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Chapter One

Introduction

Programs for the training and professional development of graduate Teaching
Assistants (TAS) continue to grow across university and college campuses with the
establishment of centers focused on improving teaching in higher education and the
appointment of faculty to develop curricula and direct programs (Little & Panvini, 2002).
Teaching Assistants (TAs) are often new to university culture and generally under-
prepared for their teaching responsibilities (Irons & Buskist, 2008; Shannon, Twale, &
Moore, 1998). Consequently, structured programs are needed to provide instructors in
higher education with the knowledge and skills for excellent teaching since ongoing
criticism of the quality of undergraduate education points to poor teaching by both
faculty and TAs (Lewis, 1997; Witherspoon & Gilbert, 1996).

Within higher education, there is intensified competition for faculty,
undergraduate and graduate students, research grants, revenue, and prestige. Universities
and colleges also face a changing internal environment—the increasing use of
information technologies, the steady growth in diversity of the student body, and an
emergent focus on interdisciplinary programs (Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, & Beach, 2006).
Furthermore, as full-time faculty positions become less stable due to state, university, and
departmental budgetary constraints, both adjunct faculty and TAs are being utilized to
teach undergraduate students in lower division general courses (Hendrix, 2008; Johnson
& McCarthy, 2000; Kuther, 2003). However, TAs are frequently criticized for their lack
of active interpersonal communication with students and their lack of teaching skills even

though, in many fields, it is assumed that if the person teaching has an undergraduate or
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graduate concentration in the subject being taught, he or she is qualified to teach (Lewis,
1997). The combination of an increasingly complicated institutional environment and a
group of Teaching Assistants across the disciplines who are neither prepared for
university culture, have developed the pedagogical skills necessary to teach a course,
result in an outcome which is often detrimental for both the TA and his/her students.
Background

The Certificate in University Teaching (CUT) program is offered at the
University of Missouri-St. Louis, a public metropolitan research university of about
17,500 students. CUT is a voluntary program offered through the university’s Center for
Teaching and Learning (CTL). The CTL was established in October 2001 for the purpose
of engaging faculty, graduate students, staff, and administration on issues of teaching and
learning, including supporting research, integrating technology, and improving learning

(http://www.umsl.edu/services/ctl/index.html). The CUT program was initiated in the fall

2005 semester.

CUT aims to prepare graduate Teaching Assistants across the disciplines for
teaching duties at the university level. The CUT program is currently in its seventh year
of existence, with an annual group of about 40 master’s and doctoral students each year.
Four instructional units comprised the CUT program at the time of this study, which is
based on the Preparing Future Faculty (PFF) model, a national movement initiated in
1993 to transform the way aspiring faculty members are prepared for their careers

(www.preparing-faculty.org). PFF programs provide doctoral students, as well as some

master’s and postdoctoral students, with opportunities to observe and experience faculty

responsibilities at a variety of academic institutions with varying missions, diverse
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student bodies, and different expectations for faculty (www.preparing-faculty.org).

Graduate students in the CUT program may enroll either in the workshops, in two for-
credit course options, or in a combination of the two. Unit 1 and Unit 2 workshops meet
on alternating Fridays; Unit 3 is scheduled on an individual basis; Unit 4 meets three to
four times during the semester. (See CUT Curriculum on pp. 8-11 for a detailed
description of program components).

Upon completion of all four CUT units, participants submit a teaching portfolio
(for specific components of the portfolio, see p. 11). CUT graduates are honored with a
signed certificate of completion at the annual Graduate Student Professional
Development Conference. Students also receive a letter of recommendation from the
Graduate School Dean and the CUT program TA Coordinator.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this basic qualitative study is to evaluate the relationship between
Teaching Assistants’ participation in the CUT program and their classroom experiences
and practices teaching undergraduate students. Additionally, CUT participants’
experiences will be described as they progress through the various stages of the program.
Findings will address program assessment data, curricula development, situated growth
of participants, as well as reflections on challenges and frustrations. Recommendations
for best practices will also be addressed. A taxonomy of developmental levels was
created inductively from the data.
Research Questions

1. What do graduate students report they are learning about teaching in the CUT

program?


http://www.preparing-faculty.org/
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2. To what extent do Teaching Assistants increase or decrease their teaching self-
efficacy and self-awareness of growth as a result of participating in the CUT
program?

3. How might the CUT experiences and curriculum be improved?

Significance of the Study

In general, there has been little research (particularly qualitative) examining the
effects of training programs on graduate students’ teaching performance (Park, 2004).
Previous research has focused on developing graduate courses on teaching in
college/university environments (Lewis, 1997; Marincovich, 1998; Ebest, 2005), and
identifying the need for TA training programs and program design (Lewis, 2002;
Richards, 1998). Current research on TA training has called for more studies to assess the
effectiveness of such programs (Abbott, Wulff & Szego, 1989; Davis & Kring, 2001;
Speer, Gutmann, & Murphy, 2005). The last 15 years has seen a marked increase in
efforts to develop excellence in teaching in higher education (Gaff, Pruitt-Logan, Sims, &
Denecke, 2003). Findings from this study will contribute to the literature by providing an
examination of one model over nine semesters.

This study also has significance for its primary stakeholders—faculty developers,
department chairs, graduate coordinators, and deans—as well as the Teaching Assistants
and the undergraduate students they teach. Future expansion of the CUT program will be
shaped, in part, from the findings of this research. Although a basic qualitative study, this
research also has elements of action research, including evaluating and reflecting upon
the developmental process of practice (McDonough, 2006). Furthermore, secondary

stakeholders—academic institutions and the community at large—also benefit from
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program evaluation outcomes, because program improvements result in a stronger

educated community and more informed higher education teaching.

Limitations

The limitations of the study include:

Participants lost due to attrition.

The type of teaching experience graduate students have coming into the program
(full or partial responsibility; graduate school or former teaching experience).

The type of education that graduate participants have received due to varying
sociocultural and classroom climate norms.

The type of graduate degree that participants are pursuing since several
disciplines have their own departmental TA training.

The type of graduate students attending the CUT program (e.g., one discipline
area requires attendance while other disciplines range in attitude from indifference

to hostility toward the CUT program).

Delimitations

1.

The delimitations of this study include:

Identifying a representative number of female and male participants to reflect
gendered viewpoints.

Selecting a representative number of Ph.D. and M.A./M.S. candidates to reflect
differing educational viewpoints and experiences.

Due to the small sample size, it wasn’t possible to select representative
participants based on race/ethnicity. This may also reflect the overall under-

representation of minorities as higher education instructors and faculty.
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Assumptions
The assumptions guiding my research are:
1. CUT participants want to improve their teaching.
2. CUT participants are motivated to succeed in the classroom.
3. CUT participants are willing to accept feedback on their teaching.
4. CUT participants can improve their teaching via reflection.
Positioning
I come to this study with an emic (insider) perspective to CUT and a history of
interest in TA development. As a Teaching Assistant in my master’s degree program in
Composition Rhetoric and Pedagogy from 1992-1994, | participated in an extensive
week-long training program for Composition TAs that was conducted by the Writing
Program Administrator (WPA) and current CUT Program Coordinator. At the time, no
other department on campus offered pre-semester training or ongoing departmental
support for TAs, nor was there a campus-wide TA training program. However, even with
initial training and support, | dreaded my teaching debut in front of a classroom. Like
many Teaching Assistants, I didn’t have any prior teaching experience, but it was more
than just my lack of practical experience that scared me. | was certain that | would feel so
self-conscious in front of my students that | would not be able to speak. Furthermore, |
had not developed any self-efficacy to allay my fears. The WPA sensed my lacked of
confidence as well.
As a result, for the first semester of my master’s program | was the only Teaching
Assistant assigned to another instructor who taught an introductory literature survey

course. All of the other Teaching Assistants in my department were assigned two sections
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of Freshman Composition. My assignment initially upset me a great deal, but it turned
out to be quite useful in allowing me to overcome some of my fears. At first | was
resistant because | felt left out from what the other Teaching Assistants were doing in
their own classrooms. | then began to plan the series of writing workshops that assisted
my students as they were working on their literature papers for the survey course. |
experienced success in teaching these workshops, although they were challenging
because attendance varied greatly. But not being responsible for my own course as |
developed confidence and experienced some positive feedback from my students and the
WPA helped me tremendously when | became the instructor of record for Freshman
Composition the following semester.

During my two-year appointment, | gained considerable knowledge of TA
training and realized an interest in that area of specialization as | collaborated with my
mentor (the WPA) on several projects. My subsequent 20 years of teaching experience in
higher education at two different institutions further shaped my perspective on the need
for TA training. Therefore, over time | have developed biases on what the landscape of
TA training should look like, and | am aware of how my own sociocultural experience
might inform such biases during this study.

I continued the emic perspective throughout this study as | assumed several roles
at different times during the data collection process: first as an observer, then as a
participant-observer, and finally as a CUT program instructor and evaluator. For the
duration of the study, I was present at all workshop sessions. In these various roles over
several years, | continued to be invested in improving the effectiveness of the CUT

program. The advantage to my myriad experiences with program development and
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implementation is the richness of my understandings, nuanced holistic perspective on
data analysis, and extensive experience actually interacting with and observing
participants.
CUT Curriculum

The CUT curriculum outlined below was taught throughout this study. In 2011, a
fifth unit was added on Teaching with Technology, though participant observations were
completed before that unit was taught.

Unit 1: Teaching for Learning in the University is designed to guide graduate

students to promote active and meaningful learning in college classrooms and to develop
college students’ critical thinking skills. Students are required to take seven of the eight
workshops offered in the spring semester: 1) Developing a Teaching Resources Portfolio;
2) Integrating Civic Engagement into your Courses; 3) Designing and Assessing
Assignments; 4) Revising your Teaching portfolio; 5) Applying Theories of Learning and
Motivation; 6) Observing the Strategies of Award-Winning Professors; 7) Observing the
Strategies of Award-Winning Professors (continued); 8) Practicing Learner-Centered
Instruction.

Unit 2: Preparing for University Teaching requires participants to expand their

pedagogical knowledge through readings on learning theory and practical classroom
application in their own settings. This is achieved by participating in seven out of eight
workshops held in the fall semester: 1) Planning a Course, Designing a Syllabus, 2)
Grading, 3) Engaging Students in Learning, 4) Motivating Students to Learn, 5) Writing
Across the Curriculum, 6) Developing Your Teaching portfolio, 7) Refining Your

Writing Skills, 8) Ensuring Social Justice.
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Unit 3: Teaching Practicum allows students to actively teach with feedback on

how to apply the teaching strategies learned in CUT, to meet the needs of all learners, and
to provide the opportunity to reflect on one’s teaching. The Practicum is offered all
semesters. Observations can occur in a variety of settings: 1) teaching a three-hour or
community college campus course, 2) running a laboratory, 3) teaching a Continuing
Education or Student Success course, or 4) tutoring at the campus Writing Lab. Teaching
Assistants are observed teaching three times by a CUT facilitator which is followed by a
debriefing session with the TA to discuss his/her classroom experience. Throughout the
Practicum TAs write weekly teaching logs, reflecting on their own teaching and student
learning, and program facilitators appropriately comment on reflections as a feedback

dialogue.

Unit 4: Professional Development, offered during the fall and spring semesters,
ensures that graduate students are prepared for the job market and career requirements by
drafting a curriculum vitae and letter of application, discussing grant writing, and
preparing and presenting a job talk. Students have the option 1) to attend an etiquette
banquet to prepare for campus visits, 2) to attend a colloquium or workshop sponsored by
the CTL or 3) to participate in a mentoring program by shadowing one’s mentor in the
discipline of choice on a campus in the St. Louis area or in the UM-system. Shadowing
includes attending classes and committee meetings to gain an understanding of differing
environments and expectations at public and private, graduate and undergraduate,
research and non-research, two-year and four-year colleges and universities.

To encourage participation, units may be taken non-sequentially and/or in

combination, although enrolling in more than two units per semester is not recommended.
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Students should have completed one unit before enrolling in the Practicum so that they
have some exposure to theory introduced in these earlier units.

Graduate students interested in using a CUT course for three credits in their
degree programs may do so if their departments accept the credit. These credit courses
are as follows:

Ed Psy 7647: Teaching for Learning in the University—(offered in the fall

semester)—this for-credit course examines current research in learning, instruction,
motivation, and assessment as it pertains to teaching and learning in complex post-
secondary settings. Graduate students discover the current research on teaching and
learning in their disciplines, use it to promote active and meaningful learning, and learn
how to develop undergraduates’ critical thinking skills. Throughout the semester,
students compile a teaching resources portfolio (this course counts as CUT Unit 1).

Eng 5850: Scholarship of Teaching and Learning—(offered bi-annually in the

spring semester). This for-credit course introduces theories of reading, writing and
thinking; engages students in the strategies and methodologies of qualitative classroom
research; teaches students to analyze qualitative research data to refine and refresh
pedagogical practice; and emphasizes research in effective pedagogical practices within
students’ disciplines. Students are responsible for finding, critiquing, and presenting
pedagogical essays within their disciplines. The final project is a collaborative classroom
research project that students will design, conduct, and critique throughout the semester
(this course counts as Units 2 and 3).

In addition, a teaching/technology component comprised of several courses in

both English and Education is now offered as a for-credit course option, though it was not
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offered during this study. While enrolled in the CUT program students create and collect

many artifacts that comprise the teaching portfolio, which is submitted at the completion

of the program. The teaching portfolio includes the various texts developed during CUT

that highlight their teaching experience and expertise.

Philosophy of teaching statement—a document developed in Unit 1 and revised in
Unit 2 that explores the graduate student’s emerging teaching philosophy and
combines theory, practice, and personal experience.

Teaching log—required as part of the Practicum (Unit 3). While teaching,
students are required to keep a weekly teaching log that is submitted to the
program coordinator and returned to the student with comments. Students reflect
on the strategies learned in CUT that they are using in their own classrooms,
specifically the ways in which these strategies are working and the ways in which
they can be improved.

All syllabi and handouts, writing and active learning activities

Assignments and rubrics

Summaries of student evaluations, letters from students, or graded papers
Evidence of professional development (conferences, certificates of attendance,

honors and awards)

Theoretical Framing

The theories that have guided the design of the CUT program align well with the

theories that frame my research: social constructivist theory and social cognitive theory.

Social constructivism is grounded in the writings of Piaget (1970) and Vygotsky (1978),

as well as Dewey (1966). Most constructivists endorse the idea that learners are active in
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constructing their own knowledge and that social interactions are important to knowledge
construction (Bruning, Schraw, Norby, & Ronning, 2004). In social constructivist theory,
Piaget believes that both external and internal factors contribute to knowledge
construction; he focuses mainly on individual development. However, in sociocultural
theory, Vygotsky (1978) believes that learning is inherently social because mind is
formed through living in a social community and acquiring mediational tools such as
language. All teaching and learning reflect situated cultural settings (Cobb & Bowers,
1999).

In social cognitive theory Bandura (1986) proposes that self-regulatory systems
mediate external influences and provide a basis for purposeful action, allowing people to
have personal control over their own thoughts, feelings, motivations, and actions.
Bandura defines self-efficacy as “the belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute
the courses of action required to manage prospective situations” (1995, p. 2).

In my study, I use social constructivist theory and social cognitive theory as
frameworks for examining how CUT participants’ collaborative work environments in
which they share curriculum, teaching strategies, presentations, and experiences
contribute to their development of self-efficacy as instructors. As Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2007) note, self-efficacy is a motivational construct, which is how I used
it in this study. Bandura (1977) presents the view that psychological procedures create
and strengthen expectations of personal efficacy. The sources of efficacy expectations are
as follows: 1) performance accomplishments (participant modeling), 2) vicarious

experience (live modeling), 3) verbal persuasion (interpretive treatments), 4) emotional
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arousal (attribution), and 5) metacognition (Bandura, 1997). In the CUT program these
sources of efficacy are integrated into the curriculum in the following ways:

e Performance accomplishments: Watching the CUT Coordinator and Assistant

Coordinator model active learning activities and exercises within the safety of the
CUT classroom allows Teaching Assistants to overcome fear of performance in
their own classroom.

e Vicarious experience: Observing award-winning professors teach (Unit 1) and

shadowing a professor in one’s field for one day (Unit 4) provides vicarious
models.

e Verbal persuasion: Receiving positive and constructive feedback from the CUT

Coordinator and Assistant Coordinator on teaching performance as well as
feedback on teaching logs (Unit 3) challenges individual growth through
dialogue.

e Emotional arousal: Giving informal encouragement to Teaching Assistants for the

duration of the CUT program builds self-confidence and lessens apprehension
about their role and responsibilities as TAs; it also supports their sense of
community.

e Metacognition: The knowledge about one’s own cognitive functioning is related
to personal characteristics and strategies, probed through CUT teaching logs and
workshop discussion. Metacognitive skills are related to self-efficacy strength.
Teaching Assistants who routinely examine their teaching and learning processes

in writing reinforce their understanding of their own learning strengths and

weaknesses, and are better able to help their students’ succeed in the classroom.
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University instructors who increase their awareness of these constructs can increase

their self-efficacy, benefiting their students. They tend to receive more positive

feedback from their student evaluations; they tend to be more student-focused; and

they are more likely to encourage their own students to use a deep process approach

in learning (Gibbs & Coffey, 2004; Prieto & Altmaier, 1994; Prieto & Meyers, 2001).

Metacognition, then, is an aspect of emerging self-awareness.
Organization of Study

Chapter One provides a general introduction and overview of this study. Chapter

Two will contain a review of theories and research relevant to TA development, the PFF
movement, and literature on self-efficacy. Chapter Three will provide a rationale for the
study’s basic qualitative design and choice of analytical tools. Chapter Four will present
participant stories of varied learning in the CUT program. Chapter Five will introduce
participants who excelled in the program and participants who resisted the CUT
pedagogy. Chapter Six will discuss the implications of this inquiry, along with

recommendations for improving the CUT program and suggestions for future research.
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Chapter Two

Review of Related Literature

This study examined the development of a certificate in higher education teaching
geared toward Teaching Assistants across disciplines. The goal of this research was to
determine ways in which Teaching Assistants experienced growth throughout the CUT
program. Therefore, the review of related literature is organized into the following
sections: 1) The Problem, 2) A History of TA Training, 3) Areas of Focus for TA
Training, 4) Creating an Effective TA Program, 5) Assessing Growth, and 6) TA
Training Program Components.
The Problem

Programs for the training and professional development of graduate Teaching
Assistants continue to grow across university and college campuses with the
establishment of centers for teaching excellence, the appointment of faculty developers,
and the reality that Teaching Assistants are new to university culture and underprepared
for their responsibilities (Chism, 1998; Sorcinelli, Austin, Eddy, & Beach, 2006). Further,
ongoing criticism of the quality of undergraduate education that points to poor teaching
by faculty and particularly TAs, underscores the need for pedagogical training (Austin,
2002). Most graduate students learn about teaching through trial and error in the
classroom with their students as guinea pigs (Darling & Dewey, 1990). Even achieving a
minimal level of competence in each of these duties requires a substantial commitment of
time and mental resources (Kuther, 2003). However, training TASs to be effective teachers

in the classes that they are assigned already requires more time and personnel than most
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departments in higher education are willing or able to commit (Leverenz & Goodburn,
1998).

Teaching Assistants were not always given full course responsibility; originally,
the Teaching Assistantship was based on an apprenticeship model (Lave, 1996). In
Lave’s model, Teaching Assistants worked with professors in a specific course, primarily
by grading and preparing class materials. Traditionally, TAs worked solely with faculty
and had little direct contact with students (Lewis, 1997). But as full-time faculty positions
become less stable due to departmental budgetary constraints, both adjunct faculty and
TAs were often called upon to independently teach undergraduate students in lower
division courses (Austin, 2002). This reliance on inexperienced and often untrained
instructors has damaging effects on the professoriate itself. Graduate students who have
unsuccessful experiences as TAs often do not enter the professoriate, or, if these graduate
students do decide to enter the professoriate, their lack of adequate training during the TA
experience results in poor teaching skills, which in turn impacts students’ learning
(Nyquist, Abbott, Wulff, & Sprague, 1991).

When formal TA training is offered, it is generally provided at the university or
departmental levels. At the university level, it typically deals more with university policy
and procedures rather than effective instructional delivery techniques (Gray & Buerkel-
Rothfuss, 1991). University training is usually limited to a one or two-day workshop,
delivered primarily through workshop presentations by university faculty and
administrators (Roehrig, Luft, Kurdziel, & Turner, 2003). Such training also tends to
focus on resolving immediate classroom problems rather than emphasizing teacher

training for long-range professional goals (Boyd, 1989; Shannon, Twale, & Moore,
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1998). Further, the relationship between TA preparation and a graduate student’s
professional development needs to be explored (Leverenz & Goodburn, 1998).

Training offered by academic departments is less consistent, ranging from brief
general orientations to structured teaching practicums supervised by faculty mentors.
Unfortunately, individual departments seldom offer specific TA training programs for
various reasons: staff and financial constraints, lack of commitment to teaching, beliefs
that TAs do not need the training, and lack of faculty willing and able to assist TAs
(Austin, 2002; Holten & Nilson, 1990; Shannon, Twale, & Moore, 1998). Often,
departments that are interested in a more comprehensive program for their TAs do not
know how to approach such training because historically, the professoriate has not been
trained to teach, only to research.

In general, there has been little research examining the effects of Teaching
Assistant training programs on TAs. Previously, research has focused on identifying the
need for programs and program design, and more recently, best practices for TA
programs (Border, 2006). Research on TA training has called for more studies designed
to assess the effectiveness of such programs (Abbott, Wulff, & Szego, 1989; Carroll,
1980).

This literature review will trace the history of TA training from preparing future
faculty programs (PFF) to the legitimization of the scholarship of teaching and learning.
My dissertation examined one specific TA training program at the University of
Missouri-St. Louis—the Certificate in University Teaching (CUT)—and analyzed the
effectiveness of that program as a model for Teaching Assistant performance. As this

literature review will show, the argument for the need for TA training programs has
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already been successfully made; therefore, my research focuses on program trends,
student experiences and beliefs, a more detailed micro analysis of program systems,
procedures, and processes, and future directions for TA training and development.
A History of Teaching Assistant Training

The need for professional training for prospective teachers was discussed as far
back as 1930 by the Institute for Administrative Offices of Higher Education at the
University of Chicago. The papers read at the conference ranged from inquiries into
weaknesses in college teaching and methods of training college teachers to sample
preparatory programs at three universities (Marting, 1987). A 1949 conference on college
teachers’ preparation noted that few schools had made an active commitment to helping
college teachers prepare for their jobs. This conference addressed TA teaching loads,
working under supervision of experienced faculty, and seminars and workshops on
teaching (Wise, 1967).

Ten years later, a commitment to TA training was revisited. In the late 1950s,
public concern over the quality of undergraduate education was brought to the attention
of university administrators. Part of that concern included the quality of teaching
provided by Teaching Assistants who worked with large numbers of undergraduate
classes. In addition to the questioning of educational standards, a 1956 American Council
of Education conference focused on disproving “the assumption that such preparation
[college teachers’] is exclusively a matter of content preparation, and the assumption that
pedagogical competence can serve as a substitute for scholarly knowledge” (Axelrod,
1973, p. 107). Still, the beliefs about the teacher’s role that dominated this period were

the traditional academic folklore captured by the following slogans: teachers are born, not
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made; teaching is an art, not a science; a professor’s classroom is his castle; hire good
people and get out of the way (Gaff, 1975). These sayings implied that little could be or
should be done to improve the teaching of professors (Tiberius, 2002).

The college boom period of the 1960s and 1970s brought more students to
universities and colleges than existing faculty could accommodate, particularly with the
establishment of an open admissions policy and changing demographics. For the first
time since World War 1l in higher education, student diversity was growing, as were the
numbers of non-traditional students who were expected to simply adjust and conform to
university culture. To compensate for the expanding student body, institutions moved to
increase the number of TAs being used to supplement faculty teaching (Lewis, 2002).
TAs performed a variety of instructional tasks, including conducting discussions and
laboratory sessions, holding office hours, lecturing, and even assuming total
responsibility for a course (Nyquist, Abbott, Wulff, & Sprague, 1991). Most TAs were
employed 20 hours per week and were financially supported in their graduate studies, a
standard that continues in present day.

As the need for TA development was increasingly recognized, the prevailing
question became: Whose responsibility was it to train graduate Teaching Assistants—
individual departments, graduate schools, or campus-wide initiatives? In his 1963 book,
The Miseducation of American Teachers, Koerner wrote: “Academic departments must
accept major responsibility both for the present state of teacher education and for
affecting improvements” (p. 263). Almost simultaneously, the first faculty development
units were established, beginning with the Center for Research on Learning and Teaching

in Michigan in 1962 (Tiberius, 2002). Much of the early literature on TA training and
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development focused primarily on descriptions of programs in an effort to help others
understand the process and to institute similar training on their own campuses (Lewis,
2002). Still, at the end of the 1960s, there were fewer than 50 faculty development
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Appendix A: Certificate in University Teaching (CUT)

CERTIFICATE IN UNIVERSITY TEACHING (CUT)

Session Title
Date

Feedback guides our future planning. Please tell us what you think about this
program. Thank you.

Very Helpful Not at all
1. The program was informative. 5 4 3 2 1
2. The topic was relevant. 5 4 3 2 1
3. The information was useful. 5 4 3 2 1

4. What were the most important things you learned?

5. What information will you apply to your teaching?

6. In which areas would you like additional help or more information?

7. What suggestions do you have to improve the program?

8. Additional comments or suggestions:

Name and/or department (optional)

Center for Teaching and Learning
University of Missouri-St. Louis
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Appendix B: CUT Observation/ Feedback Form

CLASS INSTRUCTION OBSERVATION / FEEDBACK FORM

Instructor Name Date
Observer Name

Rating Scale: Excellent (E), Very Good (VG), Good (G), Below Average (B) Poor (P),
Not Applicable (NA)

Comments:

el

EEUNIEINE RN

al

Overall evidence of preparation:

Instructor confidence level
Control of class

Rapport with class
Enthusiasm

Class climate

Overall instructional activities
Match between objectives and
_ activities
Variety of activities
Appropriateness of activities
Student involvement

Overall communication skills
Speaking clarity
Eye contact with students
Non-verbal behavior
Use of board and/or AV aids
Asking questions
Mix of questions
Listening to student responses
Responding to student questions
Mix of teacher talk and student talk

Quality of handouts and/or AV aids

Opverall structure/organization
of instruction
Attempts to link new material
with previous knowledge
Use of examples

Overall organization of class:
Opening
Review
Clarity of instructional objectives
Conclusion

T
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Appendix C: CUT Intake Interview Protocol

CUT Intake Interview Protocol

Note: This is a semi-structured interview.

1. Describe your educational background and that of your immediate family members.
2. State your degree program and your current duties as a teaching assistant.

3. How did you hear about the CUT program?

4. Why did you join the CUT program?

5. What are your expectations of the CUT program?

6. What have you learned so far in the CUT program?
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Appendix D: CUT Exit Interview Protocol

CUT Exit Interview Protocol
Note: Some participants will not have completed an intake interview.
1. Please describe your educational background.

2. What degree program are you in at UMSL, and what is your current graduate teaching
assistantship? How long have you held this position?

3. What are your primary duties in this position?

4. Do you have any prior teaching experience? If so, please describe.

5. What kind of departmental training did you receive before your began your graduate
teaching assistantship? Be as specific as possible. In what ways did this training prepare

you for your role as TA?

6. Did you attend the campus-wide annual TA/RA Professional Development
Conference? Where did you hear about it? Was it required in your department?

7. How helpful was the conference in preparing you for your role as TA?
8. How did you hear about the CUT program?
9. Please discuss what you have learned in each unit of the CUT program.

10. Has participating in the CUT program contributed to your teaching strategies? In
what ways?

11. Has participating in the CUT program contributed to your assessment strategies? In
what ways?

12. Has participating in the CUT program prepared you for the job market? In what
ways?

13. Has your attitude about teaching changed from start to completion of the CUT
program?

14. What was the biggest challenge for you in the CUT program?

15. Are you planning on teaching after receiving your degree?



TRAINING TEACHING ASSISTANTS

193

Appendix F: Initial Codebook Categories

In-class activity
Wimbians

Theory

Positivistic

Social Constructivist
Learning strategies
Teaching methods
Critical examination
Fallacious argument
Effective teacher
“Teaching virtues”
Pedagogy
Resolving conflict
Classroom diversity
Lecturing

Study guide questions
Diagram

Obijectives

Syllabus

Positive feedback
Critical feedback

Historical knowledge

Theory

Positivistic

Social Constructivist
Learning strategies
Teaching methods
Critical examination
Fallacious argument
Effective teacher
“Teaching virtues”
Pedagogy

Resolving conflict
Classroom diversity
Lecturing

Study guide questions
Discussion session
Peer pressure

Free writing assignment
Historical context
Instructional design
Student journals
Online quiz

American Sign Language



