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ABSTRACT 
This study investigates the training gaps in 

subject-specific pedagogy within distance Bachelor of 

Education (B.Ed.) programs. As distance education 

expands, ensuring prospective teachers receive robust 

pedagogical preparation in their chosen subject areas 

remains critical. Through a mixed-methods survey of 250 

distance B.Ed. students across multiple institutions, we 

identified key deficiencies in content alignment, practical 

application, pedagogical strategies, and assessment 

preparation. Quantitative analyses reveal that over 60% 

of respondents rate their training in subject-specific 

instructional methods as inadequate.  

Qualitative feedback highlights insufficient opportunities 

for microteaching, lack of discipline-focused resource 

materials, and limited mentorship support. Drawing on 

these findings, we propose a framework for enhancing 

distance B.Ed. pedagogy, emphasizing interactive virtual 

practicum, adaptive learning resources, structured 

peer-feedback mechanisms, and strengthened faculty 

guidance. This research contributes to the literature by 

articulating concrete training gaps and offering 

actionable recommendations to improve the quality and 

relevance of subject-specific teacher education in distance 

modes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The rapid proliferation of distance education has transformed 

the landscape of teacher preparation, especially for Bachelor 

of Education (B.Ed.) programs. Once confined to traditional 

face-to-face delivery, B.Ed. courses now leverage online 

platforms to reach a broader cohort of aspiring teachers who 

balance professional, personal, and geographic constraints. 

While this flexibility democratizes access to teacher 

education, it also raises concerns about the depth and quality 

of pedagogical training, particularly in subject-specific 

methodologies. Effective teaching demands not only content 

mastery but also nuanced instructional strategies tailored to 

disciplinary contexts—be it mathematics, languages, 

sciences, or the humanities. 

Existing research has extensively documented the advantages 

of distance education in terms of access and 

cost-effectiveness; however, far fewer studies have 

scrutinized how well these programs equip candidates with 

the skills to teach subject matter effectively. Pedagogical 

content knowledge (PCK), as conceptualized by Shulman 

(1986), remains central to teacher effectiveness, yet 

integrating PCK development into online or blended formats 

poses unique challenges. For instance, hands-on activities, 

peer microteaching, and real-time feedback—cornerstones of 
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in-person pedagogy courses—are difficult to replicate 

virtually without deliberate instructional design. 

Fig.1 Training Gaps in Subject-Specific 

Pedagogy,Source([1]) 

This study addresses a critical gap in the literature by 

systematically examining the training shortcomings 

experienced by distance B.Ed. students in their 

subject-specific pedagogy courses. By surveying learners 

across diverse institutions, we aim to quantify perceived 

deficiencies, uncover underlying causes, and propose targeted 

enhancements. Our overarching research questions are: 

1. What are the primary areas in which distance B.Ed. 

students perceive gaps in subject-specific 

pedagogical training? 

2. How do these perceived gaps vary across subject 

disciplines and demographic profiles? 

3. What strategies can institutions adopt to strengthen 

pedagogical preparation in distance B.Ed. 

programs? 

In answering these questions, the study offers empirical 

insights and practical recommendations for policymakers, 

curriculum designers, and teacher educators seeking to 

bolster the quality of online teacher preparation. 

 

Fig.2 Distance B.Ed. Programs,Source([2]) 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Research on distance teacher education spans multiple 

dimensions, including learner satisfaction, learning 

outcomes, technological infrastructure, and pedagogical 

design. However, subject-specific pedagogy—a critical 

driver of classroom effectiveness—has received 

comparatively less attention in distance learning contexts. 

The following review synthesizes key findings and identifies 

the gaps that motivated this study. 

Pedagogical Content Knowledge in Distance Education 

Shulman’s (1986) concept of Pedagogical Content 

Knowledge (PCK) underscores that effective teaching 

requires understanding not only the subject matter but also 

how to convey it in accessible, engaging ways. In face-to-face 

B.Ed. programs, PCK is cultivated through interactive 

lectures, modeling of teaching strategies, and supervised 

microteaching sessions. With the pivot to online formats, 

researchers have explored virtual simulations and 

video-based exemplars as substitutes for in-person 

experiences (Darling-Hammond et al., 2020). While 

promising, these approaches often lack the immediacy of live 

feedback, leaving learners uncertain about the efficacy of 

their instructional tactics. 

Challenges in Virtual Practicum and Microteaching 
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Microteaching is a cornerstone of pre-service teacher 

training, offering a controlled environment for practice and 

critique. In distance programs, microteaching frequently 

occurs via pre-recorded videos, asynchronous peer review, or 

limited live sessions. Bond and Bedenlier (2019) found that 

asynchronous feedback, while convenient, may not foster the 

same depth of reflection as interactive critique. Technical 

constraints—bandwidth limitations, unfamiliarity with 

recording tools, and scheduling across time zones—further 

hinder authentic microteaching experiences. 

Discipline-Specific Resource Development 

Content delivery in distance B.Ed. programs often relies on 

generic pedagogy texts and one-size-fits-all modules. While 

foundational principles apply across subjects, effective 

teaching strategies vary significantly by discipline. Science 

teachers require laboratory-based demonstrations, 

mathematics instructors need manipulatives and visual 

models, and language teachers benefit from conversational 

scaffolding techniques. Aziz and Akhtar’s (2021) 

comparative study of online teacher education revealed that 

students in STEM disciplines reported lower satisfaction with 

course materials than their humanities-oriented peers, 

attributing this to a lack of hands-on, discipline-relevant 

resources. 

Role of Mentorship and Community of Practice 

Social constructivist theories emphasize the importance of 

collaborative learning and expert guidance in professional 

development. In traditional B.Ed. programs, students benefit 

from mentorship by experienced faculty and peer 

communities. Distance learners, however, report feelings of 

isolation and disconnection, which hamper the exchange of 

ideas and modeling of best practices. According to Lee, 

Brush, and Somers (2018), establishing online communities 

of practice can mitigate this isolation but requires proactive 

facilitation and sustained engagement. 

Assessment Preparation and Feedback Mechanisms 

Formative assessment training—designing quizzes, rubrics, 

and diagnostic tasks—is integral to pedagogy courses. 

Distance education platforms often include automated quiz 

engines, but these tools may not align seamlessly with 

subject-specific assessment needs. Moreover, the lack of rich, 

individualized feedback can leave candidates unprepared to 

create and interpret assessments that accurately gauge student 

understanding in their discipline (Meyer & Jones, 2022). 

Collectively, these studies signal that while distance B.Ed. 

programs offer broad access, they frequently fall short in 

delivering deep, discipline-specific pedagogical preparation. 

Yet, existing literature has not empirically quantified 

learners’ perceptions across multiple institutions or proposed 

a coherent framework for remediation. This study seeks to fill 

that void by surveying a large, diverse cohort of distance 

B.Ed. students and synthesizing actionable 

recommendations. 

METHODOLOGY 

This research adopted a cross-sectional, mixed-methods 

design to capture both quantitative and qualitative dimensions 

of perceived training gaps. The study unfolded in two phases: 

(1) development and validation of a survey instrument, and 

(2) administration and analysis of the survey among distance 

B.Ed. students. 

Instrument Development 

An initial pool of 35 items was generated based on the 

literature review and pilot interviews with ten recent distance 

B.Ed. graduates. Items covered four domains: (a) content 

alignment with subject standards, (b) pedagogical strategy 

training, (c) practicum and microteaching experiences, and 

(d) mentorship and feedback quality. Each item employed a 

5-point Likert scale (1 = “Strongly Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly 

Agree”). Open-ended questions invited participants to 

elaborate on challenges and suggest improvements. The draft 

instrument underwent content validation by a panel of three 

teacher educators, resulting in a final 30-item survey. 
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Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale was 0.89, indicating 

high internal consistency. 

Sampling and Data Collection 

Using purposive sampling, we recruited 250 distance B.Ed. 

candidates from five nationally accredited institutions in 

India. Institutional coordinators disseminated the survey link 

via official mailing lists. Participation was voluntary, and 

informed consent was obtained electronically. Data collection 

spanned four weeks in March–April 2025. We received 238 

complete responses (95.2% response rate). 

Data Analysis 

Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics 

(means, standard deviations) and inferential tests (ANOVA) 

to explore differences across subject specializations (Science, 

Mathematics, Languages, Social Studies). Qualitative 

responses were subjected to thematic analysis, following 

Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-step procedure: 

familiarization, coding, theme development, review, 

definition, and reporting. NVivo 12 software facilitated 

coding and pattern identification. 

RESEARCH CONDUCTED AS A SURVEY 

Participant Profile: Of the 238 respondents, 54% were 

female and 46% male. Age distribution ranged from 22 to 45 

years (M = 29.4, SD = 5.2). Specializations included Science 

(28%), Mathematics (22%), Languages (25%), and Social 

Studies (25%). Prior teaching experience varied: 40% had no 

classroom experience, 35% had up to two years, and 25% had 

more than two years of part-time teaching. 

Survey Administration: The online instrument was 

delivered via a secure learning management system. 

Participants completed the Likert items first, followed by 

three open-ended prompts: (1) “Describe the most significant 

gap in your subject-specific pedagogy training,” (2) “What 

practical experiences do you feel were missing?”, and (3) 

“Suggest one improvement your institution could implement 

immediately.” 

Ethical Considerations: The study received approval from 

the Institutional Review Board at the lead author’s university. 

Data confidentiality was maintained through anonymized 

identifiers. No personally identifiable information was 

collected. 

RESULTS 

Quantitative Findings 

• Overall Perception of Training Adequacy: The 

mean score across all pedagogical items was 2.7 (SD 

= 0.9), indicating moderate dissatisfaction. 

• Domain-Specific Averages: 

o Content Alignment: M = 2.5 (SD = 1.0) 

o Pedagogical Strategies: M = 2.6 (SD = 0.9) 

o Practicum/Microteaching: M = 2.3 (SD = 

1.1) 

o Mentorship/Feedback: M = 3.0 (SD = 0.8) 

• Discipline Comparisons (ANOVA): Significant 

differences emerged across specializations in 

practicum experiences (F(3,234) = 4.56, p < .01). 

Post hoc tests (Tukey HSD) revealed that Science 

students (M = 2.1, SD = 1.2) felt significantly less 

supported in microteaching than Language students 

(M = 2.6, SD = 1.0), p < .05. 

• Demographic Variations: Candidates with prior 

classroom experience rated pedagogical strategy 

training slightly higher (M = 2.9, SD = 0.8) than 

novices (M = 2.4, SD = 0.9), t(236) = 3.15, p < .01. 

Qualitative Themes 

1. Insufficient Practical Application: Respondents 

frequently lamented the absence of live teaching 

simulations and interactive case studies. One 

participant noted, “We watched demonstration 

videos, but without real-time practice, it’s hard to 

internalize methods.” 
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2. Generic Resource Materials: Many reported that 

e-textbooks emphasized theory over 

subject-embedded examples. A mathematics 

specialist commented, “I needed virtual 

manipulatives, not just abstract descriptions.” 

3. Limited Peer Collaboration: Students described 

feelings of isolation. Forums existed but were 

under-utilized: “My peers rarely engaged in 

discussion boards, so I missed collaborative learning 

opportunities.” 

4. Variable Faculty Engagement: Although some 

instructors offered regular office hours, others 

responded to queries sporadically. This 

inconsistency hindered continuous support. 

CONCLUSION 

This study highlights pronounced training gaps in 

subject-specific pedagogy within distance B.Ed. programs. 

Quantitative data underscore pervasive dissatisfaction, 

particularly in practicum opportunities and the alignment of 

instructional materials with disciplinary demands. Qualitative 

insights reveal the urgent need for more authentic, interactive 

experiences and consistent mentorship. 

To address these challenges, institutions should consider the 

following recommendations: 

1. Structured Virtual Practicum: Implement 

scheduled, live microteaching sessions via video 

conferencing, accompanied by immediate peer and 

instructor feedback. 

2. Discipline-Adaptive Resources: Develop 

interactive modules (e.g., virtual labs for science, 

manipulatives for mathematics, conversation 

simulators for languages) to bridge theory and 

practice. 

3. Enhanced Community Building: Foster active 

online communities of practice through moderated 

discussion groups, peer-mentoring pairs, and 

collaborative projects. 

4. Faculty Development: Train instructors in online 

facilitation techniques and establish standardized 

response-time protocols to ensure timely guidance. 

5. Formative Assessment Workshops: Offer 

workshops on designing subject-specific 

assessments, using real classroom scenarios to 

practice rubric creation and item analysis. 

By implementing these strategies, distance B.Ed. programs 

can more effectively cultivate pedagogical content 

knowledge and practical teaching skills, thereby improving 

teacher readiness and ultimately enhancing student learning 

outcomes. Future research might examine the longitudinal 

impact of such interventions on graduates’ classroom 

performance and student achievement. 
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