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Abstract
Beginning teachers are frequently heard making observations that the knowledge and skills they have
acquired on the training programmes do not come handy when they want to apply them in their real-work
situations. They have also reported lacking the ability to integrate theory and practice in reality.
Henceforth, teacher-educators are faced with challenges of how to balance proportionally the two strands
of pivotal knowledge that are necessarily connected with teacher-education curricula in pre-service
teacher preparation. One of the approaches to examining the issue is to investigate student teachers’
dialogues for knowledge-construction to uncover the interaction patterns and strategies they use in
negotiating lesson objectives. Against such a background, this paper reports on a study of 24 student
teachers receiving training in English language teaching on the Postgraduate Diploma in Education
programme at a teacher education institute in Singapore. It was intended to �nd out the negotiation
processes in relation to lesson-planning objectives and how student teachers positioned themselves and
others in the processes in the pre-service teacher-education classroom. Results show that student
teachers were more concerned about surviving the �rst lesson than about promoting pupil learning in
constructing knowledge about language teaching. The stronger peers’ dominance in the discussion
process was taken for granted, suggesting that learning took place in a mutually bene�cial and
constructive manner and that student teachers’ willingness to cooperate and readiness to express
themselves were indicative of their intention to maintain group cohesion and dynamics. These, in turn,
are necessary prerequisites for student teachers to become collaborative and re�ective practitioners.

Introduction
The question of how student teachers construct knowledge has been regarded as an important area of
professional enquiry in teacher education (van Schaik et al., 2019; see also Clarke, 2008; Deng, 2007;
Orland-Barak, 2006; Zembylas, 2003). Accordingly, the teacher education enterprise is expected to
contribute substantially to the success of student teachers’ future careers upon their completion of
training in teacher-education agencies (Borg, 2019; Loh & Hu, 2019; Richards, 1998). However, beginning
teachers are frequently heard making observations that the knowledge and skills they have acquired on
the training programmes do not come handy when they want to apply them in their real work. They have
also reported lacking the ability to integrate theory and practice in reality (Farrell, 2003, 2008; see also
Burn et al., 2003; Gao, 2019). Henceforth, teacher educators face the challenge of how to balance
proportionally the two strands of pivotal knowledge that are necessarily connected with the curriculum in
teacher-education institutions. One of the approaches to examining the issue is to investigate how
student teachers interact with their peers in the classroom and what kind of strategies they use to solve
problems and negotiate objectives while preparing lessons. It is believed that by listening to their
dialogues or conversations in their lesson preparation in interactive communication we can have access
to their epistemological understandings of learning and teaching. The way they interact with their peers in
solving pedagogically-oriented problems can expose them to more situations that emulate the real
classroom scenarios. This approach is constructivist in nature (Vygotsky, 1987) to the extent that it
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involves learning through peer interaction and critical re�ection (Farrell, 2016; Rytivaara & Kershner, 2012;
Zembylas, 2003), and it will help student teachers to grow professionally.

Furthermore, as Rytivaara and Kershner (2012) argued, co-teaching should be regarded as a context for
teachers' professional learning and joint knowledge construction (see also Ruhalahti, Korhonen, & Rasi,
2017; Korhonen, Ruhalahti, & Veermans, 2019). Such argument for giving more responsibility to student
teachers and for conducting lessons in a more learner-centred approach would enable student teachers to
learn skills. Student teachers can then use these skills in time of need in the immediate future when
trainer-scaffolding is not available after they graduate from teacher-education institutions. This is
because it is simply not possible for the teacher-trainer to teach student teachers how to teach individual
lessons throughout their lifetime, and student teachers’ own exploration into innovation and further
expansion of their pedagogical knowledge base will be more relevant to interpreting any syllabus
document within which the curriculum is executed in schools (Deng, 2004; Jiang et al., 2020; Zhang,
2004a, 2016). Thus, the evolving nature of teacher-education, student teachers’ needs, and how they
construe knowledge are important agendas (Yuan & Zhang, 2020; Zhang, 2004b; Zhang, 2016).

Unfortunately, this important area of discoursal as well as pedagogical inquiry has not been given
su�cient attention in language teacher education, especially in Singapore. It is expected that the
signi�cance of such an inquiry can shed light on improving teacher preparation practices. Given that
teacher education in Singapore has been making great strides in catching up with the latest pedagogies
(Deng & Gopinathan, 2003; Loh & Hu, 2019; Luke et al., 2005), we think that preservice teacher-education
can be one of the platforms that avail us with opportunities to examine existing issues.

Notably, the literature on the nature of talking to learn in higher education has been insu�cient (cf.
Basturkmen, 2003; Li, Zhang, & Parr, 2020); even less research has focused on talk among student
teachers or their interaction patterns in teacher education settings. The available literature has explored
talk in the English-for-academic-purposes (EAP) classroom represented by the teacher and students. For
example, Basturkmen (2003), working within the framework of Coulthard and Brazil (1992) on “exchange
structures”, found distinctive characteristics of interaction with and without the tutor, indicating in
particular the greater degree of other-oriented mutuality in the former. She argues that such �ndings
obtained from an in-depth analysis of the spoken discourse can provide valuable insights into language
description (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1992).

Basturkmen’s review of some earlier work along this line of research suggests that authority �gures
control talk in a number of speci�c ways. For example, Berry (1981) showed how differences in both
knowledge and authority between speakers contributed to different exchange patterns. She found that in
the former a number of students did not participate, and virtually only the tutor practised the functions of
summarising, rephrasing and making procedural suggestions. In the groups without a tutor, more of these
behaviours were practised by students, the ideas were more varied and divergent and the students more
likely to express “half-formed” ideas. Lineel (1990) and Lineel, Gustavsson and Juvonen (1988)
investigated unequal encounters. They found that the dominant party controlled initiative-response
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sequences. Pittman (1999) and Ellis (1999) posit that sequential patterns of interaction re�ect course
participants’ notions of their identities in talk and their concurrence in them.

Li, Zhang and Parr’s (2020) study into the nature of prewriting small-group student talk in Chinese tertiary
EFL writing classrooms revealed six categories: Content talk, language talk, task-management talk,
organisation talk, affective talk, and phatic talk. What is important is that their data showed that such
small-group student talk helped EFL learners in several signi�cant ways. It enabled them to generate
content, language, and organisation for their proceeding individual writing, provided them with
opportunities to facilitate collaborative linguistic problem-solving and use of the �rst language (L1) for
requesting and clarifying information, allowed them to organise the group and scaffold each other
collectively to manage the ongoing process of the task, and assisted them to share their emotions and
maintain group harmony at a surface level.

We expect that in small discussion groups student teachers would also be able to identify themselves
through expressing their voice or by taking a personal stance on certain issues while construing
knowledge to get lesson planning completed. Also to be revealed in this process of student teacher
learning are the sequential foci in their discussion and strategies for negotiating lesson objectives. The
strategies used by the student teachers to approach the tasks given would also provide us with insight
into their thinking and envisioning about teaching and their self-perceived trajectory to learning to teach.
This is because strategies are deliberate, intentional and conscious mental and behavioural actions
targeted at solving problems or improving learning (Cohen & Macaro, 2007). Numerous studies have
reported on how language learners use strategies in learning a second or foreign language (see e.g.,
Zhang, Thomas, & Qin, 2019; see also Chamot, 2005; Cohen & Macaro, 2007; Macaro, 2006). Research
studies on general learning strategies also abound (see e.g., Alexander et al., 2006). However, in relation
to student teachers learning how to teach English, except for a few studies (e.g., Farrell, 2003; Furlong &
Maynard, 1985; Turner & Turvey, 2001), little is known about how they prepare the lessons not only to
survive their �rst language lesson in constructing knowledge, but also as a way of exercising their
identity, of which lesson planning is a precursor and prerequisite.

Knowledge Construction In Teacher Learning

Student teachers’ attempts to construct knowledge about language teaching have much to do with their
identity formation and recon�guration, i.e., their “becoming” teachers (De Costa, 2017; Trent, 2017; Yuan
& Zhang, 2020). Drawn on sociocultural theory, a number of scholars interpret teacher education in the
framework of the development of a teacher identity (e.g., van Schaik, et al., 2019; Clarke, 2008; Pittman,
1999; Varghese, Morgan, Johnston, & Johnson, 2005). This identity construction process is actually not a
linear one, but instead is intertwined among all the participants, and in relation to each and every one of
the community with whom the participants work (Trent, 2017; Zhang & Zhang, 2015). So, this means that
identity is not individually constructed by oneself independently of his/her social environment. In learning
activities where student teachers are the main participants, it is not only the lecturer who positions them
to a certain identity. More often, one’s identity is co-constructed with “interested others” (Reeves, 2009).
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Obviously, classroom dynamics has much to do with student teachers’ emotions in problem solving. As
recent research �ndings show, beginning teachers’ emotions are exhibited in several different ways. Ria et
al. (2003), for instance, reported that beginning teachers experienced contradictory emotions during
ordinary teaching; they also reported that the degree to which the teachers depended on their lesson plans
was related to the nature of the emotions, which was also related to the need to maintain classroom
activities for students. Addressing the construct of “emotion” from a poststructural perspective in relation
to teacher education, Zembylas (2003) found that teachers’ emotions are closely connected with their
identity, showing how emotions are demonstrated as a means of displaying one’s identity in teacher
education. We wonder how pre-service graduate teachers perceive their roles in sequential patterns of
interaction, especially how they use strategies to solve problems to maintain group cohesion and
dynamics in achieving their goals of lesson preparation. We assume that student- teachers’ emotions
also have much to do with their willingness to cooperate and readiness to express their emotions and
thinking about teaching with a common goal of planning their �rst lessons (e.g., Jiang et al., 2020).

Moreover, student teachers’ learning trajectory has much to do with how they perceive language teaching
processes. This learning process is often spiral and gradually progressive in terms of how much
engagement of pupils becomes the focal point in student teachers’ lesson planning or related preparation
activities for construing knowledge (Fuller & Brown, 1975; Furlong & Maynard, 1995; Johnson, 1999;
Richards, 1998). Therefore, the present study was conducted to explore the interaction patterns and the
strategies of a group of preservice student teachers in the way they construe knowledge in negotiating
lesson objectives. It is hoped that, armed with this knowledge, teacher educators can deliver the training
programme more e�ciently.

Methods
Context of the study

This action research was conducted as part of a teacher-training programme known as Pupil Experience
(PE). PE was initiated as an indispensable component of the English Language teacher education
programme in the early 1980s at the then Institute of Education Singapore (IES) and has been revised
and updated several times after IES was reshu�ed to form the National Institute of Education (NIE) as a
school of the Nanyang Technological University. As a replacement of “micro-teaching”, it has been in
place since then. It comprises six 2-hour preparation sessions at NIE and six corresponding teaching
sessions in the school. It is part of a teaching methods modular course but conducted prior to student
teachers’ full participation in the module. In the preparation sessions the trainers and the student teachers
discuss issues ranging from classroom management to the actual delivery of English Language lessons.
However, the trainer acts as a facilitator at most, i.e., student teacher learning takes place in a
constructivist framework. PE is sequenced in such a way that student teachers are expected to realise the
rationale of how all the sessions are prepared and conducted. Although it is not a rigid regime and
lessons are not con�ned to discrete skills, a sequential breakdown of the PE programme shows that the
following is typical: getting to know your pupils; teaching listening; teaching reading; teaching oral
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communication; teaching writing; teaching grammar; and summing it up (see Skuja-Steele, 2004, for
details).
Objectives Of PE

One of the major objectives of PE is to help student teachers to understand pupils through a sheltered
approach so that these student teachers will better appreciate the training programme professionally
once they start taking the methods-oriented modules as well as to understand teaching in reality. As is
clearly laid out in the Pupil Experience Workbook (Skuja-Steele, 2004), “PE is a sheltered introduction to
the realities of the classroom. It will help you [student teachers] to better understand lesson planning and
presentation and your pupils as learners” (p. 2)

Another objective is that, through a sheltered approach, student teachers are expected to hone skills as
learners themselves in collaborative learning and cooperation in the classroom. According to Oxford
(1997), cooperative learning, collaborative learning and interaction are three communicative strands in
the language classroom (see also Kagan & Robertson, 1993; Ruhalahti, Korhonen, & Rasi, 2017). This
suggests that in teacher education similar understanding should be pursued so that student teachers will
be well informed of what it means to teach language as communication (Clake, 2008; Turner & Turvey,
2001). Therefore, it is expected that upon graduation from the training programme they are better
equipped to e�ciently solve problems that might surface in teaching when they are placed in real-life
situations in schools.

PE regards classroom dynamics as the third major objective. It is hoped that student teachers can
experience this crucial aspect and their personal learning expectations in the school will become an asset
to their teaching in the future. The above-mentioned areas are complicated and we believe that PE as an
important bridge that has the potential of inducting the student teachers to the real classroom will reveal
signi�cant �ndings as an avenue to understanding student teachers’ effort in learning to construct
knowledge, especially in relation to how to teach.

Research Questions

Pittman (1999) and Ellis (1999) posit that participants’ understanding of themselves in talk is re�ected in
sequential patterns of interaction. Re�ected in teacher education will be the sequence in which speci�c
topics are proposed as points of departure in student teachers’ effort to work out lesson objectives
through the deployment of various strategies in problem solving. With this overall aim in mind, we
addressed the following questions.

1. What interaction patterns emerged from classroom group lesson-planning discussions for
constructing knowledge in negotiating lesson objectives?

2. What strategies, if any, did student teachers use to solve problems during lesson-planning
discussions for constructing knowledge in negotiating lesson objectives?

3. Are there any conceptual changes in student teachers in the course of constructing knowledge about
learning to teach in the classroom?
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Participants

Twenty-four student teachers studying on the one-year full-time Postgraduate Diploma in Education
Programme specialising in English Language teaching (PGDE-EL), an initial teacher-education
programme at the National Institute of Education in Singapore, were invited to participate in this study. An
information sheet distributed and collected in the �rst session of the programme shows that all of them
earned a Bachelor’s Degree in English Literature, but only seven of them had experience in classroom
teaching either as contract or as relief teachers in various government schools in Singapore. These
student teachers, who had undergone schooling in English in Singapore, were receiving training in two
curriculum subjects (CS) assigned to them by the Ministry of Education of Singapore: English Language
as the second curriculum subject (CS2) and English Literature as the �rst curriculum subject (CS1). These
student teachers were strong in English Literature and were highly pro�cient users of English because
they had completed their education in English as the medium of instruction since nursery school in
Singapore. Due to a greater demand in the schools for English Language teachers, the MOE assigned
them to teach both English Literature as their CS1 and English Language as CS2. They had to complete
related teaching methods courses that would prepare them to teach English Language and English
Literature. The study reported here focused on their training experience in becoming English Language
teachers.

When asked, none of them said that they had the con�dence in teaching English Language, as they said
that they did not have su�cient training in English Linguistics or English Language Studies and therefore
did not have a very strong background in linguistic description of English, especially explicit
metalanguage to describe English grammar. Their average age was 24 years. As is the norm in teacher
training in Singapore and as expected, the majority were women and only three were men. For the
purpose of conducting PE sessions they were divided into six groups, with each group comprising four
student teachers.

For the convenience of reporting, we focus on one discussion group. All of the participants were women,
with their ages ranging from 23 to 26. They had gone through seven weeks of School Experience (SE)
prior to PE. SE is a required component of the NIE initial teacher training programme for all the PGDE
students. According to the requirement stipulated by the NIE Foundation Programmes O�ce, an o�ce in
charge of preservice training programmes, all student teachers are posted to schools to go through SE
and each student teacher is assigned a school mentor (SM) and two cooperating teachers (CT). One NIE
supervisor also collaborates with the school for the SE programme in helping the student- teachers
complete SE.

From both what the student teachers have said and what we have observed as SE supervisors/mentors,
we understand that the student teachers are usually not given enough time to conduct classroom
teaching during their SE. The major objective of SE is to help the student teachers to get immersed in the
school environment and observe how teaching occurs. They are expected to start re�ecting on how they
do the teaching so that, when they return to the training agency (NIE), they will know how to relate theory
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to practice. We chose this group to report on because the all tutors/researchers involved had agreed, on
the basis of examining their �eld notes, that the group was quite cooperative.

Sources Of Data

The study was based mainly on qualitative analyses of audiotape recordings of preservice student
teachers negotiating their lesson objectives and roles in problem-based learning environments while
preparing themselves for peer-teaching activities that were to happen in real classrooms in a local
neighbourhood secondary school. Tutor/Researcher observations, �eld notes and student teachers’
re�ective journals were used to triangulate the data. Data were collected from all the participants in six 2-
hour sessions where they were required to negotiate possible pedagogical solutions to the instructional
materials they had been provided with in terms of the lesson objectives and how they would be
implementing them. Three 2,000-word journal entries were collected from all student teachers every two
weeks as assignments to satisfy the requirement of a 54-hour course titled “Approaches to Language
Teaching” that ran for one semester. These journals were also taken as a source of the data for this
study.

For the sake of continuity and for the purpose of investigating the links among these six sessions, we
audio-recorded all six preparation sessions. Field-notes were taken as complements in case of
uncertainty in triangulating the data. Each group was provided with an audiocassette recorder. They had
been clearly explained the procedures in using the equipment. The moment they started talking about
lesson planning or the prelude to this important part of the preparation session, an elected group leader
was reminded to turn on the recorder and set it in the recording mode. Their group discussion was not
interrupted although the �rst author/researcher went around in the classroom to take notes of important
episodes in their discussion. Occasionally, if a question arose from the students, the researcher answered
it, which might have temporarily interrupted the discussion albeit in a related manner. During
observations, we took detailed notes that charted attendance, role assignment dialogues, interpersonal
relationships, and the course of activities and student teacher participation patterns, paying special
attention to discussion in order to �nd out how student teachers negotiated knowledge about language
teaching and learning.

Data analysis

Richardson (1999) notes that student-centred curricula intended for student-directed learning have
become focal points for constructivist-based educational practices. Recent work has also reinforced this
is the case (see e.g., Dikilitaş & Hanks, 2019). Therefore, in analysing the data, we had two major
concerns in mind. One was how participant initiations contributed to the development of ideas, and the
other what strategies were used to solve problems that had been uncovered. In other words, our data
analysis was a content analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Our focus was on qualitative data, taking the
two major concerns: interaction patterns as expressed in their topical and sequential focuses and their
strategies. These two aspects were taken as the framework within which categorisation of the data was
executed.
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Following Miles and Huberman’s (1994) suggestions, we examined two major sources of data in great
detail: Transcribed audio-recordings and �eld notes. We cross-checked the data, as cross-checking of the
data was deemed as a necessary measure to guarantee validity. While analysing the data, w listened
intensively to the discussion in the �rst two sessions of the audio-recordings and started noting the major
trends or typical patterns emerged. For the other four sessions, we listened mainly for �nding
corresponding sequences and connections among the sessions. In analysing the data, we looked for
typical patterns independently and based on what we found, we gave a code for each. The two
researcher/lecturers then compared the coded data and cases of disagreements were solved though
discussion. The �nal agreement reached 85%. In order to save space, the coding scheme and the
de�nitions of each strategy (see Table 1) are reported when we report �ndings in the following section.
Our ultimate expectation was to see how the student- teachers constructed knowledge and grew in their
understanding of the pupils, their learning processes and other issues related to language teaching, how
they regarded themselves and their relations with their peers as a way of showing their identity, especially
in relation to the operationalisation of the lesson objectives.

Findings
We report our �ndings from two aspects relating to how student teachers constructed knowledge about
learning to teach English, which will be taken as our frameworks within which the data are organised.
These two aspects are: 1) topical sequence and focus, and 2) problem-solution sequence, viz., strategies
used in solving problems. We do so because we found that all these two themes recurred in all the six
sessions, lasting 12 hours. For the sake of convenience and systematicity, we report on the topical
sequence and focus under one heading.

Topical Sequence And Focus

When the group discussion for knowledge construction was investigated, we focused on strategies used
by the student teachers in relation to group dynamics and relationships among the members. We found
that that there was cooperation and peer support necessary for this kind of discussion to continue. Each
group member managed to contribute to the discussion, trying to make sense of English Language
teaching from the very �rst session. However, the uneven contributions from group members seemed to
be a quite common feature. From the way they initiated a topic, took turns to address it in order to
maintain topic continuity that was geared at problem-solving, we found that they were collaborating for a
common goal, working towards lesson planning objectives. It is clear that they were on task. This is why
their focus on topic sequence turned out to be a common recurring theme throughout the six preparation
sessions.

We start with lesson one, which focused on “getting to know you”. In this preparation lesson conducted
on Monday, the student teachers were brie�y explained the rationale of the PE programme. Then they had
to start preparing for their �rst session they were going to teach the coming Saturday. This was their very
�rst preparation session, but the student teachers seemed to have well-imbibed the idea of what was
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stated in the PE Workbook. Starting from logistic considerations such as getting name tags ready so that
pupils would not address them wrongly and hence avoid the embarrassment, they went on to explore
what other aspects were involved in the �rst lesson. Concerns over ways of greeting and attires expected
of pupils were brought up in their discussion.

By referring to the PE Workbook, the student teachers realised that an attendance sheet had to be
prepared for the class so that they could start checking on pupils’ turn-up rate. They regarded having
pupils’ telephone numbers as necessary for future sessions. When they started working on the icebreaker
segment, which was the key part in the �rst session, followed by the speaking diagnostic component
which was supposed to serve the purpose of helping them to know their pupils, they thought of using a
game. As they were aware, by cultivating student interest in English, they hoped that students would start
showing their interest in English not only as a curricular subject but also as something that was relevant
to their social lives, given that English is the most commonly used o�cial language in Singapore.

Indeed, they knew that PE served the purpose of helping weaker pupils to catch up with their English
learning. Their thinking was centred on whether or not they should explicitly tell the pupils that PE was a
programme where the pupils as learners of English could �nd in which areas they were strong and/or
weak. After some discussion, they all agreed that they should make this learning objective clear, as is
shown by the segment of the data below.

Turns Student
teacher

Dyads in discussion

1 Ann: This is almost the time for us to introduce the PE programme to the pupils.
Should we say that this PE is especially for them and it is an EL Enrichment
Programme?

2 Jane: I think so.

3 Ann: Maybe it is ok to introduce it as an English enrichment programme where they
can �nd their weaknesses and strengths.

4 Angie: Ok.

 

In order to “kick off” the lesson on a cheerful note so that pupils could be motivated, they were discussing
when they should administer the “Language Learning Survey” required in the PE Workbook, which was
intended to elicit information on pupils’ attitudes to English and their problem areas. They also thought of
using the tape-recorder to help them establish teacher-pupil rapport. Typically, the sequence of thinking
found can be represented in this way (see Fig. 1).

In clarifying their roles by focusing on their prospective tasks, the student teachers were making an effort
to make sense of their �rst English Language lesson. The �rst thing that they thought of was how to
mobilise pupils to establish a right rapport with them. In more ways than one, it seems that they were
more concerned about self-survival than how to help pupils to learn. As explained in the PE Workbook,
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one of the activities was the icebreaker activity that used the “musical chair” game. They didn’t have
di�culty in understanding how the game should be implemented. They were more concerned about
which teacher should take charge of it.

It is evident that Ann was proactive and stepped in to take control of the situation by acting as the
organiser of the group discussion. Of course, it was she who was going to lead the whole class for the
rest of the session. To a great extent, she was showing her essential qualities as a potentially successful
teacher. Nevertheless, it is only fair to say that, like the other three members of her group, she was also
very much concerned about how to project her image in front of the class, so rapport building became a
focal point for her.

Turns Student
teacher

Dyads in discussion

1   So, have you decided who is going to do the icebreaker? I think it is better for all
of us to do the icebreaker, because the next session after mine is yours so that
you can gradually take it over instead of, you know …

2   Instead of me not knowing what to do… things will go complicated, and I think it’s
good I come in earlier.

3   Ah … so you can do the icebreaker, ok, then, and you have a list of my questions,
right.

4   Ok. So we can take turns …

5   So basically the groups will be dreaming where they are, and then I will ask the
questions and Angie will be taking down for observations and you will be taking
down. But do we know what we are supposed to do? Take down? There is
diagnosis worksheet.

6   Yeah.

7   We have to make enough copies of it ah.

8   There should be.

9   But I don’t know if it is enough, you know. We are writing, you know. Maybe we
write in foolscap, later we ...

10   Is it writing?

11   This one, is it?

Obviously, Ann was taking a leadership role in the �rst session, as is evidenced from the beginning of the
�rst discussion session (turn 1 onwards). Her identity as a successful teacher and leader of the group
was brought out all clearly. She was the organiser of her group’s discussion and she was also the one
who gave chances to her members to choose their own roles so that they could take charge of the
component that they were supposed to perform well in front of so many new faces (pupils). When her
role was well prepared, she handed the responsibility to Angie, who was then to take the lead in the
discussion on how the “listening diagnosis” segment was to be implemented. In this case, Angie did not
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feel that she was subjugated in the whole organising process possibly because all the members were so
engrossed with making the discussion as productive as possible so that clear lesson procedures and
lesson objectives were in place.
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Turns Student
Teacher

Dyads in Discussion

1 Ann: You see, ah, I am also making use of this 10 minutes to do my survey, which is
supposed to be at the end of the lesson … 10 minutes. Because I thought that if
we are going to … we need more time for writing, then we will have to rush
through the survey, which is an important segment.

2 Jane: Hmme…

3 Ann: Ah, so I am trying to push this together, ah …

4 Betty: Right.

5 Ann: So I am trying to put the questions here. That’s why this segment may appear
longer. So, are we going to stick to pupils A, B, C, without names ah, because we
don’t know who will choose, so we will only �ll up the four columns, not the eight.
I think this is what we should do lah.

6 Angie: Yeah.

7 Jane: What is this 20 ah?

8 Angie: Twenty block seconds

9 Ann: You know something. We need to have foolscap to jolt down the survey answers.

10 Angie: This is where the tape-recorder comes in.

11 Ann: That’s right. That’s right.

12 Ann: What are we looking at in the survey?

13 Angie: Their language pro�ciency.

14 Ann: That’s in the listening diagnosis. Survey is at which page ah?

15 Jane: Go through the PE Workbook.

16 Angie: Page 33.

17 Ann: The focus is ...

18 Angie: The focus is ‘to �nd out as much as possible about your pupils’ language
learning preferences, as well as their respective linguistic environments’ …

19 Angie: So this we will it have on the tape-recorder. So we have …

20 Jane: I think we need more time.

21 Ann: That’s why. Maybe, we will see if they keep talking, then we will extend the time
set. I estimated between 15 to 20 minutes.

22 Jane: Sorry?

23 Ann: Twenty minutes. Actually, should be longer lah. We will see maybe we give 20 to
30 minutes depending on how soon you �nish. If, say, we can get the main big
thing out of the way, then we can have more time here.
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Turns Student
Teacher

Dyads in Discussion

24 Angie: Ok.

25 Ann: OK. You guys go on to discuss. I don’t see myself …

26 All: Yeah.

 
Problem-solution Sequence

Strategies are deliberate, intentional and conscious mental moves or physical action geared at solving
problems or improving learning (Chamot, 2005; Nam & Oxford, 1998; Schmeck, 1988). The interaction
patterns became quite obvious when the student teachers mentioned speci�cally the steps they wanted
to take to solve their problems identi�ed along the way. These strategies were also sequentially
presented, though not all the time consistently. The student teachers’ use of strategies showed their
knowledge and experience that they brought to bear in the process of their �nding lesson planning
solutions, especially in relation to lesson objectives. Planning for teaching each of the PE sessions was
considered to be the overall goal for each of the taped group conversations. Subsumed under “planning”,
�ve areas of focus were identi�ed: 1) de�ning procedures, 2) organising, 3) rehearsing, 4) reviewing, and
5) anticipating. Table 1 is a summary of these strategies elicited from the student teachers’ discussion.

As we can see in Table 1, when the student teachers started their planning, they were trying to de�ne what
procedures should be followed to start a new class. They were unsure of what kind of pupils they would
have in their PE lessons. As their planning progressed, they paid more attention to time, tasks, materials,
resources and aids, and classroom space utilisation. Rehearsing what was planned in order to be
successful in their �rst lesson was not overlooked. After some discussion, the student teachers also
realised that they needed to review what had been discussed by recapitulating it in order to arrive at a
consensus. To do so, they checked their PE Workbook guidelines, and once they found they were wrong,
they took corrective measures.

Table 1 Strategies, Substrategies, Their Definitions, and Typical Cases of Strategy Use by
Student teachers in Dialogic Lesson-planning Discussion
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Strategies  Substrategies Definition Example
Defining
procedures 

Pro-nar  Narrating what
they will be doing
in the lesson

Just let them call me Mrs Ravi. I don’t
need one Indian student to make fun of
my name. I’ll write my name on board.

Pro-cla Making
clarifications 

“Who’s going to observe the pupils?” “You
see you can take turns, you know.”

Organising  Org-tim Organising time “You know you can take a bit less because
the Icebreaker is not your focal point.”

Org-tas Organising tasks “No, I think it’s better for her to do the
Icebreaker because the next session after
mine is yours.”

org-mat Organising
materials

“Maybe I don’t need this idea of
punishment.”

Org-res Organising
resources and
aids

“The tape-recorder must be a really
powerful one. It can’t be this one. Bring
our own.”

Org-spa  Organising space
utilisation

“We have 16 pupils. Are we going to put
the chairs and desks in a semicircle?”

Rehearsing  Reh-ora Rehearsing oral
teacher talk

“Then we will just gradually move on to
the next set of questions. We’ll say, ‘so
you will pick and read the questions
themselves or we will just take it from
them and we ask.’”

  Reh-que Rehearsing
questions 

“We need to read out the questions.
‘Who’s your favourite star?’”

Reviewing  Rev-rec Recapitulating
what has been
discussed so far,
usually to arrive
at a consensus 

“After Icebreaker come out and talk to the
whole class. Icebreaker we don’t need to
do or write anything.”

Rev-wok Checking
workbook
guidelines

“So you have a set of questions that you’re
supposed to write, right.” “Where is it?”
“Page 28 [PE Workbook], case study
instructions.”

Rev-cor Correcting  “No, no, this is not the two people. It’s
when they would be writing. This is
different. Here you just observe as many
as you can, what their response is.”

Anticipating  Ant-the Anticipating a
future scenario
(if-then)

If students come in a bit early start giving
them files and name tags instead of being
so rigid—can save time.”

Ant-cav Anticipating
caveats regarding
plans

“Don’t worry too far. Play by ear. This one
ok.” Depends on class, not now.”

Ant-res Anticipating
results or
outcomes

“At least we know whether they want to
talk or not.”
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As can be easily understood, getting ready for the �rst lesson is an excitingly daunting and anxiety-driven
task. Therefore, anticipating a future scenario and caveats is natural, and this is exactly what was found
in the discussion. Angie said, “if students come in a bit early, start giving them �les and name tags
instead of … not being so rigid … can save time.” Betty said, “at least we know whether they want to talk or
not”. However, they were not sure what results or outcomes were expected in terms of achieving the
explicit lesson objectives.
Interestingly, these strategies were used in their very �rst lesson preparation session, and as expected,
their awareness of these strategies and of their suitability in particular skill areas (listening, reading,
speaking, writing and grammar lessons) increased as the PE preparation progressed over a period of six
weeks, involving 2-hour preparation sessions with the tutors each week. A rough comparison of the
strategies they used suggests that, as they progressed from session one to session six, they started to
monitor their growth of knowledge and their intended solutions were not only at the level of typical
logistics level. Instead, because of the previous preparation sessions, their professional knowledge grew
thanks to the number of preparation sessions and their own in-class teaching through direct contact with
school pupils.

While preparing for their �rst session, they were told clearly that the focus was on getting to know pupils,
their prospective students. Therefore, their concerted effort was on how to implement the material given
to them. Angie, in addressing her concerns over how to use the text on “punishment” provided in the PE
Workbook, she started sharing with her group members what she thought would be a better solution to
the problem she had perceived.
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Turns Student
teacher

Dyads in discussion

1 Angie: Actually, I don’t know the idea of punishment is going to be useful. I’m going to
talk to them about punishment and I am going to tell them that … I am not going
to tell them the part that they are going to write about it later so that if they don’t
like it, I don’t have to worry about it; they still can follow me and enjoy writing it. I
don’t want them to know that this is what they are going to write about.

2 Jane: Ok, good.

3 Angie: Ok, I will share some experiences of mine so that they know about it. I am certain
I have the ability of all men to do that, introducing ‘punishment’ and my next
experience or something, and I will try incorporate talk of other ways. I will give
something that sounds different to them. This might be good for me to control
the class better.

4 Angie: Maybe I will get a … a … ah … very general … things like punishable or not
punishable, punished before, which de�nitely, is not an issue. Of course, all of us
know about it.

5 Ann: That’s good.

6 Angie: Then, I will talk about what things have been done that constituted … which led to
the punishment, what sort of punishment? It’s a kind of things which you can
later develop on it, all right. This is one of the questions that I have come up with,
and I am sure a couple of people, something that is useful to our lesson. I think
that’s all about it. This is the part that I am taking. The other, I will be telling, ah …
I am going to introduce to you a passage about punishment. I am going to give
the entire passage �rst.

7 Betty: Ok.

8   Then I’ll be telling. I’ve picked up a hundred words. It’s not going to start with the
�rst hundred words. That is only for one day. They will have to look at it. Three
nights before that. Two or three words … then they will write on ‘punishment’. So
we will start writing our lesson plan.

9 Ann: Do we need to rehearse it?

10 Angie: I am not so sure. But let’s �rst go over our lesson.

11 Betty: I think it’s good to rehearse it before we teach it.

12 Angie: Ok, then.

13 All: Ok. It seems that it is ok now.

 

In this segment of the �rst preparation session, Angie, who was the person charting the preparation of the
listening diagnosis, a dictation exercise, seemed to be quite comfortable in handling the problems. Maybe
because of her overbearing attitude, or at least, the way that she was capable of using English suggests
this, her group members simply showed their endorsement for the strategies adopted. Only occasionally
did other members ask for clari�cation. Ann, who was very active in the �rst segment of the discussion,
also subsided because she had realised that her role was over. Her presence in the group was to support
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and provide feedback on what the other member was planning. Fortunately, they �nally agreed with the
proposed plan of lesson objectives and how this plan could be tried and implemented.

When the group met on the second Monday, after the tutor/researcher explained the major objectives of
the session, which was to prepare for a listening lesson using the materials provided, the group members
became active again. Among the members they were negotiating roles and the materials. Of course, this
session was more valued by the student teachers because they had already had some “real” experience in
the school. So their preparation was more geared towards the “realities” of the school and the respective
pupils about whom they had known something. Their discussion also showed their incorporation of the
information they had collected in their �rst session: Pupils’ pro�ciency level, motivation to learn English,
attention spans, and the predominant language they used with family members at home and with their
peers. All this seemed to be important information that helped the student teachers’ planning.

It appeared as well that, because of their valuable experiences in the �rst and second sessions, by the
time they were preparing for their third, fourth, �fth and sixth sessions, their con�dence increased
proportionately due to their gradual understanding that teacher control was of primary importance, which
they were �nally able to achieve. At the end of the PE programme when a sharing cum debrie�ng session
was held, many of the student teachers realised how classroom dynamics functioned to contribute to
success in teaching and learning. As Jane said:

Learning a language involves a conscious effort on the part of the student. Our own enthusiasm for
English and for having fun in the language is transmitted to the children, who in turn decide they love
being in school and learning English.

Ann’s re�ection on her own experience similarly suggests how much bene�t she gained from the PE
teaching experience. She said:

I feel that PE is a valuable teaching and training aid cum experience, as it emphasised the importance of
interrelating speaking and listening, reading and writing and of providing an integrated curriculum. We
had to adopt a holistic approach, encouraging participation and exploration, for self-directed learning is
far more effective than memorisation of fact[s]. As pupils’ and their perceived needs, pro�ciency levels
and objectives change, so will the contents and techniques of language teaching. Teaching is an ongoing
process. Strategies will evolve and teachers will have to adapt. Still, I am hopeful that the experiences and
principles I have derived from PE will serve as a useful springboard for future teaching.

While commenting on her PE experience, Betty equally found something profound. She understood from
the limited classroom experience she had got that the methodology for delivering the material was as
important as the material itself. To quote her comment:

I have learnt that the choice of appropriate material is a major concern for the teacher but what mainly
matters is not only the material itself but the use of the wider range of apparatus that the methodological
approaches offer. In other words, what really makes the difference is less the material and more its
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treatment by the teacher. PE de�nitely has changed my view on the teaching of English; it has fuelled my
passion for the profession.

The gradual progression in the student teachers’ understanding of the teaching process that was
regulated by the way the lesson planning was negotiated similarly suggests that, because of the
exposure to the teaching scenarios, the student teachers demonstrated their readiness to accept a
professional attitude towards lesson preparation. Angie’s journal segment further illustrates what the
importance of getting lessons prepared means to the student teachers.

Our �rst lesson plans were very general and vague and we were sceptical of the necessity of it being
detailed. However, they soon became an essential guide. Besides using them for time management and
as [a] reminder of the sequence of activities to follow, they also got us out of possible problems for they
contained contingency plans.

We understand that learning to teach involves many faceted experiences, one of which is how student
teachers understand their pupils. At this point, it seems that what was taught in other educational
modules also helps them realise that teaching does not only entail teachers’ delivery of knowledge;
instead, it is an interactive process where pupils need necessary scaffolding in their learning experiences.
This kind of observation came from student-teachers. For example, Tom had this to say:

Scaffolding is imperative in helping students achieve the learning objective. In writing, for instance, the
pre-writing activity helped students to formulate ideas and structure their thought processes before
performing the main writing exercise. Scaffolding is especially necessary when the subject matter is
unfamiliar. Scaffolding essentially means helping students performing a task by doing some work for
them in the initial stages. This aid is however, meant to be only temporary, which means that it has to be
eventually removed. This method helps to develop what Vygotsky calls students’ “zone of proximal
development”.

Also interesting is that those student teachers gave attention to the topics and aspects that were typically
present in many student teachers’ �rst lesson. In most of the lessons, for example, the topics and aspects
they touched on started from greeting the class. Their lessons ended in reviews of observation tasks or
with other teacher-oriented tasks such as requiring pupils to write something. Table 2 is a summary of
typical classroom procedures observed in the lessons.
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Table 2
Topic and Sequence in Student teachers’ Lesson-planning Discussion

Topic/Aspect Sequence in Dialogic Discussion

1. Greeting class 2. Text copies 3. Desk
arrangement

4. Beginning
lesson

5. Introduction 6. Appropriate wear for
pupils

7. Name tags 8. Attendance
sheet

9. Review of status and
timing so far

10. Early pupils 11. Teachers and
groups

12. Observation

13. Lesson focus 14. Future lessons 15. Questions 16. Time

17. Teacher talk 18. Icebreaker 19. Observation 20. Survey

21. Time 22. Punishment
(dictation)

23. Punishment
(writing)

24. Writing

25. Observation task 26. Review of
observation task

   

 
It has to be pointed out that, although they really grew in their concern over the procedures and steps in
planning and organising their lessons, their attention to pupils did not increase accordingly. This �nding
lends support to what Fuller (1967), and Furlong and Maynard’s (1995) studies of beginning teachers in
many ways. According to Furlong and Maynard (1995), for example, student teachers have di�culty in
shifting their attention away from teaching to pupil learning because of two reasons: they have their own
views and beliefs about teaching and learning and they lack con�dence in classroom management and
control, which does not give them enough room for experimenting other approaches that would possibly
more favourably bene�t pupil learning.

Discussion
Preservice teacher education is a huge enterprise in every education system and it is no exception in
Singapore. As the sole teacher education institution, NIE has shouldered heavy responsibilities in the
process to pursue excellence, i.e., towards an institute of distinction (Loh & Hu, 2019). English Language
teacher education for that matter has been endowed with an even more important role in the education
system, where English is stipulated as the medium of instruction in a non-native speaking environment.
Success in English as a curriculum subject is crucial to the pupils’ future (Silver & Borkhorst-Heng, 2016).
The PE programme is one of the approaches to developing student teachers’ competencies in the areas in
which they specialise. Given that PE is driven by the principle that teacher preparation is education as
compared with training, this principle is in line with what Vygotsky (1987) terms the interplay between
formal knowledge of principles and knowledge gained through activity, through which people will think
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about problems beyond their range of experience. In this sense, it can be speculated that what we have
found in the PE programme is meaningful in at least three ways.

Firstly, while our �ndings suggest that empowering students through guided practice has its signi�cance
in the Singapore context, the notion of teacher education vis-à-vis teacher training seems pivotal (Deng &
Gopinathan, 2003). Essentially, PE has been intended to induct student teachers into the profession of
English Language teaching. It is hoped that after PE they will be able to cope with contingencies on their
own and, through collaboration, they are expected to hone their own management and teaching skills.
Ultimately, student teachers will bene�t from our pedagogical as well as philosophical focuses on teacher
preparation. As a matter of fact, student teachers did become aware of the importance of collaboration in
dialogic discussions oriented towards bringing out lesson objectives. Just as Jane’s re�ection shows how
she values this experience, the �nding here might be able to offer a wider perspective on the issue from
student teachers’ point of view:

Teamwork is also vital to the success of the PE programme. Translated into the school setting, this
means materials should be pooled and ideas freely “bandied around”. Group synergy should be
maximally utilised to tap the potential for new teaching ideas. In short, no teacher should stand alone. He
or she should function as an autonomous unit, connected to the large framework and sharing its brad
objectives, but also departing from the norm by blazing trails in the educational �led for others to follow.

Secondly, what really matters is that student teachers who have gone through the PE programme have
learned something that they believe will be helpful to their future career development. As Betty wrote in
her re�ective journal No. 3 (Final Review), the last of the three journal assignments as part of the
assessment for the course, she seemed to have better understood the value of PE. Her dedication and
commitment to the profession were also revealed through her conscientious mental effort to remain in
the profession and perform well. She quoted “Henry James, 1913” to show her determination to be an
effective teacher.

To believe in a child is to believe in the future. Through their aspirations they will save the world. With the
combined knowledge the turbulent seas of hate and injustice will be calmed. They will champion the
causes of life’s underdogs, forging a society without class discrimination. They will supply humanity with
music and beauty as it has never known. They will endure. Towards these ends I pledge my life’s work. I
will supply the children with tool and knowledge to overcome the obstacles. I will pass on the wisdom of
my years and temper it with patience. I shall impact in each child the desire to ful�l his or her dream. I
shall teach. (Henry James, 1913)

Indeed, one may suggest that what the student teacher has written down is only a kind of fantasy, as
many beginning teachers tend to idealise their career in this way. However, when we see a beginning
teacher showing her warmth and enthusiasm for teaching based on her preliminary teaching experience,
we can be assured that the enterprise of successful teaching is already half guaranteed. This is because
in learning how to become teachers student teachers’ emotions are equally related to their identities in
terms of looking at who they are in the teaching profession (Clarke, 2008; Ria et al., 2003).
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Thirdly, from the point of view of teacher development, we can conclude that preservice teachers who
lack �rst-hand experience and direct contact with pupils can be inducted gradually to the real classroom
situations through a sheltered approach such as our PE. By virtue of PE’s direct relevance to pedagogy
and to its real nature, student- teachers take it more seriously than “micro-teaching”, which was once
adopted on our training programme. This PE exposure seemed to have created a bridge between theory
and practice and the student teachers were enlightened with new ideas in dealing with contingencies.

Of course, though not really a great concern here, we did �nd that student teachers as individuals
demonstrated differences in the amount of input they offered to the group discussion of which they were
a part. This inequity in contribution suggests differences in student teachers’ inclinations towards group
discussion, resulting in interesting interaction patterns. In a sense, some evidence was found that lends
support to what has been reported in the literature on classroom interaction discourse (Basturkman, 2003;
Berry, 1981; Li et al., 2020; Stoke, 2000; Thonus, 1999).

Initial teacher-education is really pre-service preparation in its real sense, as student teachers have never
been fully prepared in any way that would familiarise them with the principles of learning and teaching as
well as the school context, whose essential parts entail pupil characteristics, class dynamics, and school
culture. Student-teachers’ understanding of these factors surely plays an important part in their transition
and repositioning process, especially their role change from student teachers to that of full teachers. PE
has provided such an interface for them to establish linkages between what they have gained from
teaching and the training programme they undergo.

PE is limited in that it is conducted within a six-week period. However, given that PE has been functioning
as a replacement of “micro-teaching” which preceded it in NIE and the results reported here seem to
suggest that PE is a platform where student teachers are given more opportunities to have direct contact
with real-life pupils, the PE experience seems to be able to make teaching more pertinent to student
teachers’ professional lives. It goes without saying that much awaits further investigation.

Liberman and Miller (2000) have identi�ed seven transitions that are needed by student teachers to make
“the new social realities of teaching.” These range from individualism to professional community, from
teaching at the centre to learning at the centre, from technical work to enquiry, from control to
accountability, from managed work to leadership, from classroom concerns to whole school concerns,
and from a weak knowledge base to a stronger, broader one. It follows from the above that there is now a
greater demand for better quality teachers and their role is going to change in profound ways. Indeed,
these are important elements that should not be forgotten when we examine initial teacher preparation.

Reynolds (1992) states that beginning teachers, including, of course, those receiving training, are
supposed to have four characteristics, or at least, they should be equipped with such characteristics after
completing their training at a teacher training agency. They should have: 1) knowledge of the subject
matter; 2) disposition to �nd out about students and schools and the skills to do so; 3) knowledge of
strategies, techniques and tools to create and sustain a learning environment/community and the ability
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to employ the above; and 4) knowledge of content speci�c pedagogy. In this sense, a majority of the
student teachers under study attempted at moving in this direction.

Therefore, in initial teacher education, it is pivotal that some of the ideas Liberman and Miller (1994) and
Reynolds have listed should be taken into consideration. This approach to thinking about initial teacher
education is also one of the bases upon which changes in teacher education have happened. Furlong
and Maynard (1995) report that student teachers usually go through stages in learning to become
teachers. These can range from early idealism, personal survival, dealing with di�culties, hitting a
plateau and moving on. In this developmental model of teacher professional knowledge growth, new
teachers tend to focus on mastering the procedural knowledge necessary to maintain classroom control
and discipline before their attention is given to they teach and how students learn (see also Fuller, 1969;
Fuller & Brown, 1975). Findings from our study lend support to Fuller and his colleagues’ observation.
Several other scholars have recently stressed the importance of learning through collaboration (Fairbanks
& LaGrone, 2006; Musanti & Pence, 2010). It seems that due to their strong concern for their own survival
in the lessons, the student teachers’ discussion lacked an overview of lesson structures; therefore, the
connectedness of the episodes in the lessons was not given su�cient attention. Instead, the lessons were
treated as separate episodes, without ample awareness of pupils, the central participants of the
classroom process. This kind of survival strategy focused too much on “scripting their performance” as if
to entertain pupils or keep them busy. Due to their excessive preparation for the mundane aspects of
teaching, little focus was placed on pupil interaction, resulting in general, discrete and low-level concerns
over classroom procedures. This is in a way resonates what Albright and Kramer-Dahl (2009) have found
out about even among relatively more experienced teachers in Singapore. Kramer-Dahl (2009) has also
expressed concerns about the system in which English teachers work to rigidly interpret the syllabus.
Burn and associates (Burn et al., 2000) have argued for looking at beginning teachers “beyond concerns
about self” because beginning teachers’ thinking is more complicated than just concerns about self.
Some of the data seem to lend support to their �ndings.

Nevertheless, it can be argued that the student teachers’ concerns over their very own existence in the
classroom may not be a bad thing as such. For example, Kagan (1992, cited in Johnson, 1999, p. 51)
argues that this may be bene�cial to new teachers in that the procedural knowledge they have enables
them to adapt and reconsider their idealised images of teachers and teaching so that they are more in
tune with the realities of classroom life. With the growth and automatisation in their procedural
knowledge and a better understanding of their pupils, they will be better able to reconceptualise the
content they are expected to teach with their pupils as their focus. Chaliès et al. (2004) found interesting
interactions between preservice and cooperating teachers in relation to knowledge construction during
post-lesson interviews. It can be ascertained that learning in groups is quite a productive way of learning
how to teach (van Schaik et al., 2019). They will also thus be able to develop a repertoire of more
reasoned instructions to inform their own classroom practices.

Conclusion
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The study was set up to investigate student-teachers’ interaction patterns in negotiations for knowledge-
construction in order to become knowers of the �eld of teaching while they were learning how to teach
English in an initial teacher education programme. Our analysis of the data show that these student-
teachers were more concerned about surviving the �rst lesson than about promoting pupil learning in
their very process of constructing knowledge about what language teaching actually meant to them. The
stronger peers’ dominance in the discussion process was taken for granted, suggesting that learning took
place in a mutually bene�cial and constructive manner and that student teachers’ willingness to
cooperate and readiness to express themselves were indicative of their intention to maintain group
cohesion and dynamics. These, in turn, are necessary prerequisites for student teachers to become
collaborative and re�ective practitioners. Such data indicate that if they were interested in becoming
better teachers once they assumed the role in real classrooms, they would be concerned more about
developing lesson objectives focusing on learning-centred interaction for effective language learning, as
our data already showed that they were concerned about pupil learning as well as their own survival in
learning how to teach. These �ndings have wider implications for initial teacher education programmes,
where the teaching practicum component is done in a micro-teaching setting, which is very different from
one that houses a live student body that a student-teacher has to face. Because of the interesting
�ndings, we think that those initial language teacher education programmes might �nd it useful to try the
PE programme that we investigated in this study and, if necessary, make modi�cations to suit the local
context so that student-teachers will be scaffolded to have a �rst-hand experience in learning how to
teach in a real classroom.
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