluating students’ understanding
either at the beginning, in the middle, or at the end of teaching and learning process.

Method

A mixed-method research was employed in this study. It was considered suitable since it
involved the processes of collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and integrating quantitative and
qualitative data (Creswell, 2014). The quantitative data of this study employed equivalent
time-series design, while the qualitative data employed a case study used to obtain detailed
information during the study (Bakir, 2014). The equivalent time-series design was used in the
quantitative design of the study by considering the limitation of the number of participants in
which there was only one class, and it was impossible to involve more than one group.

Participants

There were eleven pre-service English teachers of sixth-semester of Universitas
Muhammadiyah Semarang, Indonesia, in the academic year of 2018/2019, taking the class of
microteaching guided by an expert secondary English teacher. All of them were voluntarily
involved in this study.

Data Collection

The data were collected through observation and video recording. Observation was used to
assess pre-service English teachers’ PCK before, during, and after microteaching guided by
an expert secondary English teacher. The observation of PCK was adapted and modified from
Jang, et al., (2009). There were three raters involved in which they were assigned to drop their
scores ranging from 1 (very poor), 2 (poor), 3 (good), to 4 (very good) based on the quality of
each practice that took place in the teaching and learning process. Video recording was also
used to record the activities during the class. It also helped the raters in assessing pre-service
English teachers’ performance by re-watching the video.



Data Analysis

The data analysis included both quantitative and qualitative analysis based on the
instruments used. To analyze the quantitative data, SPSS version 21 was employed. It
included descriptive statistics involving minimum score, maximum score, mean, and standard
deviation, and inferential statistics involving paired-samples t-test. While in the qualitative
data analysis, each lesson was videotaped, transcribed, and analyzed.

Trustworthiness

The trustworthiness of this study referred to triangulation (the use of more than one
method) and inter-rater. Triangulation employed in this study involved triangulation of
multiple theories, triangulation of observer, triangulation of data sources, and triangulation of
method (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007; Heale & Forbes, 2013). Another way to see the
trustworthiness is through the use of inter-rater. Inter-rater involved in this study were three
observers who assessed pre-service English teachers’ PCK during the class of microteaching
guided by an expert secondary English teacher. They were: an expert secondary English
teacher who taught microteaching class and two lecturers whose position were as observers.

Findings
Pre-Service English Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) before Expert-
Guide Practice

The performance of pre-service English teachers’ PCK before the expert-guide practice is
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1
The Descriptive Statistics of Pre-Service English Teachers’ PCK before Expert-Guide Practice
N Min  Max Mean  Std.

Deviation
Subject Matter Knowledge (SMK) 11 16 2.3 1.93 237
Instructional Representation & Strategies (IRS) 11 18 2.3 2 184
Instructional Objective & Context (I0C) 11 16 25 212 .303
Knowledge of Students’ Understanding (KSU) 11 15 2.2 1.87 185

Valid N (listwise) 11

Table 1 shows that the lowest score of pre-service English teachers PCK before expert-
guide practice lies on SMK and IOC in which the score obtained is 1.6, and the highest score
among four categories is I0C with the score of 2.5. The data also reveal that the highest mean
score is IOC (M = 2.12, SD = 0.303), and it is followed by IRS (M = 2, SD = 0.184), SMK
(M =1.93, SD =0.237), and KSU which is the lowest (M = 1.87, SD = 0.185).

Pre-Service English Teachers’ Subject Matter Knowledge (SMK) within Expert-Guide
Practice

In the category of SMK adapted and modified from Jang, et al., (2009), there are five
components measured: 1) teacher knows the content that he/she is going to teach, 2) teacher
explains clearly the content to students, 3) teacher knows the theories or principles of the
subject taught, 4) teacher selects the appropriate content to students, and 5) teacher knows the
answers of students’ questions about the subject. The following is the result of descriptive
statistics of pre-service English teachers’ SMK taken three times during expert-guide practice.



Table 2
The Descriptive Statistics of Subject Matter Knowledge of Pre-Service English Teachers within
Expert-Guide Practice

N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation
SMK_1 11 1.8 3.1 2.49 526
SMK 2 11 25 3.7 3.19 425
SMK _3 11 2.9 3.9 3.42 .343
Valid N (listwise) 11

Table 2 explicates that the minimum score of first SMK of pre-service English teachers is
1.8. While the maximum score is 3.1 with the mean of 2.49, and the standard deviation is
0.526. In the second SMK, it reveals that the mean is 3.19 (SD = 0.425). There is a significant
improvement in which the minimum score is 2.5, while the maximum score is 3.7.
Meanwhile, in the third SMK, the minimum score is 2.9, and the maximum score is 3.9, with
the mean obtained is 3.42, and the standard deviation is 0.343.

Pre-Service English Teachers’ Instructional Representation & Strategies (IRS) within
Expert-Guide Practice

The following table is the descriptive statistics of pre-service English teachers’ IRS in
expert-guide practice by focusing on five subcategories: 1) Teacher selects appropriate
examples to explain concepts to students, 2) Teacher uses the interesting method to make
students interested in learning, 3) Teacher provides opportunities for students to express and
present their views in the classroom, 4) Teacher uses a variety of teaching approaches to help
him/her in explaining the subject matter into comprehensible one to students, and 5) Teacher
uses multimedia or technology (e.g., PowerPoint) to explain the subject matter (Jang, et al.,
2009).

Table 3
The Descriptive Statistics of Instructional Representation & Strategies of Pre-Service English
Teachers within Expert-Guide Practice

N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation
IRS 1 11 2.2 3.3 2.79 433
IRS 2 11 2.7 3.7 3.28 374
IRS 3 11 2.9 3.9 3.51 314
Valid N (listwise) 11

Table 3 elucidates pre-service English teachers’ IRS in which the mean of first IRS is 2.79
(Min = 2.2, Max = 3.3, SD = 0.433). The second IRS of pre-service English teachers shows
that the mean is 3.28 (Min = 2.7, Max = 3.7, SD = 0.374). Meanwhile, in the third IRS, the
mean obtained is 3.51 (Min = 2.9, Max = 3.9, SD = 0.314).

Pre-Service English Teachers’ Instructional Objective & Context (I0C) within Expert-
Guide Practice



The third component of PCK is IOC in which according to Jang, et al., (2009), it
emphasizes on: 1) Teacher makes students understand the objectives of learning, 2) Teacher
creates a good interaction with students and good atmosphere in the classroom, 3) Teacher
pays attention to students’ reaction during class and adjusts his/her teaching attitude, 4)
Teacher promotes students’ interest for learning through challenging activities, and 5)
Teacher prepares some additional and authentic teaching materials. The result of the
descriptive statistics of pre-service English teachers’ IOC is presented in Table 4.

Table 4
The Descriptive Statistics of Instructional Objective & Context of Pre-Service English Teachers within
Expert-Guide Practice

N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation
I0C 1 11 2.1 3.4 2.69 510
I0C 2 11 2.6 3.8 3.27 443
I0C 3 11 2.9 3.8 3.43 .287
Valid N (listwise) 11

Table 4 shows the difference results from first, second, and third IOC. The mean of the
first IOC is 2.69 (Min = 2.1, Max = 3.4, SD = 0.510). In the second 10C, the mean improves
0.5 from the first one with the score of 3.27 (Min = 2.6, Max = 3.8, SD = 3.27). Meanwhile,
in the third 10C, the mean obtained is 3.43 (Min = 2.9, Max = 3.8, SD = 0.287).

Pre-Service English Teachers’ Knowledge of Students’ Understanding (KSU) within
Expert-Guide Practice

There are five subcategories seen from KSU (Jang, et al., 2009). They are: 1) Teacher
knows students’ prior knowledge and difficulties of learning the previous material, 2) Teacher
evaluates students’ understanding through questions, 3) Teacher uses different approaches
(questions, discussion, etc.) to make sure students’ understanding, 4) Teacher facilitates
students’ understanding through assignments, and 5) Teacher’s tests help students realize the
learning situation.

Table 5
The Descriptive Statistics of Knowledge of Students’ Understanding of Pre-Service English Teachers
within Expert-Guide Practice

N Min Max Mean  Std. Deviation
KSU_1 11 2 3 2.54 443
KSU_2 11 25 3.7 3.24 429
KSU 3 11 2.9 3.9 3.46 .338
Valid N (listwise) 11

The descriptive data in Table 5 indicates the result of pre-service English teachers’ KSU.
From the first KSU, the minimum score obtained is 2, and the maximum score is 3 (M = 2.54,
SD = 0.443). In the second KSU, the result shows improvement in which the minimum score
is 2.5, and the maximum score is 3.7 (M = 3.24, SD = 0.429). Meanwhile, in the third KSU,
the minimum score achieved is 2.9, the maximum score is 3.9, with the mean of 3.46, and the
standard deviation of 0.338.

The Changes of Pre-service English Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Knowledge

To find out pre-service English teachers’ PCK had improved to some extent after expert-
guide practice, Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was applied to see whether or not there were
significant differences between pairs of variables. The result of paired-sample t-test of pre-
service English teachers’ PCK could be seen in Table 6.



Table 6
Paired Sample t-test of Pre-Service English Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Knowledge within Expert-
Guide Practice

N Min Max Std. Error Std. Sig. (2-tailed)
Mean Deviation

PCK_1 11 1.68 2.30 .06359 .21090

2.08 3.20 .13897 46090 .003
PCK 2 11 2.60 3.73 .12356 40979

2.90 3.88 .09468 .31401 .003
PCK_3 11 1.68 2.30 .06359 .21090

2.08 3.20 .13897 46090 .005
PCK 4 11 2.60 3.73 .12356 40979

Valid N (listwise) 11

Table 6 elucidates pre-service English teachers” PCK in which Sig. value between PCK_1
and PCK_2 is 0.003. Since the Sig. value is less than 0.05 (0.003<0.05), it means that there is
a significant difference between pre-service English teachers’ first PCK (PCK 1) and the
second PCK (PCK_2) under expert-guide practice. Moreover, the comparison between the
second PCK of pre-service English teachers (PCK_2) and the third PCK of pre-service
English teachers (PCK_3) results in the Sig. value of 0.003 in which it is lower than 0.05
(0.003<0.05). Thus, it can be inferred that there is a statistically significant difference
between pre-service English teachers’ second PCK (PCK_2) and third PCK (PCK_3) under
expert-guide practice. The last one is comparison between the third PCK (PCK_3) and the
fourth PCK (PCK _4) of pre-service English teacher, which obtains the Sig. value 0.005. Since
the Sig. value is less than the significant value (0.005<0.05), it means that there is a
significant difference between pre-service English teachers’ third and fourth PCK.

Discussion

This study highlights pre-service English teachers’ PCK from four categories i.e., subject
matter knowledge (SMK), instructional representation & strategies (IRS), instructional
objective & context (IOC), and knowledge of students’ understanding (KSU), as proposed by
Jang, et al., (2009).

SMK is one of the components in PCK that is needed by teachers in carrying out the
instructional process effectively. Teachers have an important role in determining student
learning. Therefore, teachers should have deep knowledge about the subject matter and be
able to use it to enact effective teaching (Uygun & Akytiz, 2019). By having deep knowledge
and understanding the concept well, the teaching and learning process could run effectively
because teachers could involve their students to solve the problems, answer students’
questions, and check students” work (Ball, Thames & Phelps, 2008). Without knowing what
to teach, teachers cannot help their students’ problems of learning. Hence, teacher education
program, which prepares pre-service English teachers to be professional English teachers,
needs to prepare and equip them with the knowledge base of teaching i.e., PCK since the



success of the teaching and learning process lies on teachers’ preparation in designing all
elements required for teaching.

Microteaching guided by an expert secondary English teacher provided pre-service English
teachers to learn more through some exemplary lessons shared with them (Cheng, 2017). The
expert teacher did not only guide them to improve their teaching performance where
microteaching was commonly focused on, but also emphasize on their weaknesses of PCK.
From the first element assessed from PCK, SMK is very crucial to develop since pre-service
English teachers must know what to teach to students. Nixon, Hill & Luft (2017) explain that
pre-service English teachers’ SMK could be developed through classroom experiences in
which they had chances to practice their teaching. This condition benefited them to more
focus on their SMK in which it is very crucial for teachers to teach. They were demanded to
understand the content taught to students (Ball, et al., 2008) besides having knowledge of
pedagogy as well. By having good chances of teaching, they learnt to evaluate by themselves
from what had not been achieved from their previous teaching. They also learnt from the
feedback given by the expert teacher and peers from either the weaknesses or the strengths of
their teaching performance so that they could improve their teaching.

To optimize student-centered learning, in the category of IRS, most pre-service English
teachers focused more on students and the teaching and learning process. The emphasis in this
approach lies on the interaction between teacher and students, and student and student. It aims
to facilitate students’ learning adjusted with their needs of learning (Beausaert, Segers, &
Witlink, 2013). Hence, at this point, pre-service English teachers explored the use of teaching
approaches such as games combined with the use of multimedia in which they were used to
attract students’ interest and avoid their boredom in learning (Krieger, 2005). In this respect,
pre-service English teachers used a variety of teaching approaches to transform the subject
matter into a comprehensible one. Besides to attract students’ interests, the use of multimedia
aimed to optimize students’ learning (Manikowati & Bharati, 2017), offer comfortable
learning environments for students, enhance students’ interests and enthusiasm (Barzegar,
Farjad & Hosseini, 2012; Skinner, Furrer, Marchand & Kindermann, 2008), and increase the
interaction between students and teachers (Rajendra & Sudana, 2018). Through the use of a
variety of teaching approaches focusing on student-centered learning, the students had a
chance to perform and express their ideas during the class. It is in line with Intarapanich
(2013) that the use of teaching approaches and teaching activities provide students to develop
their interaction (communication) and use the classroom language optimally. This finding
confirms the theory of constructivism in which teacher should be a facilitator in the teaching
and learning process triggering students to discuss and share information with others
(Beausaert, et al., 2013).

The component of I0C deals with the understanding of the objective of the course,
pursuing pre-service English teachers to teach their students clearly based on the learning
objective that had been formulated based on Bloom’s Taxonomy (Mitchell & Manzo, 2018).
By formulating the learning objective clearly, pre-service English teachers could understand
what paths of learning to be followed, trigger students to be aware of what they have to
achieve at the end of learning (Mahajan & Singh, 2017; Mitchell & Manzo, 2018), and focus
on the results of students’ learning (Erikson & Erikson, 2018). Moreover, learning objective
also encouraged pre-service English teachers to critically determine what level of subject
matter mastery expected from their students (Faulconer, 2017). It enabled them to check
whether or not their teaching was effective (Mitchell & Manzo, 2018). As a result of
formulating the learning objective, it triggered them to prepare and provide authentic
materials (Pinter, 2006; Rahimi, 2008; Seven & Engin, 2007), which also functioned not only
to save students from their deficiencies (Allwright, 1981) but also to expose students’ ability
in using language to communication (Al Azri & Al-Rashdi, 2014).



In the teaching and learning process, prior knowledge which is part of KSU, is regarded as
an important point in learning (Yuksel, 2012). Pre-service English teachers helped students to
link their prior knowledge with the new one. It was because eliciting information before being
discussed affected students in learning and understanding the topic discussed -easily
(Tawalbeh & Al-Zuoud, 2013; Yuksel, 2012). Evaluating students’ understanding also
becomes crucial in the teaching and learning process in which students could be provided
with some questions and some assignments. By posing some questions, pre-service English
teachers could ascertain what extent to which their students’ level of understanding or
misunderstanding (Aimah & Purwanto, 2019), and students had the opportunity to express
their views regarding what they had learnt (Jabbarifar, 2009). Besides, assignments also
played important roles in determining students’ participation in the classroom ((Buijs &
Admiraal, 2013). Pre-service English teachers, at this point, had planned what activities that
students must do in order to stimulate their participation in the classroom. Through
participation, students will get easier in doing the assignment given well (Latif & Miles,
2011).

From those explanations, microteaching guided by an expert secondary English teacher
affects significantly on the changes of pre-service English teachers’ PCK. Under the expert-
guide practice, pre-service English teachers were able to demonstrate their understanding of
subject matter and explain it in a more understandable way to students (Even, 1990; Shulman,
1987; Suhirman, 2018). Pre-service English teachers, at this point, realized the importance of
understanding the theories and principles of the subject matter taught that made them aware of
what and how to teach. Those needs triggered them to construct their knowledge on the basis
of their own teaching experiences to teach English effectively to students (Uygun & Akyiiz,
2019). When pre-service English teachers could ascertain their understanding of the content,
they could predict how students’ achievement of learning (Ball, et al., 2008). Students’
achievement of learning was determined by the ability of pre-service English teachers in
understanding of what to teach and what students need to learn by preparing the needs of
teaching including learning activities, giving clear explanations, asking further questions, and
evaluating students’ understanding (Ball & McDiarmid, n.d).

Even though pre-service English teachers” PCK had improved after expert-guide practice,
some of them were still lack of understanding of learning objectives. The mistakes made by
them commonly dealt with their inconsistency of what must be achieved. It influenced the
failure of achieving the intended learning objective. This finding is contradicted with what
researchers (see Mahajan & Singh, 2017; Mitchell & Manzo, 2018) said that learning
objectives helped teachers keep focusing on what to achieve.

This finding also confirms that not all pre-service English teachers were able to evaluate
students’ understanding either at the beginning, in the middle, or at the end of learning. They
only provided students with some assignments and/or discussion in groups during learning
activities. Discussion was commonly chosen since it enabled students to express their opinion
and convey their argumentation as well. Through this activity, students could actively
increase their interaction in groups (Uygun & Akyiiz, 2019). Therefore, their understanding of
the subject matter became better. However, at the end of learning, pre-service English
teachers did not evaluate their understanding of the subject matter taught. The lack of time
management caused them unable to follow all paths of the teaching and learning process.



Conclusion

Expert-guide practice in microteaching class affects significantly the changes of pre-
service English teachers’ PCK. As teacher education program which prepares pre-service
English teachers to be English professional teachers, an expert secondary English teacher
played an important role in assisting them intensively to prepare their teaching that was
designing their lesson plan including providing challenging learning activities, giving clear
explanations, asking further questions, and evaluating students’ understanding. Pre-service
English teachers who were previously lack of pedagogical content knowledge made
considerable progress in preparing themselves to perform based on the expert secondary
English teacher’s guidance and feedback given after their teaching performance.

The implication of this study shows that PCK is crucial for pre-service English teachers in
preparing their teaching practices. As Ball & MacDiarmid (n.d) and Uygun & Akyiz, (2019)
suggested, PCK could be developed from the way pre-service English teachers construct their
knowledge on the basis of their own teaching experiences. Therefore, they need to be
provided more teaching practices of different contents to construct and strengthen their
knowledge to teach.
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Abstract. This study aims to determine the effect of microteaching guided by an expert secondary English
teacher on pre-service English teachers PCK, focusing on the changes before and after expert-guided
microteaching. The equivalent time-series design involves a single-group, repeatedly assessed, with the treatment
introduced between the measurements. Expert-guided microteaching significantly affects pre-service English
teachers’ PCK and triggers them to know what to teach and how to teach for students.
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Introduction

Student teaching internship is one of the basic requirements for pre-service English teachers
in preparation of knowledgeable, reflective practitioners and emerging leaders that conduct
themselves ethically and professionally. They are offered the opportunity to develop their
multiple teaching skills such as designing lesson plans, formulating teaching goals, speaking in
front of peers, posing questions, and the application of evaluation techniques in a microteaching
class (Kilic, 2010). Unfortunately, most of them have been unable to meet the requirements of
teaching practice (Based on teachers’ evaluation conveyed to the head of the study program of
the English Education Department on September 7", 2018). They are unable to design a lesson
plan, carry out instructional processes, manage time and classroom, including mastering the
subject matter and explaining it in an understandable manner.
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First, the different perception of the students and lecturers in designing a lesson plan is often
confusing. Adi (2015) reported that pre-service teachers usually formulate two models of lesson
plans, which are designed differently to cover the activities of learning. Similarly, Ghanaguru,
Nair, & Yong (2013) stated that they encounter certain problems concerning creating an
effective lesson plan that offers learning experiences to students, allocate the appropriate time,
and its execution in the classroom. Second, the issues commonly encountered lies in the
management of time and classroom. For instance, it was observed that pre-service English
teachers usually had ample time left after they had taught the students (Bertus, Matsum, &
Syahrudin, 2018; Gorgoretti & Pilli, 2012; Tokmak & Karakus, 2011). Third, their mastery of
teaching materials is also another problem usually faced during teaching internship, in addition,
the inability to explain the subject matter also aggravates this condition (Afrilianti, Ulfah, &
Achmadi, 2016).

Consequently, all these issues are basically related to a lack of pedagogical content
knowledge (PCK). It comprises content and pedagogical knowledge, which is unique to pre-
service English teachers and is based on how they implement the teaching and learning process.
Based on the importance of PCK in boosting competence, there is a need to resolve the
problems mentioned above. Initially, microteaching, which offers them the opportunities to
develop these qualities, was formerly guided by the lecturer. However, it is presently supervised
by an expert teacher, conversely, this is aimed at bridging the gap between these two in assisting
pre-service English teachers. Besides, expert-guided microteaching also aims to provide
constructive feedback, guidance, and exemplary lessons that systematically conduct
instructional practices.

In addition, numerous studies have been carried out on microteaching, although their main
focus is on teaching performance ( Bahjat, 2016; Bakir, 2014; Bastiirk, 2016; Cobilla, 2014;
Copeland, 1975; Donnelly & Fitzmaurice, 2011; Elias, 2018; Godek, 2016; Kamimura &
Takizawa, n.d; Onwuagboke, Osuala, & Nzeako, 2017; Punia, Miglani, & Singh, 2016; Saban
& Coklar, 2013; Shah & Masrur, 2011; Sen, 2010; Simbo, 1989). Unfortunately, studies that
focus on PCK are still lacking irrespective of the fact that it is extremely important for pre-
service teachers because it aids them to effectively carry out the instructional processes. On the
contrary, PCK is commonly developed during microteaching (MLS) (Birel & Cakiroglu, 2018;
Cavin, 2007; Suryani, Rukmini, Bharati, & Hartono, 2017; Zhou, Xu, & Martinovic, 2017).

The importance of PCK has been deliberated on in several studies (Ghazi, Shahzada, Shah,
& Shauib, 2013; Grolischedl, Welter, & Harms, 2018; Kourieos, 2014; Yiksel, 2014). It aids
pre-service teachers to effectively convey the teaching process (Suhirman, 2018). On the
contrary, lack of knowledge, causes them to be unable to help students counter certain learning
problems.

Therefore, this study explores the importance of PCK, facilitated by expert-guided
microteaching. Pre-service English teachers need to understand and effectively carry out
teaching and learning processes. This study focuses on the changes before and after impacting
PCK through expert-guided microteaching.



Literature review

Teacher Knowledge-Base

In this context, a teacher’s knowledge-base is conceived as all potentially relevant skills
required to carry out instructional processes (Fernandez, 2014; Johnson, 2009), however, for
the past 10 years, it has been related to the role of content in teaching (Shulman, 1986). In
practice, competency is not only characterized by teaching content instead there is a need for
the teachers to possess adequate knowledge of the subject matter to provide the students with
sufficient information (Ghazi et al., 2013; Spear-Swerling, Brucker, & Alfano, 2005; Yang,
Liu, & Gardella, 2018).

Shulman, 1987 carried out a study focused on the role of content and the teacher's ability to
carry out instructional processes, including teaching certain topics. In other words, it was based
on content and pedagogical knowledge. Similarly, Mishra & Koehler (2006) reported that the
fundamental basis of teaching requires teachers to possess an adequate understanding of the
students' learning process, though, and subject matter, which is all encompassed in content
knowledge (CK) and pedagogical knowledge (PK). They are jointly referred to as pedagogical
content knowledge (PCK) and are considered as the primary component that affects students’
achievement (Baker & Chick, 2006; Bertram, & Christiansen, 2012; Carlsen, 1999; Diamond,
Grossman, Fernandez, 2014; Liakopoulou, 2011).

Therefore PCK is a basic requirement in the teaching profession, in addition, pre-service
English teachers need to understand the content as well as possess pedagogical knowledge.
However, it is expected of them to select appropriate learning approach, strategy, method, and
media in order to create an effective teaching environment.

Pedagogical Knowledge (PK)

The study carried out by Shulman 1987 is centered on pedagogical knowledge (PK). It
involves an understanding of the teaching processes and preparation, classroom management,
formulating lesson plans, methods and strategies, students’ characteristics, as well as designing
learning evaluation (Aimah, Ifadah, & Bharati, 2017; Aksu, Metin, & Konyalioglu, 2014;
Mishra & Koehler, 2006). This is consistent with the study carried out by Gess-Newsome
(1999), which stated that PK is based on the organization and management of teaching models
and strategies, including communication and discourse in the classroom.

Furthermore, it aids teachers during decision-making and to carry out instructional processes
in the classroom. It encompasses an understanding of the students' learning process, lesson plan,
assessment, and classroom management. Teachers that possess in-depth knowledge of PK tend
to understand their students, as well as encourage them to learn (Aksu et al., 2014). Therefore,
to strengthen this quality, teachers need to understand cognitive, social, and developmental
theories of learning and apply and integrate them in the classroom (Mishra & Koehler, 2006).
Meanwhile, Hudson, English, Dawes, King, & Baker (2015) reported that PK is used to
facilitate effective teaching practices. Gurney (2007) further stated that certain factors, such as
teachers’ knowledge base, learning activities, assessment, effective feedback, the interaction
between the teacher and students, as well as creating a conducive learning environment, which



is embedded in pedagogical knowledge, need to be considered in order to realize a competent
teaching process.

Content Knowledge (CK)

Content knowledge is regarded as a core element in the development of the teaching
profession (Ballmart & Kunter, 2006). According to Ball, Thames, & Phelps (2008), it involves
knowledge of the subject matter and its structures, therefore, there is need for teachers to
understand the subject matter, they are about to teach the students (Aksu et al., 2014; Ball et
al., 2008; Harris, Mishra, & Koehler, 2009; Kleickmann, Richter, Kunter, Elsner, Besser,
Krauss, & Baumert, 2013; Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Conversely, the inability to properly
understand the content causes them to be unable to aid the students in learning the material
(Ball et al., 2008; Ghazi et al., 2013).

However, pre-service English teachers need to be properly informed about the content as
well as make it understandable when teaching the students. It is absolutely important for them
to be able to apply the knowledge that they have mastered in the context of teaching. Therefore,
based on this regard, pre-service English teachers need to understand that the subject matter
taught in the classroom is completely different from that they were taught in college.
Accordingly, they have to simplify the material and adjust it to the students' level. They also
need to cite some analogies or examples in order to aid them in understanding their explanation
(Shulman, 1986).

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)

According to Shulman (1987), Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) is a basic requirement
for teaching. It is closely related to understanding concepts, pedagogical techniques, and
students' prior knowledge (Gess-Newsome, 1999). Therefore, PCK plays an important role in
developing teachers' expertise (Faisal, 2015). It influences the pattern of teaching as well as
encourages the students to understand the learning process.

It was reported that initially, CK was separated from PK, although presently, both have been
integrated in the teaching and learning processes. Teachers need to transform the subject matter
using appropriate examples to simplify it for the students (Driel, Verloop, & Vos, 1998; Faisal,
2015; Geddis, 1993). The essence of this function is to determine the success of the teaching
process. However, Jang, Guan, & Hseieh (2009) reported that this process's success lies in the
teachers' mastery of the subject matter and their understanding of students' prior knowledge and
learning problems. Therefore, in carrying out the instructional processes, students need to be
actively engaged in activities that optimally explore their abilities.

Therefore, the importance of PCK aids pre-service English teachers to create a meaningful
learning environment. However, they need to possess knowledge of the content (subject matter)
to be taught, clearly explain it, make it interesting, offer regular feedback, and help resolve their
learning problems (Olson & Moore, & Jang et al., 2009).

The importance of PCK in teacher education programs has been highlighted in numerous
studies (Reynolds, 1992; Tuan, Chang, Lee, Wang, & Cheng, 2000). In accordance with the
study, carried out by Jang et al.’s (2009), four main categories of PCK which encompasses of



Subject Matter Knowledge (SMK), Instructional Representation & Strategies (IRS),
Instructional Objective & Context (IOC), and Knowledge of Students' Understanding (KSU)
were designed and developed. SMK refers to the extent of the teacher's understanding of the
subject matter taught. IRS is defined as the teachers' ability to select and use analogies,
examples, including their explanation, and appropriate teaching strategies. IOC encompasses
the teaching process, learning atmosphere, teacher's attitudes, and classroom management.
Subsequently, KSU refers to the teacher's ability to evaluate students' understanding either at
the beginning, in the middle, or at the end of the teaching and learning process.

The Involvement of an Expert Secondary English Teacher in Microteaching Class

The ability of teachers to manage the classroom needs to be considered. It is believed that
classroom management is regarded as a core component of effective teaching performance and
teachers’ expertise development (Berger, Girardet, Vaudroz, & Crahay, 2018; Wolff, van den
Bogert, Jarodzka, & Boshuizen, 2014). It does not only involve the ability to maintain silence
during classes, however, it deals with students’ cognitive outcomes and behavioral engagement
(Jang et al., 2010; Reeve, 2009; Weinert & Helmke, 1995; Wolff et al., 2014).

Expert teachers possess at least ten years of teaching experience, and their ability to manage
the classroom is recognized by peers and school administrators (Berger et al., 2018; Berliner,
2001; Chi, 2006). Further, Wolff et al. (2014) reported that they usually focus on learning
activities carried out in the classroom as well as their ability to encourage the students to study.
Therefore, teachers play an important role in actively engaging the students as well as focus on
their understanding, which is boosted by the teaching experiences gained over the years
(Copeland, Birmingham, DeMeulle, D’Emidio-Caston, & Natal, 1994; Livingstone & Borko,
1989; Tsui, 2009). This also enables them to have a better understanding of classroom
management by foreseeing issues related to learning, resolving such problems, as well as
adapting to certain practices (Carter et al., 1988; Schempp, Tan, Manross, & Fincher, 1998;
Wolff et al., 2014).

The supervision of microteaching by lecturers in universities usually focuses on pre-service
English teachers' teaching performance and weaknesses. However, the feedback based on PCK
and those delivered by peers slightly contributes to the refinement of their performance.
Therefore, their performances are similar to those in previous studies. It was also discovered
that the guidance and exemplary lessons put forward by pre-service English teachers often do
not exist in the microteaching class. Consequently, they do not clearly understand ways of
simplifying the subject matter in order to make it easier for the students to assimilate. Besides,
designing a lesson plan and executing it in the instructional practice often makes them confused.
Therefore, as an evaluation, an expert teacher is required in a microteaching class.

Microteaching, guided by an expert teacher, focuses on teaching peers in the classroom
within a limited time (Allen, 1967; Fernandez, 2010). It comprises a lesson plan, teaching, and
feedback, subsequently re-conducted (Banga, 2014; Peker, 2009). This has a great influence on
the teaching performance of pre-service teachers (Cheng, 2017). The expert teacher is
responsible for lesson preparation and correction of exercises, which is included in PCK. This
is consistent with the study carried out by Giin (2014), which stated that the teachers activities



in the class, their thinking before and during teaching, is regarded as a crucial and complex
aspect of teaching.

In microteaching class, the expert teacher is assigned to monitor the entire points of pre-
service English teachers' performance, including PCK. The guidance and exemplary lessons
shared are expected to serve as good models when implementing instructional practices.

Method

A quasi-experimental design, associated with an equivalent time-series design, was used to
carry out this study due to a class's availability in the microteaching class. Therefore, multiple
observations were taken between each intervention.

Participants

A total number of eleven pre-service English teachers consisting 1 male and 10 female, aged
21-21 taking the class of microteaching from the English Education Department, voluntarily
participated in this research. The participants were expected to provide useful information while
answering the research question due to their willingness to be involved in the research.
Accordingly, convenience sampling was used.

All participants were taught in a microteaching environment by designing an individual
lesson plan, discussing and simulating the lesson plan in the instructional process, providing
constructive feedback to the performance, re-designing the lesson plan, re-teaching it, and re-
providing feedback. The expert teacher assisted the pre-service English teachers from planning
the lesson to evaluating students' understanding by sharing exemplary lessons and providing
guidance on the right strategies needed to conduct the instructional process.

Data Collection

The data were collected through observation, which was used to assess the teachers’ PCK
before, during, and after the expert-guided microteaching process. Furthermore, the observation
process was adapted and modified using the Jang et al. (2009) theory. The study consists of
three raters, one is an expert secondary English teacher teaching the microteaching class, while
the other two are observation lecturers. The raters were mandated to assign scores ranging from
1 (very poor), 2 (poor), 3 (good), to 4 (very good) to the pre-service English teachers based on
their performance in the teaching and learning process. The feedback, guidance, and exemplary
lessons shared were parts of intervention in the microteaching class.

Data Analysis

Data were quantitatively analyzed using SPSS version 21. It included the descriptive
statistics, involving minimum and maximum scores, mean, standard deviation, and the
inferential statistics comprising paired samples t-test and the N-gain. According to Pallant
(2014), the paired-samples t-test is used to compare a number of measurements of the same
variable within a single group. Therefore, this research determined the statistical significance
of pre-service English teachers’ PCK using the generalized linear model (GLM) repeated
measures test.



Trustworthiness

The triangulation and inter-rater methods were employed to determine the trustworthiness
of this study. The triangulation employed in this study involves multiple theories, observers,
data sources, and methods (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007; Heale & Forbes, 2013). On the
other hand, the inter-raters involved in this study were three observers comprising an expert
secondary English teacher that taught the microteaching class and the two lecturers as
observers.

The Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC) were used to examine inter-rater reliability
because three raters were involved in the study. Furthermore, the raters used repeated measures
and two-way mixed-effects to assign multiple scores (Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). The first PCK of
pre-service English teachers' inter-rater reliability shows that the ICC is 0.86 at a 95%
confidence interval of 0.75 —0.90, categorized at good reliability. The different results occurred
in the second PCK, which shows that the ICC is 0.97 with a 95% confidence interval above
0.90, therefore, the reliability is excellent. A similar result is also found in the third and fourth
PCK with the ICC of the third PCK at 0.97, with a 95% confidence interval above 0.90. This
means that the value is categorized at excellent reliability. The last is the fourth PCK with an
ICC value of 0.94, at a 95% confidence interval above 0.90, therefore, the reliability is also
excellent.

Findings

The Changes in Pre-service English Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)
before and after Participating in Expert-Guided Microteaching

The Descriptive Statistics Analysis

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard
deviation of the first pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of pre-service English teachers
before participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Table 1
The Descriptive Statistics of the First PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers before Participating in
Expert-Guided Microteaching

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PCK 1 11 1.675 2.3 1.979 210
Valid N (listwise) 11

Table 1 shows that the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation of the first PCK
of pre-service English teachers before participating in expert-guided microteaching are 1.675,
2.3,1.979, and 0.210.



The descriptive statistics of the second PCK of pre-service English teachers participating in
expert-guided microteaching also present the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard
deviation, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2
The Descriptive Statistics of the Second PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers Participating in Expert-
Guided Microteaching

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

PCK 2 11 2.075 3.2 2.627 .460
Valid N (listwise) 11

Furthermore, the descriptive statistics of the second PCK of pre-service English teachers in
expert-guided microteaching, compared with the previous result, show an increase in minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation in values of 2.075, 3.2. 2.627 and 0.460, respectively.

The next data shows the descriptive statistics of the third PCK of pre-service English
teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Table 3
The Descriptive Statistics of the Third PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers Participating in Expert-
Guided Microteaching

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PCK 3 11 2.6 3.725 3.247 409
Valid N (listwise) 11

The descriptive statistics show that in the third PCK, the minimum, maximum, mean, and
standard deviation obtained were higher than the second PCK with values of 2.6, 3.725, 3.247,
and 0.409.

The last data were descriptively obtained from the fourth PCK of pre-service English
teachers after participating in expert-guided microteaching, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4
The Descriptive Statistics of the Fourth PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers after Participating in
Expert-Guided Microteaching

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PCK 4 11 2.9 3.875 3.454 314
Valid N (listwise) 11

The descriptive statistics data show an increase in the minimum, maximum, mean, and
standard deviation scores obtained in the fourth PCK of pre-service English teachers after



participating in expert-guided microteaching by 2.9, 3.875, 3.454, and 0.314, respectively.
These scores were higher than the third PCK.

The inferential statistics is needed to calculate the pre-service English teachers’ efficiency
to determine their changes. Furthermore, the paired-sample t-test was examined using the
generalized linear model (GLM) repeated measures to test, and the normalized (N)-gain.

The Generalized Linear Model (GLM) Repeated Measures Test

The generalized linear model (GLM) repeated measures test is used to compare the mean
value of pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of pre-service English teachers participating in
expert-guided microteaching.

Mauchly's test of sphericity is first examined in the GLM repeated measures to test to
analyze the hypothesis whether the relationship between pairs of variables is equal (Field,
2013). The null hypothesis is rejected, assuming the Mauchly's sphericity test is statistically
significant (p < 0.05). This means that there are significant differences between pairs of
variables, and therefore, the assumption of sphericity is violated. Meanwhile, the null
hypothesis is accepted, assuming the Mauchly's test is not significant (p > 0.05). Hence, there
are no significant differences between pairs of variables, and the assumption of sphericity is not
violated.

The following table presents the result of Mauchly's test of sphericity of pre-service English
teachers’ PCK participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Table 5
The Result of Mauchly's Test of Sphericity

Epsilon?
Within Subjects Mauchly's Approx. Chi- Greenhouse- Huynh-  Lower-
Effect W Square df Sig. Geisser Feldt  bound
Expert- 570 4.907 5 430 782 1.000 333

Guided
Microteaching

The result showed that the sphericity of the p-value is 0.430 and greater than 0.05 (0.430 >
0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected, which means that the assumption of sphericity
is not violated. This also indicates no significant differences among PCK of pre-service English
teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching. Subsequently, the row of sphericity
assumed in the test within-subjects effects are insignificant.

Table 6
The Result of the Test Within-Subjects Effects



Type 11 Sum Mean
Source of Squares df Square F  Sig.
Expert-Guided Sphericity Assumed 14.618 3 4.873 165.179 .000
Microteaching
Greenhouse-Geisser 14.618 2.346 6.230 165.179 .000
Huynh-Feldt 14.618 3.000 4.873 165.179 .000
Lower-bound 14.618 1.000 14.618 165.179 .000
Error Sphericity Assumed .885 30 .029
(Expert-Guided
Microteaching) Greenhouse-Geisser .885 23.462 .038
Huynh-Feldt .885 30.000 .029
Lower-bound .885 10.000 .088

The assumed sphericity result indicates that the significant value is 0.000 and lower than the
alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. It means that there
is a significant difference among PCK of pre-service English teachers participating in expert-
guided microteaching. Furthermore, it can also be stated that the expert-guided microteaching
significantly affect the pre-service English teachers’ PCK.

The significant differences among the four data of PCK of pre-service English teachers
participating in expert-guided microteaching are determined using the pairwise comparison.

Table 7

The Pairwise Comparison



) 95% Confidence Interval for

Expert- @)] Mean Difference®
Guided Expert-Guided Difference
Microteaching Microteaching (1-J) Std. Error  Sig.? Lower Bound Upper Bound
1 2 -.648" .088 .000 -.937 -.358
3 -1.268" .079  .000 -1.529 -1.008
4 -1.475" .067 .000 -1.693 -1.257
2 1 648" .088  .000 358 937
3 -.620" .063 .000 -.828 -413
4 -.827" .083  .000 -1.098 -.556
3 1 1.268" .079 .000 1.008 1.529
2 620" .063  .000 413 .828
4 -.207" .053 .017 -.379 -.034
4 1 1.475" .067 .000 1.257 1.693
2 827" .083 .000 .556 1.098
3 207" .053 017 .034 379

The pairwise comparison result shows an increase between the first and second PCK, by
0.648, with a significant value of 0.000. Meanwhile, an alpha value lower than 0.05 (0.000 <
0.05) shows a statistically significant difference between the first and second PCK of pre-
service English teachers before participating in expert-guided microteaching. Therefore, it can
be stated that the expert-guided microteaching affects the first and second PCK of pre-service
English teachers.

The increase in mean difference by 1.268 also occurs between the first and third PCK. The
significance is 0.000, which is less than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05). Therefore, there
is a significant difference between the first and third PCK of pre-service English teachers before
participating in expert-guided microteaching. In other words, the first and third PCK of pre-
service English teachers is significantly influenced by expert-guided microteaching.

The next comparison is between the first and fourth PCK, with a mean difference of 1.475
and a significant value of 0.000. This value is lower than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05),
therefore, there is a significant difference between the first and fourth PCK of pre-service
English teachers before participating in expert-guided microteaching. It can also be inferred



that expert-guided microteaching affects the first and fourth PCK of pre-service English
teachers.

Between the second and third PCK, there is also an increase in the mean difference by 0.620,
with a significance of 0.000, which is less than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05). In other
words, there is a statistically significant difference between the second and third PCK of pre-
service English teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching. Therefore, the second
and third PCK of pre-service English teachers is affected by expert-guided microteaching.

Meanwhile, the significant value of the second and fourth PCK is 0.000, with a mean
difference of 0.827. The significant value is lower than the alpha of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), which
means a significant difference exists between the second and fourth PCK of pre-service English
teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching. Therefore, it can be concluded that
expert-guided microteaching significantly influences the second and fourth PCK of pre-service
English teachers.

The last comparison happens in the third and fourth PCK in which the significant at 0.017
and less than the alpha value 0f 0.05 (0.017 < 0.05). It means that there is a significant difference
between the third and fourth PCK of pre-service English teachers participating in expert-guided
microteaching. Therefore, the third and fourth PCK of pre-service English teachers are
significantly affected by expert-guided microteaching.

Table 8 determines the significant difference for each aspect of the multivariate tests.

Table 8
The Multivariate Tests

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.
Expert-Guided Pillai's Trace 980 134.0532 3.000 8.000 .000
Microteaching
Wilks' Lambda 020 134.053% 3.000 8.000 .000
Hotelling's Trace 50.270 134.0532 3.000 8.000 .000
Roy's Largest Root 50.270 134.053% 3.000 8.000 .000

The multivariate test result indicates that the p-value for each aspect is 0.000 and lower than
the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05). Therefore, there is a statistically significant difference
among PCK of pre-service English teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching.

The Normalized Gain (N-gain)

The Normalized Gain is used to determine the extent to which expert-guided microteaching
significantly changes in pre-service English teachers’ PCK. Furthermore, the calculation result
shows that the normalized gain (N-gain) for the data of pre-service English teachers’ PCK is
0.777 and above 0.7 (0.777 > 0.7), which means that it is the high category (Hake (1998).
Therefore, the pre-service English teachers’ PCK improves adequately after participating in
expert-guided microteaching.



Discussion

This study confirms that expert-guided microteaching affects the pre-service English
teachers’ PCK and is affected by expert-guided microteaching. Further, the pre-service English
teachers are mandated to design a lesson plan, implement the instructional process based on the
designed lesson plan, easily explain the subject matter, provide the contextual examples to
support the explanation, and evaluate students’ understanding improves significantly.

The condition is apparently different from when they joined the pedagogical courses, which
enabled them to learn only as prerequisites before taking the practical courses such as teaching
internship. Initially, some pre-service English teachers did not realize the need to comprehend
those courses properly before implementing it in their teaching practices. Therefore, when they
have to practice their teaching in front of peers, they unconsciously make some efforts to
develop their PCK by joining some expert-guided microteaching in order to implement
effective teaching. It proves that expert-guided microteaching triggered pre-service English
teachers to increase their awareness in developing their PCK base of implementing effective
teaching. These results are in accordance with the studies carried out by Chan & Yuang (2018),
Day (n.d), Fernandez (2014), Konig, Lammerding, Nold, Rohde, Strau3, & Tachtsoglou (2016),
and Fandifio (2013). They argued that effective teaching was determined by the teacher's PCK,
i.e., the ability to design lesson plans, simplify and explain the subject matter, choose the
appropriate teaching strategies, counter students' learning problems, and reflect the teaching
and learning process.

Therefore, this study focuses on the four components of PCK, namely subject matter
knowledge (SMK), instructional representation and strategies (IRS), instructional objective and
context (I0C), and knowledge of students’ understanding (KSU). According to Uygun & Akyiiz
(2019) SMK, help pre-service English teachers carry out the instructional processes, they
deepened their knowledge on the subject matter. This also enables pre-service English teachers
to learn the strategies associated with involving students in solving their learning problems,
ways to answer their questions, and check their work (Ball et al., 2008). Furthermore, without
adequate knowledge of the teaching process, they realized that they can help their students solve
problems. Therefore, the teacher education program, which aides them to become professional
English teachers, needs to prepare and equip them with the right teaching knowledge.

Expert-guided microteaching enabled pre-service English teachers to learn more through
some exemplary lessons (Cheng, 2017). The expert teacher did not only guide them to improve
their teaching performance where microteaching was commonly focused, rather they
emphasized the weaknesses of PCK. SMK is crucial to develop since pre-service English
teachers need to know their students' right things. This is in line with Nixon, Hill, & Luft's
(2017) study, which stated that pre-service English teachers' SMK are developed through
classroom experiences, which enabled them to practice their teaching. This condition
encouraged them to be more focus on their SMK, which is very crucial to teach. They were
demanded to understand the content taught to students (Ball et al., 2008) besides having
knowledge of pedagogy. Therefore, by having good teaching chances, they learned to evaluate
the success achieved from their previous teaching. They also learned from constructive
feedback delivered by the expert teacher and peers from either the weaknesses or the strengths
of the teaching performance. The detailed information delivered by the expert teacher and peers



through feedback, regarding the achievement in the teaching and learning process, made pre-
service English teachers more aware of the attributes to be refined and improved. This is in line
with the feedback provided by Hattie & Timperley (2007) to determine the right processes.
Feedback, encourages pre-service English teachers to make reflections and improves their
teaching performance (Baseer, Mahboob, & Degnan, 2017; Poulos & Mahony, 2008). This
finding is contrary to the initial condition whereby the lecturer commonly focused only on pre-
service English teachers’ weaknesses during teaching, which discouraging their teaching
process. Al-Bashir, Kabir, & Rahman (2016) stated that feedback does not need to be
discouraging, rather it encourages refinement. Also, in the former microteaching class, it was
also found that peers’ feedback did not give much input to the others’ teaching performance.
Peers that felt inconvenient to convey the weaknesses of the performance only focused on the
strengths. The unavailability of the assessment sheet as a reference to assess the performance
and provide feedback became one reason for peers to focus on the strengths of the performance.
Consequently, pre-service English teachers failed to realize when their teaching performance
needs to be refined and improved.

Regarding IRS's category, to optimize student-centered learning, the majority of the pre-
service English teachers focused more on students and the teaching and learning process. The
emphasis in this approach lies in the interaction between teachers and students, as well as
students and students. It aims to facilitate students’ learning adjusted with their needs of
learning (Beausaert, Segers, & Witlink, 2013). Therefore, at this point, pre-service English
teachers explored the use of teaching approaches, such as games combined with multimedia to
attract students’ interest (Krieger, 2005). In this aspect, pre-service English teachers used
various teaching approaches to make the subject matter comprehensive. Besides attracting
students’ interests, the use of multimedia aimed to optimize their learning (Manikowati &
Bharati, 2017), offer comfortable learning environments, enhance their interests and
enthusiasm (Barzegar, Farjad & Hosseini, 2012; Skinner, Furrer, Marchand & Kindermann,
2008), and increase the interaction between students and teachers (Rajendra & Sudana,
2018). Furthermore, through the use of various teaching approaches, which focus on student-
centered learning, the students were opportune to perform and express their ideas during class.
This is in line with the research carried out by Intarapanich (2013), which stated that the use of
teaching approaches and activities enable students to develop their communication skills and
use the classroom language optimally. This finding confirms the theory of constructivism in
which teachers need to facilitate the teaching process by encouraging students to discuss and
share information with others (Beausaert et al., 2013).

The 10C component deals with understanding the course's objective and encouraging pre-
service English teachers to teach their students based on the learning objectives formulated on
Bloom’s Taxonomy (Mitchell & Manzo, 2018). By clearly formulating the learning objective,
they are able to understand the paths of learning to be followed, encourage students to be aware
of the factors they need to achieve at the end of the learning process (Mahajan & Singh, 2017,
Mitchell & Manzo, 2018), and focus on the results (Erikson & Erikson, 2018). Moreover, the
learning objective also encouraged pre-service English teachers to critically determine the level
of subject matter mastery expected from their students (Faulconer, 2017) and enables them to
check the effectiveness of their teaching strategies (Mitchell & Manzo, 2018). Therefore,
formulating the learning objective triggers them to prepare and provide authentic materials
(Pinter, 2006; Rahimi, 2008; Seven & Engin, 2007), which saves students from their



deficiencies (Allwright, 1981) and exposes their ability to use language as a means of
communication (Al Azri & Al-Rashdi, 2014).

Yuksel (2012) stated that prior knowledge is part of the KSU, essential in the teaching and
learning process. Pre-service English teachers helped improve students' knowledge to quickly
understand the topic discussed (Tawalbeh & Al-Zuoud, 2013; Yuksel, 2012). Evaluating
students’ understanding also became crucial in the teaching and learning process because it
allowed them to provide some questions and assignments. By posing some questions, pre-
service English teachers can ascertain their level of understanding (Aimah & Purwanto, 2019;
Jabbarifar, 2009). Furthermore, assignments also played important roles in determining
students’ participation in the classroom (Buijs & Admiraal, 2013). At this point, pre-service
English teachers plan the activities mandated for students to stimulate their participation in the
classroom, which aids in improving their knowledge (Latif & Miles, 2011).

From those explanations, microteaching guided by an expert secondary English teacher
significantly gives an effect on the changes in pre-service English teachers' PCK. Under expert-
guided microteaching, they demonstrated their understanding of the subject and explained it
clearly and concisely. This is in line with the previous studies that stated that strong PCK
enables teachers to clearly and easily explain the subject matter (Even, 1990; Shulman, 1987;
Suhirman, 2018). At this point, pre-service English teachers realized the importance of
understanding the theories and principles of the subject. Those needs triggered them to
construct their knowledge based on their teaching experiences to teach English effectively to
students (Uygun & Akyiiz, 2019). When they were able to ascertain their understanding of the
content, they predicted students' achievement levels (Ball et al., 2008). Students' achievement
of the learning process was determined by pre-service English teachers' ability to understand
students' needs, including their learning activities, giving clear explanations, asking further
questions, and evaluating their understanding (Ball & McDiarmid, n.d).

Although pre-service English teachers” PCK improved after expert-guided microteaching,
some lacked understanding of the learning objectives. The common mistakes influenced the
failure of achieving the intended learning objective. However, this finding contradicts the
studies carried out by Mahajan & Singh (2017) and Mitchell & Manzo (2018), which stated
that learning objectives helped teachers keep the focus of their achievement.

The research also confirms that not all pre-service English teachers are able to evaluate
students’ understanding at the beginning, middle, or end of the learning process. This is because
they only provided students with assignments and grouped them during learning activities. The
discussion was commonly chosen because it enabled students to express their opinion and
convey their arguments. Furthermore, students actively increase their interaction in groups
(Uygun & Akylz, 2019). Therefore, their understanding of the subject matter became better.
However, at the end of the learning process, pre-service English teachers did not evaluate
students’ understanding of the subject due to poor time management.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this study proved that the ability and appropriateness of pre-service English
teachers in designing a lesson plan, choosing the appropriate teaching strategies, simplifying



and explaining the subject matter, designing the learning activities, and evaluating students’
understanding aids to determine the extent to which the success of the implementation of
effective teaching.

As a teacher education program that prepares pre-service English teachers to be professional,
the expert teacher's involvement in the microteaching class played an important role in assisting
pre-service English teachers in developing their PCK and improving their teaching
performance. Furthermore, those that previously lacked PCK made considerable progress in
refining and improving their performance based on the expert teacher’s constructive feedback,
guidance, and exemplary lessons shared with them.

The implication of this study shows that PCK is crucial in preparing teaching practices for
pre-service English teachers. Ball & MacDiarmid (n.d) and Uygun & Akyiiz (2019) stated that PCK
can be developed from the way pre-service English teachers construct their knowledge based
on their teaching experiences. Therefore, they need more teaching practices of different content
to build and strengthen their knowledge to teach.
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Summary

Teaching internship in secondary schools is the last teaching practice mandated on all pre-
service English teachers after passing the universities’ microteaching class. However, one of
the crucial problems faced by pre-service English teachers in completing their teaching
practices, is the gap between lecturers and school teachers in assisting them during their
teaching internship program. Therefore, the assistance of an expert secondary English teacher
is needed to link the microteaching class and the teaching internship. This study aims to
determine the effect of microteaching guided by an expert secondary English teacher on pre-
service English teachers PCK, focusing on the changes before and after participating in expert-
guided microteaching. The equivalent time-series design involved a single-group that was
repeatedly assessed, with the treatment introduced between the measurements. Furthermore,
the pre-service English teachers’ PCK were assessed before, during, and after expert-guided
microteaching. The data were analyzed statistically in descriptive statistics and in inferential
statistics. The result shows that expert-guided microteaching significantly affects the pre-
service English teachers’ PCK and triggers their ability to know what to teach and how to teach
it for students to understand. The constructive feedback given by the expert secondary English
teacher, together with guidance and exemplary lessons, determine the changes in pre-service
English teachers’ PCK.



ISSN 1392-0340 (Print)
ISSN 2029-0551 (Online)
https://doi.org/10.15823/p.2020.139.6

Pedagogika / Pedagogy
2020, t. 139, Nr. 3, p. 111-135/ Vol. 139, No. 3, pp. 111-135, 2020

VYTAUTO DIDZIOJO
UNIVERSITETO
SVIETIMO
AKADEMIJA

Microteaching Guided by an Expert
Secondary English Teacher: The Effect on
Pre-Service English Teachers’ Pedagogical
Content Knowledge

Siti Aimah', Dwi Rukmini2, Mursid Saleh?, Dwi Anggani Linggar Bharati*

' Semarang State University, Post Graduate Program, Jl. Kelud Utara 111, Semarang, Jawa Tengah, ID-50233,

Indonesia, siti.aimah@unimus.ac.id
Semarang State University, English Education Program, Sekaran, Gunung Pati, Semarang, Jawa Tengah, ID-50229,
Indonesia, wiwidwirukmini@yahoo.com

2

Semarang State University, English Education Program, Sekaran, Gunung Pati, Semarang, Jawa Tengah, ID-50229,
Indonesia, mursids@hotmail.com

Semarang State University, English Education Program, Sekaran, Gunung Pati, Semarang, Jawa Tengah, ID-50229,
Indonesia, dwi_anggani@yahoo.com

Abstract. This study aims to determine the effect of microteaching guided by an expert secon-
dary English teacher on pre-service English teachers PCK, focusing on the changes before and after
expert-guided microteaching. The equivalent time-series design involves a single-group, repeatedly
assessed, with the treatment introduced between the measurements. Expert-guided microteaching
significantly affects pre-service English teachers’ PCK and triggers them to know what to teach
and how to teach for students.
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Introduction

Student teaching internship is one of the basic requirements for pre-service English
teachers in preparation of knowledgeable, reflective practitioners and emerging leaders
that conduct themselves ethically and professionally. They are offered the opportunity to
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develop their multiple teaching skills such as designing lesson plans, formulating teach-
ing goals, speaking in front of peers, posing questions, and the application of evaluation
techniques in a microteaching class (Kilic, 2010). Unfortunately, most of them have been
unable to meet the requirements of teaching practice (Based on teachers’ evaluation
conveyed to the head of the study program of the English Education Department on
September 7', 2018). They are unable to design a lesson plan, carry out instructional
processes, manage time and classroom, including mastering the subject matter and
explaining it in an understandable manner.

First, the different perception of the students and lecturers in designing a lesson plan
is often confusing. Adi (2015) reported that pre-service teachers usually formulate two
models of lesson plans, which are designed differently to cover the activities of learning.
Similarly, Ghanaguru, Nair, & Yong (2013) stated that they encounter certain problems
concerning creating an effective lesson plan that offers learning experiences to students,
allocate the appropriate time, and its execution in the classroom. Second, the issues
commonly encountered lies in the management of time and classroom. For instance,
it was observed that pre-service English teachers usually had ample time left after they
had taught the students (Bertus, Matsum, & Syahrudin, 2018; Gorgoretti & Pilli, 2012;
Tokmak & Karakus, 2011). Third, their mastery of teaching materials is also another
problem usually faced during teaching internship, in addition, the inability to explain
the subject matter also aggravates this condition (Afrilianti, Ulfah, & Achmadi, 2016).

Consequently, all these issues are basically related to a lack of pedagogical content
knowledge (PCK). It comprises content and pedagogical knowledge, which is unique to
pre-service English teachers and is based on how they implement the teaching and learn-
ing process. Based on the importance of PCK in boosting competence, there is a need to
resolve the problems mentioned above. Initially, microteaching, which offers them the
opportunities to develop these qualities, was formerly guided by the lecturer. However,
it is presently supervised by an expert teacher, conversely, this is aimed at bridging the
gap between these two in assisting pre-service English teachers. Besides, expert-guided
microteaching also aims to provide constructive feedback, guidance, and exemplary
lessons that systematically conduct instructional practices.

In addition, numerous studies have been carried out on microteaching, although
their main focus is on teaching performance (Bahjat, 2016; Bakir, 2014; Bastiirk, 2016;
Cobilla, 2014; Copeland, 1975; Donnelly & Fitzmaurice, 2011; Elias, 2018; Godek, 2016;
Kamimura & Takizawa, n.d; Onwuagboke, Osuala, & Nzeako, 2017; Punia, Miglani,
& Singh, 2016; Saban & Coklar, 2013; Shah & Masrur, 2011; Sen, 2010; Simbo, 1989).
Unfortunately, studies that focus on PCK are still lacking irrespective of the fact that it
is extremely important for pre-service teachers because it aids them to effectively carry
out the instructional processes. On the contrary, PCK is commonly developed during
microteaching (MLS) (Birel & Cakiroglu, 2018; Cavin, 2007; Suryani, Rukmini, Bharati,
& Hartono, 2017; Zhou, Xu, & Martinovic, 2017).
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The importance of PCK has been deliberated on in several studies (Ghazi, Shahzada,
Shah, & Shauib, 2013; Grof3schedl, Welter, & Harms, 2018; Kourieos, 2014; Yiiksel, 2014).
It aids pre-service teachers to effectively convey the teaching process (Suhirman, 2018).
On the contrary, lack of knowledge, causes them to be unable to help students counter
certain learning problems.

Therefore, this study explores the importance of PCK, facilitated by expert-guided
microteaching. Pre-service English teachers need to understand and effectively carry
out teaching and learning processes. This study focuses on the changes before and after
impacting PCK through expert-guided microteaching.

Literature review

Teacher Knowledge-Base

In this context, a teacher’s knowledge-base is conceived as all potentially relevant skills
required to carry out instructional processes (Fernandez, 2014; Johnson, 2009), however,
for the past 10 years, it has been related to the role of content in teaching (Shulman, 1986).
In practice, competency is not only characterized by teaching content instead there is
a need for the teachers to possess adequate knowledge of the subject matter to provide
the students with sufficient information (Ghazi et al., 2013; Spear-Swerling, Brucker, &
Alfano, 2005; Yang, Liu, & Gardella, 2018).

Shulman, 1987 carried out a study focused on the role of content and the teacher’s
ability to carry out instructional processes, including teaching certain topics. In other
words, it was based on content and pedagogical knowledge. Similarly, Mishra & Koehler
(2006) reported that the fundamental basis of teaching requires teachers to possess an
adequate understanding of the students’ learning process, though, and subject matter,
which is all encompassed in content knowledge (CK) and pedagogical knowledge (PK).
They are jointly referred to as pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) and are considered
as the primary component that affects students’ achievement (Baker & Chick, 2006;
Bertram, & Christiansen, 2012; Carlsen, 1999; Diamond, Grossman, Fernandez, 2014;
Liakopoulou, 2011).

Therefore PCK is a basic requirement in the teaching profession, in addition, pre-
service English teachers need to understand the content as well as possess pedagogical
knowledge. However, it is expected of them to select appropriate learning approach,
strategy, method, and media in order to create an effective teaching environment.

Pedagogical Knowledge (PK)

The study carried out by Shulman 1987 is centered on pedagogical knowledge (PK).
It involves an understanding of the teaching processes and preparation, classroom ma-
nagement, formulating lesson plans, methods and strategies, students’ characteristics,
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as well as designing learning evaluation (Aimah, Ifadah, & Bharati, 2017; Aksu, Metin,
& Konyalioglu, 2014; Mishra & Koehler, 2006). This is consistent with the study carried
out by Gess-Newsome (1999), which stated that PK is based on the organization and
management of teaching models and strategies, including communication and discourse
in the classroom.

Furthermore, it aids teachers during decision-making and to carry out instructional
processes in the classroom. It encompasses an understanding of the students’ learning
process, lesson plan, assessment, and classroom management. Teachers that possess in-
depth knowledge of PK tend to understand their students, as well as encourage them to
learn (Aksu et al., 2014). Therefore, to strengthen this quality, teachers need to understand
cognitive, social, and developmental theories of learning and apply and integrate them
in the classroom (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Meanwhile, Hudson, English, Dawes, King,
& Baker (2015) reported that PK is used to facilitate effective teaching practices. Gurney
(2007) further stated that certain factors, such as teachers’ knowledge base, learning ac-
tivities, assessment, effective feedback, the interaction between the teacher and students,
as well as creating a conducive learning environment, which is embedded in pedagogical
knowledge, need to be considered in order to realize a competent teaching process.

Content Knowledge (CK)

Content knowledge is regarded as a core element in the development of the teaching
profession (Ballmart & Kunter, 2006). According to Ball, Thames, & Phelps (2008), it
involves knowledge of the subject matter and its structures, therefore, there is a need for
teachers to understand the subject matter, they are about to teach the students (Aksu et
al., 2014; Ball etal., 2008; Harris, Mishra, & Koehler, 2009; Kleickmann, Richter, Kunter,
Elsner, Besser, Krauss, & Baumert, 2013; Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Conversely, the ina-
bility to properly understand the content causes them to be unable to aid the students in
learning the material (Ball et al., 2008; Ghazi et al., 2013).

However, pre-service English teachers need to be properly informed about the content
as well as make it understandable when teaching the students. It is absolutely important
for them to be able to apply the knowledge that they have mastered in the context of
teaching. Therefore, based on this regard, pre-service English teachers need to under-
stand that the subject matter taught in the classroom is completely different from that
they were taught in college. Accordingly, they have to simplify the material and adjust it
to the students’ level. They also need to cite some analogies or examples in order to aid
them in understanding their explanation (Shulman, 1986).

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)

According to Shulman (1987), Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) is a basic require-
ment for teaching. It is closely related to understanding concepts, pedagogical techniques,
and students’ prior knowledge (Gess-Newsome, 1999). Therefore, PCK plays an important
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role in developing teachers’ expertise (Faisal, 2015). It influences the pattern of teaching
as well as encourages the students to understand the learning process.

It was reported that initially, CK was separated from PK, although presently, both have
been integrated into the teaching and learning processes. Teachers need to transform the
subject matter using appropriate examples to simplify it for the students (Driel, Verloop,
& Vos, 1998; Faisal, 2015; Geddis, 1993). The essence of this function is to determine the
success of the teaching process. However, Jang, Guan, & Hseieh (2009) reported that this
process’s success lies in the teachers’ mastery of the subject matter and their understand-
ing of students’ prior knowledge and learning problems. Therefore, in carrying out the
instructional processes, students need to be actively engaged in activities that optimally
explore their abilities.

Therefore, the importance of PCK aids pre-service English teachers to create a mean-
ingtul learning environment. However, they need to possess knowledge of the content
(subject matter) to be taught, clearly explain it, make it interesting, offer regular feedback,
and help resolve their learning problems (Olson & Moore, & Jang et al., 2009).

The importance of PCK in teacher education programs has been highlighted in
numerous studies (Reynolds, 1992; Tuan, Chang, Lee, Wang, & Cheng, 2000). In
accordance with the study, carried out by Jang et al.’s (2009), four main categories of PCK
which encompasses of Subject Matter Knowledge (SMK), Instructional Representation
& Strategies (IRS), Instructional Objective & Context (IOC), and Knowledge of Stu-
dents’ Understanding (KSU) were designed and developed. SMK refers to the extent of
the teacher’s understanding of the subject matter taught. IRS is defined as the teachers’
ability to select and use analogies, examples, including their explanation, and appropriate
teaching strategies. IOC encompasses the teaching process, learning atmosphere, teacher’s
attitudes, and classroom management. Subsequently, KSU refers to the teacher’s ability
to evaluate students’ understanding either at the beginning, in the middle, or at the end
of the teaching and learning process.

The Involvement of an Expert Secondary English Teacher in Microteaching Class

The ability of teachers to manage the classroom needs to be considered. It is believed
that classroom management is regarded as a core component of effective teaching perfor-
mance and teachers’ expertise development (Berger, Girardet, Vaudroz, & Crahay, 2018;
Wolff, van den Bogert, Jarodzka, & Boshuizen, 2014). It does not only involve the ability
to maintain silence during classes, however, it deals with students’ cognitive outcomes
and behavioral engagement (Jang et al., 2010; Reeve, 2009; Weinert & Helmke, 1995;
Wollff et al., 2014).

Expert teachers possess at least ten years of teaching experience, and their ability to
manage the classroom is recognized by peers and school administrators (Berger et al,,
2018; Berliner, 2001; Chi, 2006). Further, Wolff et al. (2014) reported that they usually focus
on learning activities carried out in the classroom as well as their ability to encourage
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the students to study. Therefore, teachers play an important role in actively engaging
the students as well as focus on their understanding, which is boosted by the teaching
experiences gained over the years (Copeland, Birmingham, DeMeulle, D’Emidio-Caston,
& Natal, 1994; Livingstone & Borko, 1989; Tsui, 2009). This also enables them to have a
better understanding of classroom management by foreseeing issues related to learning,
resolving such problems, as well as adapting to certain practices (Carter et al., 1988;
Schempp, Tan, Manross, & Fincher, 1998; Wollff et al., 2014).

The supervision of microteaching by lecturers in universities usually focuses on
pre-service English teachers’ teaching performance and weaknesses. However, the feed-
back based on PCK and those delivered by peers slightly contributes to the refinement
of their performance. Therefore, their performances are similar to those in previous
studies. It was also discovered that the guidance and exemplary lessons put forward by
pre-service English teachers often do not exist in the microteaching class. Consequently,
they do not clearly understand ways of simplifying the subject matter in order to make
it easier for the students to assimilate. Besides, designing a lesson plan and executing it
in the instructional practice often makes them confused. Therefore, as an evaluation, an
expert teacher is required in a microteaching class.

Microteaching, guided by an expert teacher, focuses on teaching peers in the class-
room within a limited time (Allen, 1967; Fernandez, 2010). It comprises a lesson plan,
teaching, and feedback, subsequently re-conducted (Banga, 2014; Peker, 2009). This has
a great influence on the teaching performance of pre-service teachers (Cheng, 2017). The
expert teacher is responsible for lesson preparation and correction of exercises, which
is included in PCK. This is consistent with the study carried out by Giin (2014), which
stated that the teachers activities in the class, their thinking before and during teaching,
is regarded as a crucial and complex aspect of teaching.

In microteaching class, the expert teacher is assigned to monitor the entire points of
pre-service English teachers’ performance, including PCK. The guidance and exemplary
lessons shared are expected to serve as good models when implementing instructional
practices.

Method

A quasi-experimental design, associated with an equivalent time-series design, was
used to carry out this study due to a class’s availability in the microteaching class. There-
fore, multiple observations were taken between each intervention.

Participants

A total number of eleven pre-service English teachers consisting of 1 male and
10 female, aged 21-21 taking the class of microteaching from the English Education
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Department, voluntarily participated in this research. The participants were expected to
provide useful information while answering the research question due to their willingness
to be involved in the research. Accordingly, convenience sampling was used.

All participants were taught in a microteaching environment by designing an in-
dividual lesson plan, discussing and simulating the lesson plan in the instructional
process, providing constructive feedback to the performance, re-designing the lesson
plan, re-teaching it, and re-providing feedback. The expert teacher assisted the pre-
service English teachers from planning the lesson to evaluating students’ understanding
by sharing exemplary lessons and providing guidance on the right strategies needed to
conduct the instructional process.

Data Collection

The data were collected through observation, which was used to assess the teachers’
PCK before, during, and after the expert-guided microteaching process. Furthermore,
the observation process was adapted and modified using the Jang et al. (2009) theory.
The study consists of three raters, one is an expert secondary English teacher teaching
the microteaching class, while the other two are observation lecturers. The raters were
mandated to assign scores ranging from 1 (very poor), 2 (poor), 3 (good), to 4 (very
good) to the pre-service English teachers based on their performance in the teaching
and learning process. The feedback, guidance, and exemplary lessons shared were parts
of intervention in the microteaching class.

Data Analysis

Data were quantitatively analyzed using SPSS version 21. It included the descriptive
statistics, involving minimum and maximum scores, mean, standard deviation, and the
inferential statistics comprising paired samples t-test and the N-gain. According to Pallant
(2014), the paired-samples t-test is used to compare a number of measurements of the
same variable within a single group. Therefore, this research determined the statistical
significance of pre-service English teachers’ PCK using the generalized linear model
(GLM) repeated measures test.

Trustworthiness

The triangulation and inter-rater methods were employed to determine the trustwor-
thiness of this study. The triangulation employed in this study involves multiple theories,
observers, data sources, and methods (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007; Heale & Forbes,
2013). On the other hand, the inter-raters involved in this study were three observers
comprising an expert secondary English teacher that taught the microteaching class and
the two lecturers as observers.

The Intraclass Correlation Coefhicients (ICC) were used to examine inter-rater re-
liability because three raters were involved in the study. Furthermore, the raters used
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repeated measures and two-way mixed-effects to assign multiple scores (Shrout & Fleiss,
1979). The first PCK of pre-service English teachers’ inter-rater reliability shows that the
ICCis 0.86 at a 95% confidence interval of 0.75-0.90, categorized at good reliability. The
different results occurred in the second PCK, which shows that the ICC is 0.97 with a
95% confidence interval above 0.90, therefore, the reliability is excellent. A similar result
is also found in the third and fourth PCK with the ICC of the third PCK at 0.97, with a
95% confidence interval above 0.90. This means that the value is categorized at excellent
reliability. The last is the fourth PCK with an ICC value of 0.94, at a 95% confidence
interval above 0.90, therefore, the reliability is also excellent.

Findings

The Changes in Pre-service English Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Know-
ledge (PCK) before and after Participating in Expert-Guided Microteaching

The Descriptive Statistics Analysis

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the minimum, maximum, mean, and stan-
dard deviation of the first pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of pre-service English
teachers before participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Table 1
The Descriptive Statistics of the First PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers before
Participating in Expert-Guided Microteaching

N Minimum Maximum  Mean Std. Deviation
PCK 1 11 1.675 2.3 1.979 .210
Valid N (listwise) 11

Table 1 shows that the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation of the first
PCK of pre-service English teachers before participating in expert-guided microteaching
are 1.675, 2.3, 1.979, and 0.210.

The descriptive statistics of the second PCK of pre-service English teachers partici-
pating in expert-guided microteaching also present the minimum, maximum, mean,
and standard deviation, as shown in Table 2.
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Table 2
The Descriptive Statistics of the Second PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers
Participating in Expert-Guided Microteaching

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PCK 2 11 2.075 3.2 2.627 460
Valid N (listwise) 11

Furthermore, the descriptive statistics of the second PCK of pre-service English
teachers in expert-guided microteaching, compared with the previous result, show an
increase in minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation in values of 2.075, 3.2.
2.627 and 0.460, respectively.

The next data shows the descriptive statistics of the third PCK of pre-service English
teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Table 3
The Descriptive Statistics of the Third PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers Participating
in Expert-Guided Microteaching
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PCK 3 11 2.6 3.725 3.247 409
Valid N (listwise) 11

The descriptive statistics show that in the third PCK, the minimum, maximum, mean,
and standard deviation obtained were higher than the second PCK with values of 2.6,
3.725, 3.247, and 0.409.

The last data were descriptively obtained from the fourth PCK of pre-service English
teachers after participating in expert-guided microteaching, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4
The Descriptive Statistics of the Fourth PCK of Pre-Service English Teachers after
Participating in Expert-Guided Microteaching

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
PCK 3 11 2.9 3.875 3.454 314
Valid N (listwise) 11

The descriptive statistics data show an increase in the minimum, maximum, mean,
and standard deviation scores obtained in the fourth PCK of pre-service English teach-
ers after participating in expert-guided microteaching by 2.9, 3.875, 3.454, and 0.314,
respectively. These scores were higher than the third PCK.
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The inferential statistics is needed to calculate the pre-service English teachers’ effi-
ciency to determine their changes. Furthermore, the paired-sample t-test was examined
using the generalized linear model (GLM) repeated measures to test, and the normalized
(N)-gain.

The Generalized Linear Model (GLM) Repeated Measures Test

The generalized linear model (GLM) repeated measures test is used to compare the
mean value of pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) of pre-service English teachers
participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Mauchly’s test of sphericity is first examined in the GLM repeated measures to test
to analyze the hypothesis whether the relationship between pairs of variables is equal
(Field, 2013). The null hypothesis is rejected, assuming the Mauchly’s sphericity test is
statistically significant (p < 0.05). This means that there are significant differences between
pairs of variables, and therefore, the assumption of sphericity is violated. Meanwhile,
the null hypothesis is accepted, assuming the Mauchly’s test is not significant (p < 0.05).
Hence, there are no significant differences between pairs of variables, and the assumption
of sphericity is not violated.

The following table presents the result of Mauchly’s test of sphericity of pre-service
English teachers’ PCK participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Table 5
The Result of Mauchly’s Test of Sphericity
. 5 Epsilon®
S b\.vltluélﬂ_. Mat;;;llys C‘:JP grox. df Sig. Greenhouse- Huynh- Lower-
ubjects _ ect ~oquare Geisser Feldt bound
Expert-Guided ) 4907 5 430 782 1.000 333

Microteaching

The result showed that the sphericity of the p-value is 0.430 and greater than 0.05
(0.430 > 0.05). Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected, which means that the assumption
of sphericity is not violated. This also indicates no significant differences among PCK of
pre-service English teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching. Subsequently,
the row of sphericity assumed in the test within-subjects effects are insignificant.

The assumed sphericity result indicates that the significant value is 0.000 and lower
than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. It
means that there is a significant difference among PCK of pre-service English teachers
participating in expert-guided microteaching. Furthermore, it can also be stated that the
expert-guided microteaching significantly affect the pre-service English teachers’ PCK.
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Table 6
The Result of the Test Within-Subjects Effects

Source Type III Sum df Mean F Sig.
of Squares Square
Expert-Guided  Sphericity Assumed 14.618 3 4873  165.179 .000
Microteaching  Greenhouse-Geisser 14.618 2.346 6.230  165.179 .000
Huynh-Feldt 14.618 3.000 4.873 165.179 .000
Lower-bound 14.618 1.000 14.618 165.179 .000
Error Sphericity Assumed .885 30 029
(Expert-Guided = Greenhouse-Geisser 885 23.462 .038
Microteaching)  Huynh-Feldt 885 30.000 029
Lower-bound .885 10.000 .088

The significant differences among the four data of PCK of pre-service English teach-
ers participating in expert-guided microteaching are determined using the pairwise
comparison.

Table 7
The Pairwise Comparison
(I 1)) Mean 95% Confidence Interval for
. . . Std. . .
Expert-Guided Expert-Guided Difference Error Sig.® Difference®
Microteaching Microteaching (I-D Lower Bound  Upper Bound
1 2 -.648" .088  .000 -.937 -.358
3 -1.268° .079  .000 -1.529 -1.008
4 -1.475 .067  .000 -1.693 -1.257
2 1 .648" .088  .000 358 .937
3 -.620° .063  .000 -.828 -413
4 -.827 .083  .000 -1.098 -.556
3 1 1.268° .079  .000 1.008 1.529
2 .620° .063  .000 413 .828
4 -207° .053 .017 -.379 -.034
4 1 1475 .067  .000 1.257 1.693
2 .827° .083  .000 .556 1.098
3 207 .053 .017 .034 379

The pairwise comparison result shows an increase between the first and second PCK,
by 0.648, with a significant value of 0.000. Meanwhile, an alpha value lower than 0.05
(0.000 < 0.05) shows a statistically significant difference between the first and second
PCK of pre-service English teachers before participating in expert-guided microteach-
ing. Therefore, it can be stated that the expert-guided microteaching affects the first and
second PCK of pre-service English teachers.
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The increase in mean difference by 1.268 also occurs between the first and third
PCK. The significance is 0.000, which is less than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05).
Therefore, there is a significant difference between the first and third PCK of pre-service
English teachers before participating in expert-guided microteaching. In other words,
the first and third PCK of pre-service English teachers is significantly influenced by
expert-guided microteaching.

The next comparison is between the first and fourth PCK, with a mean difference
of 1.475 and a significant value of 0.000. This value is lower than the alpha value of 0.05
(0.000 < 0.05), therefore, there is a significant difference between the first and fourth PCK
of pre-service English teachers before participating in expert-guided microteaching. It
can also be inferred that expert-guided microteaching affects the first and fourth PCK
of pre-service English teachers.

Between the second and third PCK, there is also an increase in the mean difference
by 0.620, with a significance of 0.000, which is less than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 <
0.05). In other words, there is a statistically significant difference between the second and
third PCK of pre-service English teachers participating in expert-guided microteach-
ing. Therefore, the second and third PCK of pre-service English teachers is affected by
expert-guided microteaching.

Meanwhile, the significant value of the second and fourth PCK is 0.000, with a mean
difference of 0.827. The significant value is lower than the alpha of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05),
which means a significant difference exists between the second and fourth PCK of
pre-service English teachers participating in expert-guided microteaching. Therefore, it
can be concluded that expert-guided microteaching significantly influences the second
and fourth PCK of pre-service English teachers.

The last comparison happens in the third and fourth PCK in which the significant
at 0.017 and less than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.017 < 0.05). It means that there is a sig-
nificant difference between the third and fourth PCK of pre-service English teachers
participating in expert-guided microteaching. Therefore, the third and fourth PCK of
pre-service English teachers are significantly affected by expert-guided microteaching.

Table 8 determines the significant difference for each aspect of the multivariate tests.

Table 8
The Multivariate Tests
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.
Expert-Guided Pillai’s Trace 980  134.053° 3.000 8.000 .000
Microteaching  Wilks' Lambda .020 134.053* 3.000 8.000 .000
Hotelling’s Trace 50.270 134.053® 3.000 8.000 .000
Roy’s Largest Root ~ 50.270 134.053° 3.000 8.000 .000
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The multivariate test result indicates that the p-value for each aspectis 0.000 and lower
than the alpha value of 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05). Therefore, there is a statistically significant
difference among PCK of pre-service English teachers participating in expert-guided
microteaching.

The Normalized Gain (N-gain)

The Normalized Gain is used to determine the extent to which expert-guided
microteaching significantly changes in pre-service English teachers’ PCK. Furthermore,
the calculation result shows that the normalized gain (N-gain) for the data of pre-service
English teachers’ PCK is 0.777 and above 0.7 (0.777 < 0.7), which means that it is the
high category (Hake (1998). Therefore, the pre-service English teachers’ PCK improves
adequately after participating in expert-guided microteaching.

Discussion

This study confirms that expert-guided microteaching affects the pre-service English
teachers’ PCK and is affected by expert-guided microteaching. Further, the pre-service
English teachers are mandated to design a lesson plan, implement the instructional
process based on the designed lesson plan, easily explain the subject matter, provide the
contextual examples to support the explanation, and evaluate students’ understanding
improves significantly.

The condition is apparently different from when they joined the pedagogical courses,
which enabled them to learn only as prerequisites before taking the practical courses such
as teaching internship. Initially, some pre-service English teachers did not realize the need
to comprehend those courses properly before implementing it in their teaching practices.
Therefore, when they have to practice their teaching in front of peers, they unconsciously
make some efforts to develop their PCK by joining some expert-guided microteaching
in order to implement effective teaching. It proves that expert-guided microteaching
triggered pre-service English teachers to increase their awareness in developing their
PCK base of implementing effective teaching. These results are in accordance with the
studies carried out by Chan & Yuang (2018), Day (n.d), Fernandez (2014), K6nig, Lammer-
ding, Nold, Rohde, Straufi, & Tachtsoglou (2016), and Fandifio (2013). They argued that
effective teaching was determined by the teacher’s PCK, i.e., the ability to design lesson
plans, simplify and explain the subject matter, choose the appropriate teaching strate-
gies, counter students’ learning problems, and reflect the teaching and learning process.

Therefore, this study focuses on the four components of PCK, namely subject
matter knowledge (SMK), instructional representation and strategies (IRS), instruc-
tional objective and context (IOC), and knowledge of students’ understanding (KSU).
According to Uygun & Akytz (2019) SMK, help pre-service English teachers carry out
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the instructional processes, they deepened their knowledge on the subject matter. This
also enables pre-service English teachers to learn the strategies associated with involving
students in solving their learning problems, ways to answer their questions, and check
their work (Ball et al., 2008). Furthermore, without adequate knowledge of the teaching
process, they realized that they can help their students solve problems. Therefore, the
teacher education program, which aides them to become professional English teachers,
needs to prepare and equip them with the right teaching knowledge.

Expert-guided microteaching enabled pre-service English teachers to learn more
through some exemplary lessons (Cheng, 2017). The expert teacher did not only guide
them to improve their teaching performance where microteaching was commonly fo-
cused, rather they emphasized the weaknesses of PCK. SMK is crucial to develop since
pre-service English teachers need to know their students’ right things. This is in line with
Nixon, Hill, & Luft’s (2017) study, which stated that pre-service English teachers’ SMK are
developed through classroom experiences, which enabled them to practice their teaching.
This condition encouraged them to be more focus on their SMK, which is very crucial
to teach. They were demanded to understand the content taught to students (Ball et al.,
2008) besides having knowledge of pedagogy. Therefore, by having good teaching chances,
they learned to evaluate the success achieved from their previous teaching. They also
learned from constructive feedback delivered by the expert teacher and peers from either
the weaknesses or the strengths of the teaching performance. The detailed information
delivered by the expert teacher and peers through feedback, regarding the achievement
in the teaching and learning process, made pre-service English teachers more aware
of the attributes to be refined and improved. This is in line with the feedback provided
by Hattie & Timperley (2007) to determine the right processes. Feedback, encourages
pre-service English teachers to make reflections and improves their teaching performance
(Baseer, Mahboob, & Degnan, 2017; Poulos & Mahony, 2008). This finding is contrary to
the initial condition whereby the lecturer commonly focused only on pre-service English
teachers’ weaknesses during teaching, which discouraging their teaching process. Al-
Bashir, Kabir, & Rahman (2016) stated that feedback does not need to be discouraging,
rather it encourages refinement. Also, in the former microteaching class, it was also
found that peers’ feedback did not give much input to the others’ teaching performance.
Peers that felt inconvenient to convey the weaknesses of the performance only focused
on the strengths. The unavailability of the assessment sheet as a reference to assess the
performance and provide feedback became one reason for peers to focus on the strengths
of the performance. Consequently, pre-service English teachers failed to realize when
their teaching performance needs to be refined and improved.

Regarding IRS’s category, to optimize student-centered learning, the majority of the
pre-service English teachers focused more on students and the teaching and learning
process. The emphasis in this approach lies in the interaction between teachers and stu-
dents, as well as students and students. It aims to facilitate students’ learning adjusted with
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their needs of learning (Beausaert, Segers, & Witlink, 2013). Therefore, at this point, pre-
service English teachers explored the use of teaching approaches, such as games combined
with multimedia to attract students’ interest (Krieger, 2005). In this aspect, pre-service
English teachers used various teaching approaches to make the subject matter compre-
hensive. Besides attracting students’ interests, the use of multimedia aimed to optimize
their learning (Manikowati & Bharati, 2017), offer comfortable learning environments,
enhance their interests and enthusiasm (Barzegar, Farjad, & Hosseini, 2012; Skinner,
Furrer, Marchand, & Kindermann, 2008), and increase the interaction between students
and teachers (Rajendra & Sudana, 2018). Furthermore, through the use of various teaching
approaches, which focus on student-centered learning, the students were opportune to
perform and express their ideas during class. This is in line with the research carried out
by Intarapanich (2013), which stated that the use of teaching approaches and activities
enable students to develop their communication skills and use the classroom language
optimally. This finding confirms the theory of constructivism in which teachers need to
facilitate the teaching process by encouraging students to discuss and share information
with others (Beausaert et al., 2013).

The IOC component deals with understanding the course’s objective and encouraging
pre-service English teachers to teach their students based on the learning objectives for-
mulated on Bloom’s Taxonomy (Mitchell & Manzo, 2018). By clearly formulating the learn-
ing objective, they are able to understand the paths of learning to be followed, encourage
students to be aware of the factors they need to achieve at the end of the learning process
(Mahajan & Singh, 2017; Mitchell & Manzo, 2018), and focus on the results (Erikson &
Erikson, 2018). Moreover, the learning objective also encouraged pre-service English
teachers to critically determine the level of subject matter mastery expected from their
students (Faulconer, 2017) and enables them to check the effectiveness of their teaching
strategies (Mitchell & Manzo, 2018). Therefore, formulating the learning objective triggers
them to prepare and provide authentic materials (Pinter, 2006; Rahimi, 2008; Seven &
Engin, 2007), which saves students from their deficiencies (Allwright, 1981) and exposes
their ability to use language as a means of communication (Al Azri & Al-Rashdi, 2014).

Yuksel (2012) stated that prior knowledge is part of the KSU, essential in the teaching
and learning process. Pre-service English teachers helped improve students’ knowledge
to quickly understand the topic discussed (Tawalbeh & Al-Zuoud, 2013; Yuksel, 2012).
Evaluating students’ understanding also became crucial in the teaching and learning
process because it allowed them to provide some questions and assignments. By posing
some questions, pre-service English teachers can ascertain their level of understanding
(Aimah & Purwanto, 2019; Jabbarifar, 2009). Furthermore, assignments also played
important roles in determining students’ participation in the classroom (Buijs & Admi-
raal, 2013). At this point, pre-service English teachers plan the activities mandated for
students to stimulate their participation in the classroom, which aids in improving their
knowledge (Latif & Miles, 2011).
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From those explanations, microteaching guided by an expert secondary English
teacher significantly gives an effect on the changes in pre-service English teachers’ PCK.
Under expert-guided microteaching, they demonstrated their understanding of the sub-
ject and explained it clearly and concisely. This is in line with the previous studies that
stated that strong PCK enables teachers to clearly and easily explain the subject matter
(Even, 1990; Shulman, 1987; Suhirman, 2018). At this point, pre-service English teachers
realized the importance of understanding the theories and principles of the subject. Those
needs triggered them to construct their knowledge based on their teaching experiences
to teach English effectively to students (Uygun & Akytiiz, 2019). When they were able
to ascertain their understanding of the content, they predicted students’ achieve-
ment levels (Ball et al., 2008). Students’ achievement of the learning process was
determined by pre-service English teachers’ ability to understand students’ needs,
including their learning activities, giving clear explanations, asking further ques-
tions, and evaluating their understanding (Ball & McDiarmid, n.d).

Although pre-service English teachers’ PCK improved after expert-guided microteach-
ing, some lacked understanding of the learning objectives. The common mistakes influenced
the failure of achieving the intended learning objective. However, this finding contradicts
the studies carried out by Mahajan & Singh (2017) and Mitchell & Manzo (2018), which
stated that learning objectives helped teachers keep the focus of their achievement.

The research also confirms that not all pre-service English teachers are able to evaluate
students’ understanding at the beginning, middle, or end of the learning process. This is
because they only provided students with assignments and grouped them duringlearning
activities. The discussion was commonly chosen because it enabled students to express
their opinion and convey their arguments. Furthermore, students actively increase their
interaction in groups (Uygun & Akytiz, 2019). Therefore, their understanding of the
subject matter became better. However, at the end of the learning process, pre-service
English teachers did not evaluate students’ understanding of the subject due to poor time
management.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this study proved that the ability and appropriateness of pre-service
English teachers in designing a lesson plan, choosing the appropriate teaching strategies,
simplifying and explaining the subject matter, designing the learning activities, and
evaluating students’ understanding aids to determine the extent to which the success of
the implementation of effective teaching.

As a teacher education program that prepares pre-service English teachers to be pro-
fessional, the expert teacher’s involvement in the microteaching class played an important
role in assisting pre-service English teachers in developing their PCK and improving their
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teaching performance. Furthermore, those that previously lacked PCK made considera-
ble progress in refining and improving their performance based on the expert teacher’s
constructive feedback, guidance, and exemplary lessons shared with them.

The implication of this study shows that PCK is crucial in preparing teaching practices
for pre-service English teachers. Ball & MacDiarmid (n.d) and Uygun & Akytiz (2019)
stated that PCK can be developed from the way pre-service English teachers construct
their knowledge based on their teaching experiences. Therefore, they need more teaching
practices of different content to build and strengthen their knowledge to teach.
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Santrauka

Mokymo praktika yra baigiamoji busimyjy angly kalbos mokytojy praktika, kurig jie privalo
atlikti, i$klause mikromokymo kursg universitete. Taciau viena i esminiy problemy, su kuriomis
susiduria busimieji angly kalbos mokytojai, atlikdami mokymo praktikg, yra atotrakis tarp
destytojy ir mokyklos mokytojy, kurie asistuoja studentams mokymo praktikos metu. Todél,
norint susieti mikromokymg ir mokymo praktikg, reikalinga vidurinio ugdymo angly kalbos
mokytojo eksperto pagalba. Siuo tyrimu siekiama nustatyti mikromokymo poveikj basimyjy
mokytojy pedagoginio turinio Zinioms, sutelkiant démesj j poky¢ius prie$ dalyvavimg eksperto
vadovaujamame mikromokyme ir po jo. Projekte dalyvavo viena grupé, kurios veikla buvo vertinta
kelis kartus (tas pats laiko tarpas), o rezultatai vertinti tarp matavimy. Basimyjy angly kalbos
mokytojy pedagoginio turinio Zinios buvo jvertintos prie§ eksperto vedama mikromokyma,
jo metu ir po jo. Duomenys buvo analizuojami aprasomosios ir iSvestinés statistikos metodais.
Tyrimo rezultatai rodo, kad mokytojo-eksperto vedamas mikromokymas reik§mingai veikia
basimyjy angly kalbos mokytojy pedagoginio turinio Zinias ir ugdo jy gebéjimg, ko mokyti ir
kaip to i$mokyti, kad mokiniai suprasty. Vidurinio ugdymo angly kalbos mokytojo-eksperto
konstruktyvus griZtamasis rysis kartu su patarimais ir pavyzdinémis pamokomis lemia basimyjy
angly kalbos mokytojy pedagoginio turinio Ziniy poky¢ius.

Esminiai ZodzZiai: pasikeitimai, poveikis, mokytojas-ekspertas, mikromokymas, pedagoginio
turinio Zinios, basimieji angly kalbos mokytojai.
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