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Abstract

In this research, it is aimed to investigate the level of student teachers’ preparedness to teach in terms of different
variables. To this end, a descriptive survey study is conducted with 211 undergraduate students studying at the
faculty of education of a Turkish public university. The data is collected with The Preparedness to Teach Scale.
Standard deviation, arithmetic mean, frequency, percentage, t test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA),
Scheffe and LSD (Least Significant Difference) test are used in data analysis procedure. According to the results,
it is found that student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach, understanding learner, designing effective
learning environment, designing the process of teaching and technopedagogical competencies are at sufficient
level. Additionally, while there isn’t any difference between the levels of student teachers’ preparedness to teach
in terms of gender, there are some differences between them in terms of their departments and class levels. Some
suggestions based on the result of the present study are directed at researchers and practitioners.
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1. Introduction

The rich potential of human beings can be expanded to the highest level by the help of an education system which
deals with the human beings entirely, puts the human beings in the center and arranges the contents and methods
according to students. Human beings’ quality, knowledge, skill and virtue depend on their education. If the
societies do not provide education which is required to expand their real potential and if they don’t educate their
members as qualified people, these societies cannot reach the level of the developed societies. Regardless of the
fact that the education programs are well-designed or the schools are equipped with the latest technologies or all
the utilities of a country are mobilized for the education, none of them works without qualified teachers. In today’s
global information society in which the skill, virtue and the knowledge increase incrementally to create good,
conscious and productive person, the importance of providing the best educational opportunities to children, the
most important human resource for the future of the society, increases day by day. A decent education can only be
provided by highly qualified teachers (Eres, 2007; Ozcan, 2011).

Student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach is a crucial issue for their professional development. This feature
which can be called as being prepared for the class in a specific perspective and being prepared for transferring the
knowledge, the skill and the qualifications in a general sense, is dealt with by Gdcer (2008) under following
themes: planning and teaching, classroom management, communication and leadership, strategy, methods and
techniques, assessment and evaluation.

The most important way of making newly appointed teachers or student teachers ready for teaching is having a
well-designed and powerful teacher education programme (Wilson, Floden, & Ferrini-Mundy, 2002). While Harris
and Saas (2011) claim that teacher productivity is increased by the help of experiences which are gained through in
service training; Y1ldirim and Kalman (2017) claim that the basis and the starting point of being prepared to teach
is pre-service teacher education period. There are some researchers who assert that teachers don’t feel ready to start
service and carry on service when the pre-service education is inefficient and inadequate to upskill their knowledge
and competences related to real school environment (Balkar, 2014; Blomberg & Knight, 2015; Brown, Lee, &
Collins, 2015; Eret, 2013). In another study, Stanulis, Fallon, and Pearson (2002) state that newly appointed
teachers fail to identify school, class and class dynamics and they don’t feel ready to teach. Liston, Whitcomb and
Borko (2006) who focus on the experiences related to first years of teaching, point that teachers describe their first
years as “tiring but delighted”, “pessimistic but successful”, “hopeful but doubtful”. Additionally, those teachers
participated in the study state that they experience learning to teach in these years which are defined as full of
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mixed emotions and tumult of emotions (p.351). In their research which is conducted on teacher education in terms
of different education programs, Darling-Hammond, Chung, and Frelow (2002) show that the preparedness to
teach levels for teachers who graduated from teaching programs are higher than for those who graduated from
alternative programs. According to the results of this research, those who feel themselves prepared to teach are the
ones who have teaching competence (the teachers who have pedagogic and subject matter knowledge),
responsibility and vision of carrying on teaching. In the studies conducted on preparedness to teach; subject matter
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge are compared (Boe, Shin, & Cook, 2007; Cochran, DeRuiter, &
King, 1993; Darling-Hammond, 2005).

All of the previous studies on teacher students’ preparedness to teach show that there is an urgent need to conduct
a research on this topic and examine both pre-service and in-service teacher education to solve the problem
regarding preparedness. In this regard, the present study aims to examine student teachers’ level of preparedness to
teach in terms of different variables.

1.1 The Aim of the Study

The aim of this study is to investigate the student teachers’ preparedness to teach according to different variables.
To this end, following questions are tried to be answered in this study:

a) What is the level of student teachers’ preparedness to teach?

b) Do student teachers’ preparedness to teach levels differ according to their gender, department and class level?
2. Method

2.1 Research Model

In the present research which aims to determine the student teachers’ preparedness to teach, a descriptive survey
research is employed. By the help of survey model, student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach, understanding
learner, designing effective learning environment, designing the process of teaching and technopedagogical
competencies are determined. Also, this research intends to determine whether student teachers’ level of
preparedness to teach, understanding learner, designing effective learning environment, designing the process of
teaching and technopedagogical competencies differ in terms of variables which are classified as gender,
department and class level.

2.2 Participants

Atotal of 211 student teachers studying at the faculty of education in a Turkish public university participated in the
study. Of the 211 student teachers who participated in this study, 114 (54%) of them are female students while 97
(46%) of them are male students. In terms of department, 37 (17.5%) of the student teachers study at Computer and
Instructional Technology Teacher Education, 56 (26.5%) of them study at Elementary Mathematics Education, 56
(26.5%) of them study at Psychological Counseling and Guidance, 62 (29,4%) of them study at Elementary
Education. The class differences of the participants are as follow: 60 (28.4%) of them are in 1st grade, 10 (4.7%) of
them are in 2nd grade, 92 (43.6%) of them are in 3rd grade and 49 (23.2%) of these student teachers are in 4th
grade.

2.3 Data Collection Tool

“Preparedness to Teach Scale” developed by Darling-Hammond, Chung and Frelow (2002) and adapted to Turkish
by Yildirim and Kalman (2017) is used as data collection tool of the study. Preparedness to Teach Scale consists of
20 items with five Likert-type grades and four dimensions namely preparedness to teach, understanding learner,
designing effective learning environment, designing the process of teaching and technopedagogical competencies.
In the reliability analysis made by Yildirim and Kalman (2017), the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of the
scale was found .92. In this research, the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient is found .93. Consequently, it can
be said that Preparedness to Teach Scale is a reliable data collection tool.

2.4 Data Analysis

Statistical analysis of the data is conducted by SPSS 24.0. The descriptive statistical methods namely standard
deviation, arithmetic mean, frequency, and percentage are used in data analysis steps. Additionally, t test, one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA), Scheffe and LSD (Least Significant Difference) tests are employed in data
analysis. Significance level, also called as the critical value, or alpha level is set at the 0.05 level to test the
difference between group average values.
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3. Findings
In this section, findings of the study are presented.

Findings related to student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach and its subdimensions are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive analysis of preparedness to teach and its sub-dimensions

Dimensions N M Sd
Preparedness to teach 211 3.63 .65
Understanding the learner 211 355 .78
Designing effective learning environment 211 3.61 .75
Designing the process of teaching 211 3.64 .74
Technopedagogical competencies 211 371 .76

When Table 1 is examined, it can be seen that the mean of results related to student teachers’ level of preparedness
to teach is at sufficient level (M=3.63). When the findings regarding the sub-dimensions of preparedness are
examined, it can be said that they are at different levels. According to these findings, it is found that undergraduate
students who participated in the present study find themselves competent at the highest level (M=3.71) in terms of
technopedagogical competencies and they find themselves competent at the lowest level (M=3.55) in terms of
understanding the learner.

Findings that show whether student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach differ in terms of gender are given in
the Table 2.

Table 2. T-test results showing the student teachers’ level of preparedness in terms of gender

Female N=//4 Male N=97

Dimensions I <d v <d t df p

Preparedness to teach 3.66 .63 3.60 .68 737 209 462

Understanding the learner 3.60 .80 349 .75 1.010 209 .313

Designing effective learning environment  3.60 74 362 .75 199 209 .842

Designing the process of teaching 3.71 .70 357 .78 1425 209 .156

Technopedagogical competencies 3.73 73 368 .79 488 209 .626
*p<.05

Table 2 shows that there is not statistically significant difference between student teachers’ preparedness and their
gender (p>.05). Considering this finding, it is obviously seen that female and male student teachers are prepared to
teach at similar levels.

Findings that show whether student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach differ in terms of department are given
in the Table 3.
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Table 3. ANOVA results showing the student teachers’ level of preparedness in terms of department

Sources of Sum of Mean

Dimensions Department N M Sd . df F P Difference
Variance Squares Square
A 37 373 .57 B.G. 8.184 3 2.728
. B 56 388 47 C<B,
Preparedness to teaching 6.960 .000*
C 56 335 .64 W. G. 81.139 207 392 C<A
D 62 3.60 .76
A 37 359 .65 B.G. 10.004 3 3.335
Understanding the B 56 3.77 .67 C<B,
5902 .001*
learners C 56 320 .70 W.G. 116.955 207 .565 C<D
D 62  3.63 91
A 37 373 .75 B.G. 7.354 3 2.451
Designing effective B 56 381 .55
. . 4.625 .004* C<B
learning environment C 56 332 .71 W. G. 109.711 207 .530
D 62 3.61 .86
A 37 3.65 .63 B.G. 11.250 3 3.750
Designing the process of B 56 398 .55
. 7.496  .000* C<B
teaching C 56 335 72 W. G. 103.556 207 .500
D 62 361 .85
A 37 390 .66 B.G. 7.267 3 2422
Technopedagogical B 56 391 .66
. 4.419  .005* C<B
competencies C 56 349 .73 W. G. 113.470 207 548
D 62 3.60 .85
A. Computer and Instructional Technology Teacher Education B. Elementary Mathematics Education
C. Psychological Counseling and Guidance Education D. Elementary Education

*p<.05.

It is apparent from this table that there are statistically significant differences between student teachers’
preparedness to teach levels (including its sub-dimensions) and their departments (p<.05). According to Scheffe
test which is conducted to determine the differences and the group relationships, it is found that preparedness to
teach level of student teachers who study at Computer and Instructional Technology Teacher Education and
Elementary Mathematics Education are higher than the levels of those who study at Psychological Counseling and
Guidance Education department. In the dimension of understanding learner, the level of students at Elementary
Mathematics Education and Elementary Education are higher than the understanding level of students at
Psychological Counseling and Guidance Education. Additionally, designing effective learning environment,
designing the process of teaching and technopedagogical competencies level of students who study at Elementary
Mathematics Education are higher than the level of students who study at Psychological Counseling and Guidance
Education.

Findings that show whether student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach differ in terms of class level are given
in the Table 4.
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Table 4. ANOVA results showing student teachers’ level of preparedness in terms of class level

. . Class Sources of Sum of Mean .
Dimensions N M Sd . df F P Difference
Levels Variance Squares Square
1. 60 364 .75 B.G. 3.347 3 1.116
. 2. 10 394 .69
Preparedness to teaching 2.686  .048%* 3<4
3. 92 352 .63 W.G. 85.977 207 415
4. 49 379 .50
1. 60 3.61 .92 B.G. 7.914 3 2.638 1
<
) 2. 10 420 36 ’
Understanding the learners 4.587 .004* 3<2,
3. 92 337 .70 W.G. 119.044 207 575 1<
4. 49 3.66 .71
1. 60 3.65 .83 B.G. 2.342 3 781
Designing effective 2. 10 3.78 .87
. . 1.408 241 -
learning environment 3. 92 349 .76 W. G. 114.723 207 .554
4. 49 373 55
1. 60 364 .84 B.G. 6.373 3 2.124
Designing the process of 2. 10 390 .77
. 4.056 .008* 3<4
teaching 3. 92 348 .70 W.G. 108.433 207 .524
4. 49 390 .59
1. 60 363 .85 B.G. 1.764 3 .588
Technopedagogical 2. 10 4.00 .80
i 1.023 383 -
competencies 3. 92 3.68 .72 W. G. 118.973 207 575
4. 49 3.80 .70

*p<.05.

As can be seen from the data in Table 4, there is not any statistically significant difference between class level
which is one of the variables and the levels of designing effective learning environment and technopedagogical
competencies. On the other hand, there is statistically significant difference between class level and the
preparedness to teach levels as well as the two dimensions of it namely designing the process of teaching and
understanding the learners (p<.05). According to LSD test which is conducted to determine the group differences,
it is apparent that the preparedness to teach levels and designing the process of teaching levels of student teachers
who are in 4th grade are higher than the levels of students who are in 3rd grade. Also, understanding level of
students who are in 2nd grade is higher than the level of students who are in 1st, 3rd and 4th grade.

4. Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions

In this study which aims to determine the student teachers’ level of preparedness to teach in terms of different
variables, it is found that student teachers’ preparedness to teach is at sufficient level. Student teachers feel
themselves competent to teach at a sufficient level. Regarding the dimensions, it is seen that while student teachers
feel themselves more competent in terms of technopedagogical competences, they feel themselves less competent
in terms of understanding learner. Teacher students have not yet met with students which can be a reason for their
doubt related to their own adequacy of understanding learners. When the relevant literature is reviewed, it is seen
that the findings of the studies conducted by Borg and Mizzi (2015), Carter and Cowan (2013), Casey and Childs
(2011), Goger (2008), Hudson and Hudson (2007), Rahman, Abdullah, and Rashid (2011), Swabey, Castleton, and
Penney (2010) and Wright (2017) support the findings of the current study. Borg and Mizzi (2015), in their study
conducted with teachers who have worked as teachers for one year, showed that teachers feel themselves
competent in designing learning environment and in using technologies but they do not feel themselves competent
in terms of dealing with the students who have challenging behaviors. Carter and Cowan (2013) found that student
teachers think that they are highly competent in terms of being fair and caring all students, communicating in a
respective way, and using technologies properly. In their studies conducted on the student teachers’ level of
preparedness to teach, Casey and Childs (2011) stated student teachers highly prepared to increase the knowledge
of their students, think critically and use technologies. In the study which aims to determine the competences
related to subject matter knowledge, love of human and profession, communication abilities, classroom
management, planning and assessment etc. and preparedness to teach, Goger (2008) found that student teachers are
prepared to teach. In the research which investigates level of preparedness of the student teachers who study at art
education, Hudson and Hudson (2007) stated that student teachers who are in the senior class feel prepared to
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teach. Rahman, Abdullah and Rashid (2011) found that Malaysian student teachers are generally prepared to teach.
Swabey, Castleton and Penney (2010), who conducted a study with students of health and physics departments,
found that student teachers feel themselves adequate in terms of subject matter knowledge, relationships related to
teaching profession and professional practices.

Additionally, Wright (2017) found that newly appointed teachers think that they are competent in terms of
preparedness to teach and they linked this to the teacher education program they graduated. On the other hand,
Denessen, Bakker, Kloppenburg, and Kerkhof (2009), and Mehmetlioglu and Haser (2013) got different findings
as a result of their studies. In their studies conducted on student teachers competences of teacher-family
relationship, Denessen, Bakker, Kloppenburg and Kerkhof (2009) found that their preparedness level are really
low although this topic is included in their syllabus. In the research conducted by Mehmetlioglu and Haser (2013),
it was determined that student teachers who study at Elementary Mathematics Education do not think that they are
highly prepared to teach. Another finding obtained in their research showed that there was no statistically
significant difference between participants according to their gender. Female and male student teachers were
prepared to teach at similar levels. While Mehmetlioglu and Haser (2013) obtained similar results, Housego (1992)
presented different results. Mehmetlioglu and Haser determined that there is no statistically significant difference
between participants who are students at Elementary Mathematics Education according to gender. However,
Housego (1992) stated that female student teachers are more prepared to teach compared to male student teachers.

According to another important finding which is obtained as a result of this study, there is statistically significant
difference between the participants in terms of the level of preparedness to teach, understanding learners,
designing effective learning environment, designing the process of teaching and technopedagogical competencies.
The levels of preparedness to teach of the students who study at Psychological Counseling and Guidance
Education are lower than that of other students. It is possibly because of the fact that student teachers at that
department less frequently involve in the classroom environment compared to the student teachers who study at
other departments, they feel themselves not prepared to teach. In the study conducted by Gdoger (2008), it is
revealed that the preparedness to teach levels of the student teachers who study at Elementary Education and
Social Sciences Education are at the sufficient level.

Lastly, it is determined that there is statistically significant difference between the participants in terms of the level
of preparedness to teach, understanding learners, designing the process of teaching between class levels. Also, it is
revealed that there are no differences in terms of designing effective learning environment and technopedagogical
competencies. It is seen that the students who are in 2nd grade feel more prepared to teach compared to other
participants.

The implications and suggestions based on the current study can be listed as follow: Although some studies
conducted on the student teachers’ preparedness to teach exist in the literature, the number of these studies is not
sufficient. It is possible to conduct more detailed studies on the topic. Due to the fact that the level of the student
teachers’ preparedness to teach related to understanding the learner, it should be ensured that student teachers come
together with students more frequently during in-service education. Also, the lessons namely teaching practice and
school experience should be activated more to solve this problem.
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