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Abstract

The study aimed at exploring the perceptions pre-service student teachers had about their
challenges and difficulties that hindered their teaching. The present study espoused a convergent
mixed-methods approach, which adopted a questionnaire and semi-structured focused-group-
interviews as the research instruments. The participants of this small-scale study were B.Ed.
Students at a university in Thailand. There were 78 participants in a quantitative phase, while
17 of them participated in a semi-structured-focus-group interview. The findings demonstrated
around 4 dimensions of various constraints and challenges. This embodied: communication

factors, instructional factors, student-related factors, and support-related factors. Based on One-

Way ANOVA, most students appeared to face similar challenges. However, pre-service student
teachers at early childhood and primary school levels highlighted the different challenges which
they encountered during their practicum experience concerning various teaching methods used in
their lessons. The findings also addressed some areas which needed improvement in the teacher
education program. Recommendations were suggested to enhance practical and effective teacher
education among future teachers in Thailand.
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Introduction

Teaching practice, or teaching practicum, has come to be recognized as one
of'the most significant aspects of the teacher education program. It is indisputable
that teaching practicum has been one of the most significant components and
lies at the heart of the teacher development process with a great impact on
teacher quality (Zeicher, 2010). Much research examining pre-service teachers’
practicum reveals that the practicum component of a pre-service training
program has a crucial impact on their future careers (Myles, et al., 2006; Rozelle
& Wilson, 2012). Likewise, this is consistent with The Association of Teachers
and Lecturers (2015) contention that 76% of trainees say they have considered
leaving teaching because of stress, disappointment and problems arising during
their teaching practicum to leave them with bad nightmares of being a teacher.
Accordingly, detecting the challenges and difficulties experienced by pre-
service student teachers could lead to a feasible way to better the quality of the
practicum and build positive attitudes towards teaching careers. Such practices
could lead to a well-designed teaching practicum, which ensures that teacher
training programs can produce high-quality teachers for society.
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Recently, there has been a growing realization
to improve teacher education programs to ensure
that pre-service student teachers undergo effective
teaching practicum as part of their teacher education
programs. Despite a considerable amount of evidence
of studies on teacher learning in general (e.g.,
Allen, 2009; Graham & Thornley, 2000; O’Neill
& Stephenson, 2012), there is a paucity of research
studies conducted on what exactly takes place
during the practicum experiences undertaken by pre-
service student teachers (Mudra, 2018). Moreover,
studies focusing on pre-service teachers’ practicum
experience in Thailand have been comparatively
limited. In response to this research gap, this study
aims to gather information on the challenges and
difficulties pre-service EFL teachers experience in
their teaching practicum to help improve the quality
of the teacher education program in Thailand. This
increased attention to challenges faced by pre-service
student teachers is believed to create empirical
research for developments in teacher education
programs.

Literature Review
Teaching Practicum

Teaching practicum is fundamental to pre-
service teachers’ professional development, as it can
shape their beliefs and perceptions towards teaching.
Wilson (2006) demonstrates that pre-service student
teachers considered teaching practicum one of the
essential components of teacher education. In teacher
education programs, including the ones in Thailand,
teaching practicum is one of the compulsory courses
before their graduation. In teaching practicum, pre-
service student teachers can learn by first observing
their school mentor as an expert and then teaching
through hands-on experience. Moreover, having
pre-service student teachers in the field practice
can allow them to make some connections between
theories learned and practice.

However, joining teaching practicum can be
the worst nightmare for many pre-service student
teachers with an assumption that they are new in the
profession (Yunus et al., 2010; Pushkin, 2001). As
teaching practicum is considered the first time that
pre-service student teachers have the opportunity
to practically experiment with their theories and

knowledge in real practice, several challenges and
difficulties are expected to arise. If such challenges are
not addressed, they could aggravate more problems,
particularly to the quality of teaching and learning
activities which affects the quality of education.
Sammephet and Wanphet (2013) also demonstrate
that the first classroom encounter is considered a
challenge for pre-service student teachers which is
a possible cause of anxiety. Hence, identifying what
causes horrible feelings during a teaching practicum
can help in enhancing teacher education programs.
With this concern, a considerable amount of research
suggests the need to pay close attention to challenges

for future development in teacher education
programs.
Related Studies

To date, there have been several research studies
investigating the challenges faced by pre-service
student teachers in many contexts. To begin with,
Jusoh (2011), investigating the problems faced by
pre-service student teachers in Malaysia through in-
depth interviews, discovered that they faced several
challenges concerning themselves and teaching. In
addition, Hammad (2005) exploring the reality of
practicum from 134 students in Gaza revealed that
one of the factors affecting their teaching practicum
experience was related to academic supervisors.
Also, Ong (2004) discovered some challenges that
burden the pre-service student teachers, including
supervision and pedagogical knowledge and content
knowledge. To support this, Gan (2013) also revealed
that pre-service student teachers had some difficulty
in experimenting with pedagogical/instructional
practices and managing the classes.

In addition, Kabilan and Izzaham (2008),
exploring challenges faced by Malaysian pre-
service student teachers, found that pre-service
student teachers appeared to have challenges
with students, especially in mixed ability classes.
Furthermoer, Copland et al., (2014) and Prihatin
et al., (2021) found that class sizes that are large
are a common challenge faced by many teachers
worldwide, resulting in difficulties to manage to
class. Moreover, Smith and Lev-Ari (2005) revealed
that pre-service student teachers did not perceive
school principals as supportive during their teaching
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practice. Not only were school principals reported as

challenges in previous studies, but school mentors

were also reported as their concerns in several
studies. For instance, Hastings (2004) and Saglam

(2007) investigated the challenges and perceptions

towards teaching practicum and found that support,

especially from mentors, plays an important role in
teaching practicum.

Even though there are many studies that have
investigated challenges faced by pre-service student
teachers in various countries globally, scant attention
has been paid to how Thai pre-service student
teachers survived in their teaching practicum in
Thailand. To fill this gap, the following research
questions were formed to guide this study:

*  What are the problems or challenges Thai pre-
service student teachers experience during their
teaching practicum?

* Are there statistical differences of pre-service
teachers’ challenges and difficulties related
to their teaching levels (i.e., early childhood,
primary school, and secondary school levels)?

Methodology
Research Design

The aim of this study is to investigate what
challenges and difficulties pre-service student
teachers in Thailand are facing during their teaching
practicum. A convergent mixed-methods design was
espoused to compare quantitative and qualitative
data (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). This study was
divided into two phases: the survey phase and
the interview phase. In a quantitative phase, the
exploratory survey determined overall challenges
and difficulties during a teaching practicum. In a
qualitative phase, moreover, interviews offered Thai
pre-service teachers in-depth views concerning the
challenges and difficulties they encountered during
their teaching practicum.

Research Context

After three years of coursework, teaching
practicum takes place in the fourth year of study.
Upon graduation, pre-service student teachers are
expected to complete their 2-semester teaching
practicum at schools hoping that they will be able
to relate and interrogate their coursework knowledge

and theories into practice. In the teacher education
program, there are three different levels of teaching,
i.e., early childhood, primary school, and secondary
school levels. During teaching practicum, university
supervisors are expected to visit each pre-service
teacher at least 4 times per semester. In a visit, the
supervisors observe pre-service student teachers and
hold post-observation meetings with each of them as
part of the assessment of teaching practicum.

Participants

The participants in this research are 78 Thai pre-
service student teachers who have enrolled in the
Bachelor of Education degree program at a public
university in Thailand. All the participants are in their
final year of the Bachelor of Education degree, which
is the period of their teaching practicum. The pre-
service student teachers could describe their hands-on
experiences and challenges without any restriction.
All of 78 completed the quantitative questionnaire, &
17 of them participated in qualitative semi-structured
interviews. In a quantitative phase, snowball
sampling was adopted to reach the participants. In a
qualitative phase, purposive sampling was employed
to seek Thai pre-service teachers. It is a common
practice in qualitative research and sampling occurs
deliberately with the focus of the research in mind
(Maxwell, 1997; Punch, 2009). In addition, Patton
(1990) demonstrates that “the logic and power of
purposive sampling lies in selecting information-rich
cases for study”.

Table 1: General Information of the Participants

Information | Numbers
Gender
Female 63 (80.80%)
Male 11 (14.10%)
Prefer not to say 4 (5.10%)
Teaching Levels

Early Childhood 20 (25.60%)
Primary school 19 (24.40%)
Secondary school 39 (50.00%)

Asseenin Table 1, the participants involved in this
study consisted of 63 (80.80%) females, 11 (14.10%)
males, and 4 (5.10%) students who preferred not to
indicate their gender. In terms of a gender imbalance,
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the possible reason for this phenomenon is that
the total number of female students is higher than
male students according to the National Statistical
Office (2019); therefore, the responses were likely
to be received from more female students than male
students. Concerning the teaching levels, there were
20 (25.60%), pre-service student teachers, teaching
at the early childhood level, 19 (24.40%) pre-service
student teachers teaching at the primary school
level, and 39 (50.00%) pre-service student teachers
teaching at the secondary school level.

Research Instruments
As this study used a convergent mixed-methods
design, the questionnaire and interview questions
were employed as research instruments. In this
research study, questionnaire items were adopted
and developed from Gujjar et al., (2011), Ragawanti
(2015), and Ulla (2016). In this questionnaire, there
were 26 items and an additional open-ended question.
This questionnaire’s items were developed through a
system of translation into Thai to avoid ambiguity
and mistranslation, piloting and consultation with
lecturers in teacher education. Some items were
omitted based on their suitability in a Thai context.
In addition to a questionnaire, the semi-
structure-focused-group interview was used in this
study. Interviews afforded depth of data because
participants were encouraged to reflect, discuss and
share their thoughts, beliefs and experiences (Denzin
& Lincoln, 2003). The interview questions were
adopted and developed from Blaik Houran (2013)
and Ulla (2016). The interview questions were to
steer the conversation and cover the various aspects
ascertained in the research question as follows:
* How was your teaching practicum?
*  Were there any obstacles or difficulties during
your teaching practicum? Share some.
* What would you recommend to improve our
teacher education program?

Reliability and Validity of Research Instruments

The reliability of the questionnaire items was
evaluated through a pilot study. In the pilot study,
8 Thai pre-service students were randomly chosen
from the same target population. The item reliability
was evaluated through the reliability coefficient test

with Cronbach Alpha. Concerning the reliability of
overall questionnaire items, the value of Cronbach
Alpha was 0.805, showing acceptable consistency of
reliability.

Measuring the validity of the questionnaire items
and interview schedules, three experts in teacher
education were asked to evaluate the validity and give
comments on the questionnaire items and interview
schedules. Moreover, the questionnaire items and the
interview questions were translated into Thai with
help from two experts in Thai-English translation
to avoid misunderstanding and misinterpretation.
Hence, all the experts and translators responded that
the questionnaire items and interview questions were
valid to explore the research question.

Data Collection

To collect data for this study, the questionnaire
was administered to gather overall information and
the semi-structured-focus-group interviews were
conducted to gather rich and detailed data and to
engage participants in telling their stories (Denzin
& Lincoln, 2000; Mukminin, 2012). First, the
questionnaire was administered online through a
google form. The link was sent to Thai pre-service
student teachers at a university where research was
conducted using snowball sampling. Also, another
research tool employed for this study is semi-
structured-focused-group interviews (4—6 pre-service
student teachers for 30-45 minutes). The participants
in semi-structured-focused-group interviews were
chosen based on purposive sampling. Patton (1990)
demonstrates “the logic and power of purposive
sampling lie in selecting information-rich cases for
study”. Semi-structured-focused-group interviews
will help seek elaborations about participants’
experiences and be designed to elicit interviewees’
unobservable views and perspectives. The reason for
using semi-structured-focused-group interviews is
that unstructured interviews may pose uncontrollable
problems such as out-of-the-topic conversation or
digression and that structured interviews provide
no flexibility as the interviewees are restricted to
predetermined questions.

Moreover, they can trigger interaction among
the participants and bring group interaction into
enriched information. Interview questions were
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constructed based on the experiences in practicum,
reflecting the participants’ perceived difficulties
and challenges pre-service student teachers were
experiencing throughout the teaching practicum
period. During the interviews, the audio recording
and noting were applied to facilitate the transcription
and the interpretation of the interviews.

Data Analysis

To answer research question 1, data gathered from
the questionnaire were analysed using descriptive
statistics such as frequencies and mean scores. The
software Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) was used in the data analysis. The criteria for
interpreting the mean scores have been developed
based on class interval calculation (Ruangprapun,
2000). The class interval is calculated by subtracting
the maximum score with the minimum score and then
dividing them with the number of scales; therefore,
the class interval, in this case, is 0.80. The criteria
of the interpretation of mean scores are illustrated
in Table 2. In the qualitative approach, thematic
content analysis was employed with the interview
transcriptions and an open-ended question in the
questionnaire to find the common patterns across the
data obtained.

Table 2: The Criteria of the Interpretation of
Mean Scores

To answer the second research question of
whether or not there are statistical differences of
pre-service teachers’ challenges and difficulties
related to their teaching levels (i.e., early childhood,
primary school, and secondary school levels, mean
scores and standard deviations were calculated and
the results of One-Way ANOVA were extracted to
determine whether a different independent variable
(i.e., teaching levels) had any significant effects on
challenges during teaching practicum.

Ethical Considerations

The participants were informed of the purpose
of this study through the process of consent. All
participants understood that participating in this study
was voluntary, and they could decide to withdraw at
any time. Furthermore, they all understood that no
identification of the participants could be made as
their identity is completely anonymous.

Findings

Table 3, it demonstrates that the participants
seemed to agree with the positive items and disagree
with the negative items. However, concerning
designing lesson plans and managing the classrooms,
most students appeared to be unable to decide
whether they agreed or not. To able to discuss all
issues, each item is illustrated in the following tables.

In this study, the findings from the questionnaire

Range Interpretation are demonstrated based on 4 main parts of
4.21-5.00 Strongly agree the questionnaire: 1) communication factors,
3.41-420 Agree 2) instructional factors, 3) student-related factors,
2.61-3.40 Neutral and 4) support-related factors. Then some findings
1.81 -2.60 Disagree from the follow-up interview help elaborate some
1.00 - 1.80 Strongly disagree findings from the questionnaire.

Table 3: Ranked Means of Each Item in the Questionnaire

Mean | S.D Interpretation
HF3: School mentors encouraged me during teaching practicum 4.35 923 Strongly Agree
HF2: School mentors always gave advice concerning teaching 4.32 | .904 Strongly Agree
HFT1: I always received advice from my school mentor 427 | 921 Strongly Agree
HF5: T always received advice from my supervisor 422 | 962 Strongly Agree
HF6: I always received advice and help from my friends 4.15 | 1.007 Agree
HF4: My supervisors always gave help 4.12 | 1.057 Agree
SF2: I have good rapport with my students 4.00 | .940 Agree
IF1: I could make the lesson interesting for students 3.56 | .948 Agree
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IF9: I could adopt many kinds of teaching methods in class 342 | 1.013 Agree
IF8: I could design lesson plans effectively 3.18 | 1.003 Neutral
SF1: I think I could not control the class 2.74 | 1.037 Neutral
SF3: I am not confident when teaching in a mixed ability class 2.68 | 1.075 Neutral
IF2: I feel uncomfortable when teaching in a big class 2.65 | 1.204 Neutral
CF3: I am worried about communication with school administrators 2.64 | 1.238 Neutral
IF3: I feel worried when teaching in a mixed-ability class 2.64 | 1.151 Neutral
IF7: I am not confident when giving feedback to students 2.50 | 1.016 Disagree
CF1: I am worried about communication with my supervisor 246 | 1.181 Disagree
[F6: I could not manage classroom time appropriately 2.33 .949 Disagree
IF5: I am not confident in teaching 2.31 984 Disagree
IF4: I am not confident when explaining the lesson to students 224 | 983 Disagree
CF2: I am worried about communication with my students 2.03 | 1.044 Disagree
CF4: I am worried about communication with my school mentor 1.99 | 1.111 Disagree
SC5: 1 feel tired every time I go to teach 1.92 | 1.003 Disagree
HF7: 1 did not receive any support 1.91 | 1.311 Disagree
SF4: I do not want to go to school because of students 1.78 | 1.040 | Strongly Disagree
CF5: I am worried about communication with my friends at the same school | 1.74 | .932 | Strongly Disagree
Table 4: Communication Factors (CF)
1(;: Statements 3::3;51 Disagree | Un-decide | Agree Sz(g):f:y Mean | Meaning
I am worried about
1 | communication with my 23.10% 35.90% 17.90% | 17.90% | 5.10% 2.46 | Disagree
supervisor
I am worried about
2 | communication with my 39.70% 30.80% 16.70% | 12.80% - 2.03 | Disagree
students
I am worried about
3 | communication with school | 20.50% 28.20% 28.20% | 12.80% | 10.30% | 2.64 Neutral
administrators
I am worried about
4 | communication with my 43.60% 30.80% 10.30% | 14.10% | 1.30% 1.99 | Disagree
school mentor
I am worried about
5 | communication with my 50.00% | 3330% | 1030% | 5.10% | 130% | 174 | Stonely
friends at the same school Disagree

As seen in Table 4 concerning communication
factors, most students were not worried about
communication with their supervisors (59.00%),
with their students (70.50%), with their school
mentors (74.40%), and their friends at the same
school (83.30%) respectively. However, on the
continuum line, some students could not decide
whether or not they were worried about talking with

school administrators. Still, most of them (48.70%)
moved towards disagreeing with such a statement.

Despite
communication factors, some students reported
some concerns in the interview sessions as follows:

“I think both university supervisors and school
mentors should care of us more. They never even
asked us anything” (S7)

some favorable comments on
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“University supervisors should communicate
with us more. I don’t know who to consult with.” (S8)

“I am very nervous when talking with my school
mentor as she doesn’t seem to be open to me. I am
afraid that I would do something she doesn’t like.”
(59)

“I don’t know how to talk or communicate with
my school mentor. It was one that she asked me if she
could keep all of my hand-made teaching materials
for her next academic year. Can I reject her? How?
1t’s all my own money.” (S16)

Table 5: Instructional Factors (IF)

IF St 1 Srtongl
No Statements Dil:;gfez Disagree | Undecide | Agree Z(g):'legey MEAN | Meaning

I could make the 1

||, cowamaRe e TSSOy g0 | 7.70% | 29.50% | 46.20% | 12.80% | 3.56 | Agree
interesting for students
I feel fortable wh

p | !fecl uncomfortable when |-y )50 | 35 100, | 17.90% | 25.60% | s.10% | 265 | Neutral
teaching in a big class
I feel worried when

3 | teaching in a mixed- 16.70% | 35.90% 17.90% | 25.60% 3.80% 2.64 Neutral
ability class
I am not confident when

4 | explaining the lesson to 21.80% | 46.20% 20.50% 9.00% 2.60% 2.24 Disagree
students
I am not confident in .

5 teaching 20.50% | 42.30% 25.60% 9.00% 2.60% 2.31 Disagree
I could not manage

6 | classroom time 17.90% | 44.90% 24.40% 11.50% 1.30% 2.33 Disagree
appropriately
I am not confident when

7 | giving feedback to 16.70% | 35.90% 30.80% 14.10% 2.60% 2.50 Disagree
students
I could design lesson

8 . 2.60% 24.40% 35.90% 26.90% 10.30% 3.18 Neutral
plans effectively
I could adopt many kinds

9 | of teaching methods in 5.10% 9.00% 38.50% 33.30% | 14.10% 342 Agree
class

As seen in Table 5 concerning instructional
factors, most students disagreed with the negative
statements, indicating that they were not confident
when explaining the lesson to students (68.00%),
were not confident in teaching (62.80%), were
not confident when giving feedback to students
(52.60%), could not manage classroom time
appropriately (62.80%), felt uncomfortable when
teaching in a big class (51.30%), and felt worried
when teaching in a mixed-ability class (52.60%).
On the other hand, most of them reported that they
could make the lesson interesting for their students
(59.00%) and could adopt many teaching methods
in class (47.40%). However, comparing the two

ends, some students could not decide whether or not
they could design lesson plans effectively, but most
of them (37.20%) moved towards disagreeing with
such a statement.

Despite some favorable comments on
instructional factors, some students reported some
concerns in the interview sessions as follows:

“Some content is too complicated to teach. 1
mean, it is very difficult to adopt various teaching
activities and I don’t know-how, thus I ended up
giving a lecture so that I could complete the lesson
in time.” (S1)

“There were times I thought I could design
effective lesson plans and deliver them effectively, as
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I asked my students if they couldn’t follow me, and
they said no. When it comes to exercises, many still
failed.” (S3)
“I don’t feel uncomfortable teaching a large
class. I feel like I could manage it well enough” (S2)
“Some teaching theories we have learned are
not practical. Some of them are not applicable in

our context, or I don’t know how to implement them
correctly. Our faculty should pay more attention to
how to implement them.” (S7)

“l had a problem concerning answering
students’ answers. Sometimes, [ could not answer
their questions and I did not know what to do.” (S12)

Table 6: Student-related Factors (SF)

CF St 1 St 1
Statements .rong Y Disagree | Un-decide | Agree rongly Mean | Meaning
No. Disagree Agree
I think I coul t control
1 thezasscoudno OO 1030% | 34.60% | 29.50% |21.80% | 3.80% | 2.74 | Disagree
I have good rapport with
. 0 . (V] . 0 . 0 . 0 .
2 my students 3.80% 3.80% 9.00% 55.10% | 28.20% 4.00 Agree
I am not confident when
3 | teaching in a mixed ability | 12.80% 35.90% 25.60% | 21.80% 3.80% 2.68 Neutral
class
I do not want to go t
4 Scﬁ’oszlzseoogf"stz ents | 52:60% | 2950% | 6.40% | 10.30% | 130% | 178 | Disagree
I feel ti ime | t 1
s |!feeltiredeverytimeleo |4y 000 | 37200 | 1150% | 9.00% | 130% | 192 | Sronely
to teach Disagree
As seen in Table 6 concerning student-related there are two special children. I don’t know how to
g D

factors, most students disagreed with the negative
statements, indicating that they could not control
the class (44.90%), were not confident in teaching
(62.80%), did not want to go to school because of
the students (82.10%), and felt tired every time
they went to teach (78.20%). In a positive station,
most students (83.30%) agreed that they had a good
rapport with their students. However, comparing the
two ends, some students could not decide whether
they were not confident when teaching in a mixed
ability class. Still, most of them (48.70%) moved
towards disagreeing with such a statement.

Despite some positive comments on student-
related factors, students reported
concerns in the interview sessions as follows:

“One of the most difficult challenges I am facing
is how to deal with special children. In my class,

some some

deal with them properly. We are never taught to do
so. I am just lost.” (S7)

“I also have special children in my class. I
don’t know how to deal with them either. Frankly
speaking, I know it’s their nature, but they just
disturb my teaching. I wish I could learn how to deal
with them.” (S8)

“I think I cannot control the class. Students don’t
seem to pay attention to my teaching, and they are
always loud. What I could do was speaking louder. 1
know it is not right, but I don’t know what I can do.”
(56)

“Many students of mine never submitted their
work. I don’t know what to do.” (S2)

“Some students treat me as a friend. They do not
even pay respect to me” (S13)

Table 7: Support-related Factors (HF)

F t 1 t 1
C Statements S .rong Y Disagree | Un-decide | Agree Strongly Mean | Meaning
No. Disagree Agree
Tal i i 1
| Lalwaysreceivedadvice | o0 |3 gh0 | 10800 | 30.80% | 51300 | 427 | Stonel
from my school mentor Agree
http://www.shanlaxjournals.com 253
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School mentors always Strongl
2 | gave advice concerning 1.30% 2.60% 14.10% | 26.90% | 55.10% 432 Agregey
teaching
School mentors Strongl
3 | encouraged me during 1.30% 3.80% 11.50% | 25.60% | 57.70% 4.35 Agrfey
teaching practicum
M i 1
4 | Y SUPCIVISOISAWAYS 49 60% | 6.40% | 1540% |2820% | 47.40% | 412 | Agree
gave me help
Tal od advi Strongl
5 always recelve. advice 2.60% 2.60% 14.10% 32.10% | 48.70% 4.2 rongly
from my supervisor Agree

As seen in Table 7 concerning support-related
factors, most students agreed with the statements
in this aspect, indicating that they always received
advice from their mentors (82.10%), their school
mentors always advised teaching (82.00%), their
school mentors encouraged them during their
teaching practicum (83.30%), they university
supervisors always gave them help (75.60%).
They always received advice from their university
supervisor (80.80%).

Despite some favorable comments on support-
related factors, some students reported some
concerns in the interview sessions as follows:

“I wish my school mentor would be more open-
minded. She never listened to me.” (S10)

“My school mentor seems like she always keeps
something with her. When there is something I should
know, she never tells me.” (S9)

“My school mentor never comes to observe
my teaching and gives advice. I am like being
thrown into deep water. Is it supposed to be their
responsibility?” (S11)

“My university supervisor never gives me any
advice. She just visited us, observed us, and left. 1
don’t even know how well I did.” (S12)

“My school mentor asked me to do their work.
It’s not supposed to be my job. I don’t know how to
refuse her, as she plays a key role in assessing me.”’
(S14)

To answer research question 2, One-Way
ANOVA was analyzed. ANOVA results showed
significant differences between teaching levels
F(2,78)=31.78, p<.05. Scheffe post hoc tests showed
differences between teaching levels (Table 8).

Table 8: The Relationship between Teaching Levels and Challenges

ANOVA
Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
Between Groups .824 2 412
— .290 749
CF1 Within Groups 106.561 75 1.421
Total 107.385 77
Between Groups 991 2 495
— 448 .641
CF2 Within Groups 82.958 75 1.106
Total 83.949 77
Between Groups 1.683 2 .842
— .543 .583
CF3 Within Groups 116.266 75 1.550
Total 117.949 77
Between Groups 342 2 171
— 136 .873
CF4 Within Groups 94.645 75 1.262
Total 94.987 77
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Between Groups 507 2 254
. 287 152
CF5 Within Groups 66.365 75 .885
Total 66.872 77
Between Groups 5.236 2 2.618
— 3.071 .052
IF1 Within Groups 63.944 75 .853
Total 69.179 77
Between Groups 706 2 353
239 788
IF2 Within Groups 110.948 75 1.479
Total 111.654 77
Between Groups 4.168 2 2.084
1.598 .209
IF3 Within Groups 97.781 75 1.304
Total 101.949 77
Between Groups 2.788 2 1.394
1.460 .239
1F4 Within Groups 71.584 75 .954
Total 74.372 77
Between Groups 1.771 2 .885
912 406
IF5 Within Groups 72.845 75 971
Total 74.615 77
Between Groups 730 2 365
399 672
1IF6 Within Groups 68.604 75 915
Total 69.333 77
Between Groups 5.208 2 2.604
2.702 .074
1F8 Within Groups 72.279 75 964
Total 77.487 77
Between Groups 6.922 2 3.461
3.600 .032
1F9 Within Groups 72.116 75 962
Total 79.038 77
Between Groups 3.539 2 1.769
— 1.673 195
SF1 Within Groups 79.333 75 1.058
Total 82.872 77
Between Groups 1.826 2 913
— 1.035 .360
SF2 Within Groups 66.174 75 .882
Total 68.000 77
Between Groups 1.755 2 .878
. 755 474
SF3 Within Groups 87.232 75 1.163
Total 88.987 77
Between Groups 3.290 2 1.645
1.542 221
SF4 Within Groups 80.005 75 1.067
Total 83.295 77
Between Groups 4.440 2 2.220
. 2.278 .110
SF5 Within Groups 73.098 75 975
Total 77.538 77
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Between Groups 729 2 364
— 423 .657
HF1 Within Groups 64.617 75 .862
Total 65.346 77
Between Groups 1.784 2 .892
. 1.093 341
HF2 Within Groups 61.204 75 .816
Total 62.987 77
Between Groups 2.531 2 1.266
1.504 229
HF3 Within Groups 63.123 75 .842
Total 65.654 77
Between Groups 1.984 2 992
o .886 417
HF4 Within Groups 83.978 75 1.120
Total 85.962 77
Between Groups 4.111 2 2.055
— 2.294 .108
HF5 Within Groups 67.184 75 .896
Total 71.295 77
Between Groups 2.576 2 1.288
— 1.278 285
HF6 Within Groups 75.578 75 1.008
Total 78.154 77
Between Groups 2.632 2 1.316
. 761 A71
HF7 Within Groups 129.740 75 1.730
Total 132.372 77
* p<.05

As seen in Table 8 above, there is only one factor
(IF9: T could adopt many kinds of teaching methods
in class) that appears to indicate statistical differences
among the three teaching levels (p<.05). To find out,
Scheffe post hoc tests revealed differences between

in Table 9. The possible reason for this is that the
nature of students and teaching content in early
childhood and primary school levels are different;
thus, teaching methods might be limited to some

extent.

early childhood and primary school levels, as shown

Table 9: Differences between Teaching Levels Evaluated by Scheffe Post Hoc Tests

95% Confidence
Interval
D\?g:;(li)el:t (D) Level () Level Diffelz/:leli: (g | Std- Error | Sig. Iézf.vf; ]S(l))lll)lfs
Early Primary School -.842% 314 .032 -1.63 -.06
IFo Childhood | Secondary School -.436 270 277 -1.11 24
Primary | Early Childhood .842% 314 .032 .06 1.63
School | Secondary School 406 274 339 -28 1.09
1F9 Secondary | Early Childhood 436 270 277 -.24 1.11
School [ Primary School -.406 274 339 -1.09 28

The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.*
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Discussion

In this study, there are two research questions to be
discussed. To begin with, research question 1 “What
are the problems or challenges Thai pre-service
student teachers to experience during their teaching
practicum?”” will be discussed. Based on the findings
from a questionnaire and interviews, it revealed that
pre-service student teachers faced challenges and
difficulties to some extent. Such challenges include 4
factors: communication factors, instructional factors,
student-related factors, & support-related factors.

First, based on the findings from a questionnaire,
most participants did not have any challenges
regarding communication with people involved
in their teaching practicum. However, some of the
participants faced some challenges concerning
communicating with school mentors or university
supervisors. This finding is consistent with the study
by Shalawati and Hadijah (2018), demonstrating that
some pre-service student teachers were not brave
enough to openly talk to supervisors or mentors.

Second, most of the participants did not have any
challenges regarding instructions. However, many
participants reported that they had challenges in
teaching, especially applying theories into practice.
Some of them believed that their challenges were
concerned with the application and implementation
of some teaching theories, possibly due to false
clarity. This finding corroborates with Blaik Hourani
(2013) which points out inconsistencies between
theories and practice. Moreover, Geng (2016)
found a gap between their knowledge of classroom
practices from university education and the reality
of the classroom. Concerning this issue, more
explicit instructions on teaching theories and their
implementation should be provided.

Third, most of the participants reported that
they did not have any challenges regarding their
students. However, some participants reported
having challenges concerning how to deal with
special children. This finding is in line with Forlin et
al. (2009), demonstrating that many educators face
the most discomfort and lack confidence in including
children with special needs in their teaching. With
this concern, special consideration on dealing with
them should be carefully given to addressing this
issue in teacher preparation programs.

Fourth, most of the participants did not have
any challenges regarding supports. However, many
participants expressed in the interviews that they
did not receive supports from school mentors as
well as, for some, university supervisors. This
seems to accord with the study by Mtika’s (2011)
study indicating that some pre-service student
teachers lack the formal structure of support and
collaboration from school mentors even though
positive interactions between mentors and pre-
service student teachers can contribute a great deal
towards enhanced professional development (Sivan
& Chan, 2009). Wang (2001) also suggests that the
extent to which pre-service student teachers interact
with school mentors varies depending on supportive
structures such as schools and regular classroom
observations. Moreover, Guarino, et al., (2006)
demonstrate that pre-service student teachers who
gain appropriate support from school mentors during
their teaching practicum tend to have a stronger
commitment to teaching.

To discuss the second research question, “Are
there statistical differences of pre-service teachers’
challenges and difficulties related to their teaching
levels (i.e., early childhood, primary school, and
secondary school levels)?”, One-Way ANOVA was
adopted to yield the results. The finding discovered
significant differences between teaching levels.
To elaborate, the one factor (IF9: I could adopt
many kinds of teaching methods in class) appears
to indicate statistical differences between -early
childhood and primary school levels. To support this
finding, File and Gullo (2002) demonstrate that early
childhood teachers and primary school teachers had
different thoughts towards teaching activities, as they
both have a tradition of different teaching practices
(Goldstein, 1997). Early childhood activities are
child-directed and play-oriented while primary
school activities put a traditionally heavier reliance
on teacher-direction and discrete-content areas.
Also, Buchanan, et al., (1998) and Smith (1997) also
indicate that early childhood teachers appeared to
favor less frequent use of teacher-directed activities
than primary school teachers.
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Conclusion

The study explored the perceptions pre-service
student teachers had about their challenges and
difficulties that hindered their teaching practices.
This study employed a convergent mixed-methods
approach, which adopted a questionnaire and semi-
structured focused-group-interviews as the research
instruments. The participants of this small-scale
study included 78 B.Ed. Students at a university
in Thailand. There were 78 participants in a
quantitative phase, while 17 of them participated
in a semi-structured-focus-group interview. The
findings demonstrated around 4 dimensions of
various constraints and challenges. This embodied:
communication factors, instructional factors, student-
related factors, and support-related factors. Based on
the findings from the questionnaire, the majority of
the participants appeared to disagree that they had
challenges during teaching practicum. However,
from the interviews, many participants reported
having challenges and difficulties concerning the
four dimensions of challenges. Based on One-
Way ANOVA, most students appeared to face
similar challenges. However, pre-service student
teachers at early childhood and primary school
levels highlighted the different challenges which
they encountered during their practicum experience
concerning various teaching methods used in their
lessons.

However, there are some limitations in this study
to be acknowledged. First, the number of participants
in this study is rather small; only 78 participants in
a questionnaire session and only 17 took part in the
semi-structure-focus-group interviews. Therefore,
it would be inappropriate to generalize the findings
from a small group of participants as a representative
of the Thai pre-service student teachers throughout
Thailand. It is, however, in the hope that readers
could relate the findings to their contexts. Second,
this study conducted data collection only through
a questionnaire and a semi-structured-focus-
group interview. Although the follow-up interview
provided ample data on their challenges, the results
might not cover the overall aspects of teaching
practicums, especially in classroom contexts.
For example, classroom observations could do.
Moreover, a self-report method (such as a self-report

questionnaire) could cause a social desirability
bias. The respondents tend to inaccurately report
to provide a favorable image of themselves to gain
social acceptance (Nederhof, 1985).
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