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_ ABSTRACT

Previous research on teacher tra1n1ng is rare in.the United States, Aespecrallvahen |
.the tra1n1ng refers to graduate students \ Thrs study s focus 1s the effectrveness of teacher
trammg for graduate teach1ng assocrates more specrﬁcally the Department of Socrology s
| graduate teach1ng assoc1ates at the Umversrty of Tennessee Knoxvrlle Data for th1s
study were collected from three sources a questlonnarre GTA syllab1 and student
' evaluatrons of GTA 1nstructlon. The qUestronnalre revealed the amount of teacher. :
| ) tralmng, as well as the advantages and d1sadvantages of the types of trammg programs for |
: the graduate teaching assoclate The evaluatron of the associates’ syllab1 determrned 1f
| any“previous tra1n1ng was utlhzed m th‘e constructlo'n ‘of the syllabus. The student
evaluatlons better known as the Campus Teachmg Evaluatlon Program (CTEP) assessed
the use of teacher tralnmg in the classroom The analysrs suggests those graduate teachlng'
, assoclates who were tra1ned through the Socrology Department s teacher tra1n1ng seminar
. (Socrology 5 10: Teachrng Socrology) d1d utrlrze thrs tra1n1ng in the classroom thus

N achrevrng hi gher student evaluatrons |
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
Those who conduct research on teach1ng be11eve in the long run their research will
contribute to the public good through the improvement of education. It is as if we.
_ have all been raised on the same fairytale... The more difficult task is to show how
this fa1ryta1e may someday become true by making changes in both teacher education
as well as how we conduct research on teachlng (Flanders 1976 p. 167)
' Statement of the Problem
The depamnents at the Un1vers1ty of Tennessee (UTK) are always looking to gam

more students, smce students requrre more faculty, whrch in turn requlres more fundmg

4 ‘Unfortunately, few departments at UTK have sufﬁ01ent faculty to accommodate add1t1ona1

. students and must utrllze staff to teach Graduate students are the pr1mary source for such

. lahor. Some departrnents train th_e1r graduate students before allowing themt mtothe
classroom, while other departments“_expect.thelr' graduate students to teach with no prior .
training at all. Th1s 1s not only a Un1vers1ty vrolatlon, but it creates unfortunate vrctlms of
‘poor teacher training - graduate as well -as undergraduate students. .

What impact does teacher tralmng have on college 1nstruct10n‘7 How effectlve is
teacher tralmng? This research w1l1 answer some of the questlons about the effectiveness
of teacher training for the -Department‘ of SOC'iology. graduate teaching associates at the
University of Tennessee, Knoxville. co

‘Signiﬂcanvce of the l’roblem
Instructors in the humanities.. seldorn provide special sections for those who vvlsh to
become teachers, pay only lip service to the institution’s wide responsibility of teacher -
~ education, and are even less likely to use their own classroom as a place to model a
varrety of teachmg techmques (Flanders 1976, p.170). :

In 1964 the Hale Report indicated only 0.1% of their sample of universities

1,



| employed fonnally tralned 1nstructors The Russell Report in 1966 as well as the o
‘ Department of Educatlon and Sc1ence Report 1n 1975 declared only 33% of the lecturers
in the publlc un1vers1t1es were quahﬁed 1nstructors deﬁned as hav1ng some formal tra1n1ng -
in the art of teachmg (Yorke 1977) My own search of the l1terature falled to tum upa - :
:.s1ngle study 1nvest1gatmg the percentage of quallﬁed 1nstructors now teachlng in Amencan :
; colleges‘ and umversmes . L, .‘ .' | o
The consequences-of untramed teachers 1s sa1d to be detmnental to the entire
community. Accordmg.to the Came'g‘le Foundatlon for'the Advancement of Teachlng,, . R
" undergraduate students who have experlenced a course taught by an untralned graduate
student are unable to “thmk loglcally, wrlte clearly, or speak coherently” (Toch 1998, p
. ,‘ 33) These undergraduate students are tomorrow S workforce These are the adults who
' will one daylrepresent the'Umversrty' of Tennessee ata conference, ﬂbetter yet, ‘1n»-‘a\ ,
. classroom’at another institution. | | | .
| Prlor‘Research on Teacher Educatlonl'l‘ ralnmg
Teachmg development act1v1t1es in Soclology can be traced as far back as’ the early -
B 192l)‘s at the Un1vers1ty of Southem Callforma where the ﬁrst course in Teachlng |
Sociology was offered. Only a handful of depa‘rtments engaged in any training for teachers
. through the 1940 s a.nd 50's (Chalchla.n et. al 1986 p 168 Goldsm1d 1976 p. 230) In
‘197 1, the Undergraduate Sectron of the Amerlcan Socmlogwal Assomatlon was formed
The newsletter contamed 1mportant rnformatlon linking classroom expenments teachmg
. strategies, and research In 1974 some of the SOClOlog‘lStS who were concemed with

' teachlng formed the Proj ects on Teachlng Undergraduate Socwlogy as part of the .



- American Sociological Association. _In 1976, the journal Teaching Sociology was created

| by Sage Publications.-'By the 1980's, several volumes had been published including

T Goldsmld and Wilson’s Passing on Socwlogy (Garland 1983, p 488 Wallace, 1997,

P
Profess1onal orgamzatrons both flowed from departmental act1v1ty as well as
contrlbuted to 1t For example, in 1983 the Department of Socrology at the Un1vers1ty of
vrTennessee ‘Knoxville, orgamzed a workshop utrllzrng several teachers recommended by -
~ the Undergraduate Section of the Amerlcan Socwlogrcal Assocratron In 1985 that 1n1t1al
o workshop had g1ven rise to a semlnar that deslgned one ‘of several teacher tra1n1ng
programs | -

Unfortunately, not every Umverslty 1n1t1ated the trarmng of the1r graduate students

- By the 1980’s only 50% of all graduate socrology departments offered some type of

teacher tralnmg (Ewen & Emlmg, 1976 Garland 1983 P. 487 Pescosolrdo & Milkie,
‘1995 PP 343 347) Pescosolrdo and Mrlkre (1995) prov1ded results from a more recent
study They found only 19% of the departments offered a semester long course lrke the
o Umverslty of Tennessee Knoxv1lle s 510 Teachmg Somology (p. 343) Beyond that

'_ slrghtly less than one & third of the graduate departments surveyed offered trarmng for an
entrre semester 14% offered a 1-3 day trammg session wrthrn the department 9% offered
' formal mentoring programs and 26% relled on some type of pre-semester un1vers1ty
operated trarmng program (p 345) In twenty years there was only a slrght increase in
‘those departments that offer a full term semester course (p. 346) Pescosolldo and Mllkle

(1995) observed that even these low numbers overestimate socrology department s concern



“with teacher training because‘fsome‘program's."a're both elective and poorly enrolled, some

| remain in the developm-ental-stages" and stlll other prdgr@s remain on the books although
they have not been offered in recent years (p 343)
Grven thrs h1storlcal rev1ew of the place of teachlng 1in Soclology generally, and
teacher trarnrng in part1cular we must conclude that the dlsclplrne only began to concern

1tself w1th the teachlng of Soc1ology about twenty years ago. Furthermore the progress

o made since then has been slow uneven and deﬁmtely temporary

Continued. 1mprovement of teacher educatxon leadmg to greater teacher effectlveness

. will not be easy to accomplish, but 1f ‘it is realized, it is'most likely to be the result of

a new continuous synthesis ‘of reséarchon téaching and 1nstructlonal development in-
' teacher education” (Flanders 1976 p 171). ~ :

| ‘ Theoretlcal Orrentation
Be‘cause of the recent 1ntere‘st in the lmprovement of teachlng undergraduate

: Socrology,lan analysrs of the problem of teachlng undergraduates has been the mam focus ‘
of th1s research However the underlymg assumptron states that'more trarnrng creates a . - 3
better. understandlng of teachrng and thus increases the qua11ty of mstructlon and course :
) creatron J ack Bynum (1982) a professor 1dent1f1ed as an outstandmg 1nstructor

., emphasrzes that teachlng and leammg to teach are ongorng processes, just like research

He summed up his teachmg phllosophy in one s.entence “Iflamto 1mprove therr learning,
I must 1mprove my teachrng” (p 51) However Hall and Morgan (1986) argued that
)every graduate student who enters a teachlng semrnar must have the commltment to teach o

: .otherw1se the course w111 be useless (p 292) Thrs lack of commltment creates apathy,

therefore any trarnrng recerved would not make any drfference in changrng the teachrng

o behavror.-
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~ Hypotheses

.Inan ei’tbrt to study thelef'fectiyeness of teacher training, the t’ollowing hypotheses
are in order. *
Hyuothesis'#l: Teachertraining is effective »for teaching undergraduate Sociology._
By examining and comparirig the student evaluations (Campus Teaching Evaluation
: Program CTEP) and havmg the ﬁrst syllabus created by the Instructor cr1t1qued those
graduate teaching associates w1th traimng w111 have a higher ratmg from both the CTEP

student evaluations and the ‘syllabus cr1t1que.

T

Hypothesis #2: The more training a gr,aduat’e' teaching associate acquires the greater his or .~

~ her improvement in teaching. - . . .,

The ayerage of all CTEP scores i’orv that particular graduate teaching associate will

. be higher than the scores for those assoc1ates with low or no training Those associates with

\ more training w111 also have a higher scored syllabus

Hypothesis #3: ITrainin'g assists in::creating better syllabi.
" With incr‘eased training, the knowledge would be used to create a better syllabus.
The ratings from the judges on the syllabus for one associate with more training will be

higher than the syllabus ot‘ another associate with little or no training.

Hypothesis #4: Graduate teaching associates who have taken 510: Tea'ching:Sociology will .

score higher on the syllabus ratmg and on the student evaluations (CTEP)
I believe thlS w111 occur because the seminar is more 1n-depth in teachmg
. methodology and syllabus creation than the other two programs at the University of
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| Tenheésee, K‘noxville. The pfogfams ére"the_ Campus wide GTA seminar and the

Chancellor’s GTA Méntoring Prq’graml

The following h&pothe'ses bextain to Qne.of the',com'ponents of this study, the
Campus Téaching Ev;cliuafion Progr'ﬁm (CTEP).
| Hypothesis #5: Gender of t_hé gréduafé ?eaching associate will not haye an inﬂ_uence on
| the undergraduatg stﬁdé‘nts,’ éva;luatibn of their instructér.
o Hypothesis #6: Age of fhe graduate teéching aésociate Qill have an influence on the
ﬁhdérgréduate studen,ts';v g\.;aluation of their instructor. The older t.he. '

instructor, the higher the CTEP rating.

Hypothesis #7: The time of day the course was offered will have an influence on the ,
undergraduate studenis’ evaluation of their instructor, however, I can not
“hypothesize if either irjpming 'or-.aftemoon‘ instructors will receive higher

student evaluations. - °:



CHAPTER 2

7*?RocEDUREs

Sample

admlmstrat1on or research whlle pursu1ng study toward an advanced degree” (p 3 1) Of ,:
the four asslstantshrps avallable only two (Graduate Teachmg Ass1stant and Graduate

Teachlng Assomate) pertam d1rectly to teachmg undergraduate students

not allowed to teach their own course help support faculty research or perform clencal

work such as ﬁlmg or typlng or completmg work orders. Asslstants are glven dutles such

skills and an increased understandmg of the dlsmplme” (Graduate School 1998, p 3l)

When graduate students are chosen to run dlscuss1ons each Ass1stant is ass1gned two |

‘topic bemg stud1ed and obta1n a relatlonsh1p w1th the 1nstructor conduc1ve to commum- '

‘cation. Each section is compnsed mainly of freshmen and does not exceed a total of th1rty

students

‘

The Graduate Teaching Associates have more than eighteen graduate credit hours. :

. At the Un1vers1ty of Tennessee Knoxv1lle several a551stantsh1ps are avallable for e
graduate students Graduate: Teachmg A551stant Graduate Teaching Assoc1ate Graduate';;‘..v
' | Assrstant and Graduate Research Assrstant An a551stantsh1p is deﬁned by the Graduate K -

' School (1998) asa “ﬁnanc1al award to a graduate student for part-tlme work in teachlng, e

Graduate Teachmg Ass1stants have less than elghteen graduate credlt hours and are.

as running discussion sections under a'main faculty member, helplng a faculty, memher st
prepare lectures, grading assignments and exams, and keeping a reCOrd of grades'and' SR

attendance This pos1t10n is 1ntended to help the graduate student ‘work to gain teaching' :

sectlons These sections are deslgned to help ~the,undergraduate student connect w1th the



- These graduate students may be chosen to teach the1r own 1ntroductory to senior level class

but are not allowed to teach a graduate level course The Assoc1ates main responsibilities

- . are teachrng the subject and asmgmng grades (Graduate School, 1998, p. 31) Some

Assoc1ates may run d1scuSS1on sect1ons 1nstead of teachmg the1r own course. This

' Graduate Teachlng Assoc1ate category is compnsed of Instructors allowed to teach their

. . Own M1n1-term Summer School Sessron and Even1ng School classes as well as the Spring |

i and Fall term semesters The average enrollment for these courses are ﬁfty students, and-
the Assoclates may choose to add more students
For both Graduate Teachlng Ass15tants and Assoc1ates documents such as syllab1

r ,.‘and student evaluatlons (CTEP) were avallable for publlc access. All Assistants had one -

. to four d1scuss1on sectlon syllab1 and Campus Teachrng Evaluatlon Program (CTEP)

evaluat1ons Most Assoc1ates had d1scuss1on sect1on syllabi and CTEP evaluatlons as well
© o as several lower level 1ntroductory to semor level course: syllab1 and student evaluatlons
(CTEP) S1nce the d1fferences between the Assrstant and the Assoc1ate are sl1ght -
- cons1st1ng of only class dlfferences I had to search elsewhere for a limiting factor to
narrow the trme frame of the study. o . ‘ | ‘ _ '

o The‘.Carnpus‘ leaching Evaluation Prograrn (.C‘TEP.)"forrns had a limitation that the' |
‘ Ass1stants and Associates d1d not have The current forrn did not begin to be distributed
‘and recorded until the Fall semester of 1995 Thrs date was the l1m1t1ng factor I was

,searchlng for and it marked the begmmng pomt of the study

Sample Excluswnary Factors
The val1d1ty of th1s prOJect would have been 1mproved with the 1nclus1on of

‘ instructors from departments othe_r;thanl Socmlogy offering several levels of teacher

8



_ training. In1t1ally I was to 1nc1ude three departments the ﬁrst department hav1ng a 1ack
of teacher tra1n1ng duetoa poor att1tude towards tra1mng GTA’s. The second department
would have some teacher tra1n1ng ava1lab1e wh1le the th1rd department would encourage
and offer tra1n1ng to the1r GTA’s. |

- Because of the lack of fund1ng’and the tlme constraints, the project sample was

narrowed to only the Department of Soc1ology Slnce varymg degrees of tra1n1ng have

| occurred among the graduate students in th1s department the sample should stlll prove to

be beneﬁc1al Of course, the poss1b111ty-of contaglon is possible within th1s one
‘. . department Graduate students talk to each other so theoretlcally graduate teachmg
assoc1ates wrth no level of tralmng m1ght have been shown the ropes by more senior -
: graduate students. When reporte’d on the questlonna1re, the amount of training might be 1
: lgss, but the syllabus and/or student evaluations (CTEP) would indicate an,iPStILUCtor Wlth
more train‘ing "l‘herefore I acknowledge tlrls.sample will contain information on structured
teacher tra1mng (or lack there of) that can not be excluded

In the paragraphs below each factor elrmrnated from the data w111 be explarned
Th1s process of el1m1nat1on is necessary 1n order to create a sample where the GTAs
tra1n1ng can be measured without 1nterference from other factors such as length semester,
and type of course offered |

Wlthrn the Department of Soc1ology, I have chosen to limit the sample to only
" Graduate Teachmg Assoc1ates I chose this because the opportunity to teach one’ s own"

course is only offered to the Assoclates Thrs helped to narrow the ﬁeld because the '

Assocrate ] syllabus will reflect the teachmg methods, styles, and techmques ut111zed m the ’- :



b

classroom. An Assistant’s syllabus would reflect the main faculty member’s teaching

methods and techniques, while not allowing the freedom to try different teaching styles - it
isa pure discussion section. Therefor_e_’, Graduate Teaching Assistants were removed from
the sample , | |
Because discussion sections are more l1kely to portray the mam faculty member s
teaching skills all discussion sectronclasses were removed from the sample. Th1s left "
" Evening School, Fall Semester, Mrm-term Sprrng Semester .and Summer School classes
A short description of these classes can be found in Table l “Descrrpt1on of Courses at the
Un1vers1ty of Tennessee, Knoxv1lle.’f S
Evening School‘classes differ considerably from the other term classes. Since the
class meets after 5 PM, the student composrtron is different-from day classes. The time of
this class allows those adults who have _|obs families, or other respons1b111t1es durlng the .
day to attend a college level course Th1s means the students are mamly non-trad1tlonal
being older adults and havmg more responsrblllty This is d1fferent from the trad1tlonal
freshmen, 18 years old living on campus wuh only themselves to be respons1ble for The :
e , second way this class differs from other terms is the frequency of classes Most of the
, evemng courses are only offered once‘a‘week, and meet up to three hours a night. Th1s
| type of class requires a d;lfferent teachmg style and techmque than a dayt1me lecture lastmg :
* only ﬁfty mmutes Whereas an evenlng class would have time to show a movie, lecture |
and hold a d1scuss1on the t1me frame for a daytime class would only allovv a short lecture | "
and d1scussron Because of these vanatlons in class time, frequency, and student cornpo- '

s1t1on, I have removed the Evemng School classes from the sample.

3
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Table 1.

Descrlptlons of Semesters at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville .
- Accordmg to the Umversxty of Tennessee Undergraduate Catalog / Knoxwlle 1997-1998

- Evening School

Offers courses ih non-traditional formats. Designed for students |
who work during the day or are otherwise too busy to attend

- classes between 8-AM and 4 PM. These classes are offered for
every semester; except the Mini-term. Depending on the timetable

each class ranges from once to twice a week and from 1 Y2to 3
hours §

: Fall Term Semester ThlS term marks the begmnmg of the academlc year Most depart-

Mini Term

‘ments offer the first half of a two-part class this semester. The

semester runs-from August to December. Each class is offered

- twice tothree times a week and varies from 50 to 70 minutes.

ThlS term was a.condensed version of one Summer School
Session. Only certain subjects were allowed to be taught durlng

© . this extremely fast-paced term. This term only ran from the -

Spring Term

e Semester

- Surnnler School
- Session -

Monday aftet graduation to the day before the first session of
Summer Schiool. Each class offered ran Monday through Frlday
at three hours each day. . -

ThlS term is seén as the second half of the academlc year Those
departments who offered a two part class will offer the second
half of the course this semester. The semester runs from J anuary
to May. Each class is offered twice to three times a week and

, _‘vanes from 50 to 70 mlnutes

- This session offers classes to. students who vwsh to cont1nue their .
- ‘academic career over the full year. There are over 1,000 classes

offered, and are divided into three categories: First session,
Second session or Full session. A first session class will run from
June to early-July. A second session class will run from early-July

" to mid-August, while the full session class runs from June to

August. Each class is three hours long, everyday. '

11



T he Mini-term attemots-to condefise one 'semester (fourteen weeks) of informa;tiOn

1nto three weeks Each class meets every weekday for three hours during the term. | Th1s I

| creates a 51tuation for a. diffenng student composmon The ma_| or1ty of the students tend to

be upperclassmen takmgv .t)re-requlslte courses for graduation 1nstead of the average

| collectlon of lower and upperclassmen Because of the t1me restraint of three weeks only '

certam courses are allowed to be taught durmg thlS term. | As w1th the Evenmg School th1s

‘ tlmeﬂrestramt also requires different teachmg methods styles and techmques,than the ~

regular ﬁfty mmute daytlme lecture Therefore I have removed the Mlni-term classes

o from the sample to maintain srmilar student composrtion time frame and teach1ng style |

The Summer .Sch'ool‘ Sess1ons.are the last categor'y- of courses under a weekly tlme;

' ‘r‘es.t'rain_t.- These courses are only offereddunng the summer, so'.the student comlq)‘osition
will vary as well.‘ Several'vtyp.es‘ Iof stﬁdents'attend the summer sessions. Those students

.who‘ are dedicated to \‘at“tendingv classes,year'; round areus‘ually comprised of upperclassmen .

E 'ﬁllﬁlling :grla:duatiOn ‘req‘uirements.l“ sisme Students attend the sur"nm‘er session to remove a

failmg or 1ncomplete grade The m1xture of students preferred for tlus sample tend to be

the students who relax or work over the summer months Since the classes are condensed

from fourteen weeks to six weeks, these courses would also require a dlfferent teaching

‘ style than the regular fifty mlnute daytime lecture Because of the variation in the student

compos1tion and teachmg methods the Summer School Session classes were removed

from the sample.

Inan attempt to find at least two semesters with similar student composition and

time frame, only two semesters remained, the Fall and Spring term semesters. To continue, '

12



the process of elrmmatmg factors that could interfere with study1ng a GTA'’s training skills,

the process had to focus on the type of classes taught Since Graduate Teaching
Assoc1ates are given the chance of teaching any undergraduate course I had to decide
what courses to 1nclude During the development of my decision, I noticed all of the
undergraduate courses offered during these two semesters had approx1mately the same

, time“ frame to work with. I,atternpted' to 'choo‘se: sirnilar courses based on the student
o population to maintain a level of cons‘iste'ncy - The upper level courses were comprised

. mainly of students from all college classes and ranks. The only two courses in Socrology

, that had Simrlar backgrounds of students were the two introductory courses, Socrology 110:
Social Problems and Social Change and Socrology 120: Introductron to Socrology

Therefore all Sociology courses except the two 1ntroductory courses; were removed from

. the sample.

' Because the classes were reduced to the two introductory courses, only a syllabus
for each introductory course taught w1th1n the tirne frame was requir-ed.for.future |
evaluation. ‘Of the syllabi collected, 'o'nly the ti_rst syllabus produced‘ by the graduate |
| teaching associate was evaluated‘; The 'us-e};‘o'f ﬂthe",ﬁrst syllabuswas to maintain the validity
of this study by measuring the “qualrty of training ? The “qualrty of trarning,” if the
traming has occurred before the GTA began teachmg, should be ev1dent in the ﬁrst
syllabus produced by the Graduate Teaching Assocrate | ‘

The student evaluations (CTEP) were available begmning Fall semester 1995

‘ because the 1mplementatlon of the program and the publication of Tennessee 101 occurred»,

that year. Because of the time constraint and slow publrcatlon of the evaluations in

13



4 T_ennessee 101 ,recordsof the Campus"leacMng«Evaluation Pro'gram were retrieved'l‘r:om
" Fall 1995 to Fall 1997, Hencs, anystudent evaluatlon before Fall 1995 anid after Fall 1997
was not included in this study. - - - |
_ | Fmal Sample :
.After‘all of the exclusioris the f§11¢Mng'weré inc1uded in the sample: f'm;

. Department of Soc1ology Graduate Student Assoc1ates who taught eithier Sociology 110 or

" Somology 120 courses durmg the Fall or Spr1ng Semester from 1995 to 1997 only,

: excludrng Evemng School and d1scussmn secnons The correspondmg CTEPs and the first '

' syllabus produced by the Graduate Teachmg Assocwte are also 1ncluded in the study

Data
Dependent Vartable Trammg
Descrlptlon of the three UT K trammg programs ’

To teach teachers how to evaluate the1r own teachmg SO that they can dec1de for

themselves which skills and strategies for them are most useful.. .suggests that

learning how to study one’s own teaching may well be the most 1mportant single

obj ect1ve 1n teacher educatlon (Flanders 1976 p- 173)

In the l1terature several 1tems have emerged that should be included in teacher

training programs to make them successful From England Rudduck (1985) clarms that
N trammg should have a contract that 1ncludes observat1on by a superv1sor student feedback
to the superwsor creatrvrty and change Workshops and d1scuss1on-leam1ng situations,
Acomments and d1scuss1on on personal teachmg styles and a tutor/mentor relat1onsh1p were

. '1mportant factors for McCabe (1979).. Mansell (1975) states teacher tra1mng programs

| should 1nclude an apprent1cesh1p model to open opportumtles in the areas of

4



communication skills, théories on teaching and designing cutriculum. Even when teacher -

: training sessions occur in secondary e‘duc'ation, these sessions can also be applied to higher‘ ‘
education. ‘A good teacher training"sessio‘n in se‘condary education occurs when the
programs include observing. experienced’:instructors,' education concerning models of
teaching, and freedom to practic'e the ‘model ufithin his or her 'own-classroOm (Flanders,
1976) The following sections descrlbe three programs at the Umversrty of Tennessee,

| .Knoxv1lle that focus on teacher traimng for Graduate Teachrng Associates.

When teachers or college students have a chance to study thelr own teachmg behavior _ | L
thoughtfully and have access to opportumties for practice with appropriate subsequent -
analysis, the odds are very high that they w111 change or modrfy their patterns of
teaching behavror (Flanders, 1976, p 170)
Campus Wide GTA Seminar
This seminar is a university w1de orientation for all potential graduate student

assistants and associates. The seminar lasts for two days and 1S open to students In every

“ department at the Umversity of Tenne‘)ssee Knoxvrlle The session co'ns1sts of several

_ guest lecturers in a mass hall, small group discuss10ns on ’spemiﬁc topics and general

written 1nformatlon on several toplcs The topics encompassed time management syllabus

construction, audio and visual equipment utilization computer equlpment and classes,’
library utilization other campus resources, and ethical behavior. The written materlals for
the seminar Jmcluded the GTA Handbook published by the University of Tennessee,

‘ Kno)‘rville, ‘handouts from speakers on their speciﬁc.topic,and pamphlets with contact .

: information for campus resources. The speakers encouraged the graduate students to find

a “buddy” to direct questions to in the future.’ There is no follow up by the coordinators or
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staff, and this seminar is not requlred therefore part1c1pat1on isona volunteer basis. -

Chancellor s GTA Mentormg Progr_'am -

The issue addressed [in the Mentoring‘ Program] is one of the most important issues
facing all comprehensive, research universities such as the University of Tennessee,
‘Knoxville. This is the challenge of preparing Graduate Teachirig Assistants to be
effective classroom teachers while they are getting their first exposure to university”
teaching as GTAs. This is an area of graduate student training that is woefully neglected
in the comprehensive, research university... I consider this [program initiative] to be the
most creative approach to developrng the teachlng ability of GTAs that I have ever seen
(Huck & Allen, 1997 pp. 2- 3)

-William T. Snyder
Chancellor, UTK

. In the fall of 1993 two faculty members at the University of Tennessee Knoxvrlle
created this program by simply talklng to each other In fall of 1994, the final proposed
‘ program was submltted to the Alcoa Foundatron in Prttsburgh The GTA Mentormg
Program received not only a grant of $120,000 but recognition from the Foundation as
: having potential beneﬁts in other “research”'universities The GTA Mentoring program
~ was 1mplemented in 1996 and had full support from U'I'K s administration (Huck & Allen,
1997, pp. 1-2). | |
Today, the GTA Mentoring Proéram consists oftwelve faculty “Mentors, » twelve
previous GTA members as “Fellows ” 100 GTAs from thirty ﬁve departments and
individuals like CEOs and experts not afﬁliated w1th an educat1onal institution (Huck &
“Allen, p 8) The groups are divided 1nto twelve teams wrth one faculty “Mentor one
'seasoned GTA “Fellow,” and eight to ten new GTA members (Huck & Allen p. 1-2) A
Program Coordmatrng Team consrstlng of three GTAs one mstructor two faculty
members, and one department head delrberate on issues, examine opt1ons and make .
| decisions about the Mentoring Pro'gram G-Iuclr & Allen, p. 25).
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~ The faculty “Mentors ‘were chosen based on thelr campus ‘wide reputatlon for
being an outstandmg teacher F or UTK this'meant the faculty member must have one of
the followmg National Alumni Association Outstanding Teacher Award Chancellor s
Outstanding Teaching Award or de51gnee of the Awards Committee of the Faculty
Senate’s Teaching Council (Huck & Allen p 8).
ThlS program is open to every department at the Un1vers1ty of Tennessee and
‘ mcludes beginning graduate teachlng ass1stants and assoclates but expenenced GTAs as
well Every graduate student is encouraged to apply for acceptance into the program
Athrough an application process The program lasts for one academ1c year and con51sts of
monthly small group work and adm1mstrat1ve meetmgs monthly seminars, and
workshops The Program 1S set up so 1f the graduate student has a questlon there are over
ten diﬁ’erent people (s)he might turn to for an answer..

R The top1cs encompassed by tlus program_ cover several items of:information about
teaching, including planning a course and its syllabus, test creation, and grading,' in class ‘
activities, ethical behayior and solving:classroom and time management problems. Some
topics focus away from the UmverS1ty classroom and deal thh situations such as preparing
to ﬁnd an academlc job after graduation how to settle in'a new department (ofﬁce

: be.hav1o_r), and-how to get the equlpment you need. - | - |
The goals of this program are as follows (Huck & Allen, pp. 3-6):

1. - To improve undergraduate instruction. |

2. To elevate the status of teach'ing.'

- faculty and administration give more weight to candidate’s teaching competence.
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Coa

o -professors will become 1nvolved in research on their teachrng strategles

3 | Prov1de team bu11d1ng opportun1t1es for GTAs

4. YAllow award w1nn1ng faculty to pass along insights to others.

. Each member, Fellow and Mentor are encouraged to observe each other in a
classroom setting and to 1ncorporate as much experrence as necessary. Assessment, which
'1nvolves critique and feedback is the ﬁrst and foremost 1mportant element ‘while

evaluat1on, cons1st1ng of just c_ntrque, is st1ll utlhzed in certain s1tuatrons..

Socrology 510: Teachrng Socrology .‘. :

In’ 1983 the Department of Soc1ology at the Un1versrty of Tennessee Knoxv111e
orgamzed a workshop utilizing some teachers recommended by the undergraduate sectlon
of the Arnencan Soclologlcal Assoc1at1on By 1985 that 1n1t1al workshop had glven rise to

" a seminar specrahzmg in teacher tra1n1ng "By the followmg year, a graduate seminar t1tled
”“Teachmg Socmlogy was offered as’ a full semester course every other semester Startmg

in 1995 the course was offered every fall semester for new graduate teachlng a551stants

l<\_

" and assocrates (Wallace 1997 p. 17)

Sy e

Thrs seminar is open to Socrology and other graduate students for three hours of
academlc cred1t The seminar is work 1nten51ye and fast paced The text isa comp11at1on
of art1cles and chapters on tOplCS pertarnrng to teacher tra1n1ng "The top1cs encompassed
by this seminar are teachmg phllosophy, teachlng methods vcourse creation, syllabus
constructron and most 1mportantly pract1ce An 1nformal mentonng system ioccurs
between the students and between’ the students and the professor Dr. Samuel E Wallace

Technlques\ utilized by thrs seminar 1nclude computer usage and y1deotap1ng.performances
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of teaching in a twenty five minute lecture followed by a twenty five minute discussion. -

Questzonnalre Descrzptzon

The purpose of th1s questlonnalre 1s to help address the poss1ble beneﬁclal aspects
of the amount and type of teacher tralmng Through the questlonnalre data may be
- obtained on when the Graduate Teachlng Assoclate lattended the .tralmng programs. Using
‘this data, the time the training occurred «vyould he compared with student evaluations

‘ (CTEP) In the past, research has 1nd1cated that certaln factors such as gender and age of

. the instructor may mﬂuence a student ] evaluatron of their instructor. These variables were

» included as questions. (Dukes & Vlctorla 1989)

The questlonnalre was compnsed of several parts L Teachlng Experrence at the ..

)
University of TN after Sprmg semester 1995 II. Teacher Tralnmg and Experrence and III "
‘Background Informatlon The questronnalre is found in Appendlx A. |
Evolution of guestlonnalre | |

The questionnaire’s design andtestlng phases recluired ten successive drafts of the )
, document irl order to create a reliahle;questionnaire. The first draft was based solely on
certain,chapters from Goldsmid and _Wil.s"on (19805 als.well as sheer CUriosity. I had noticed
several subjects had'taught more than one class_ in a semester, and I struggled on how to
incorporate every course taught'into ,the study. | kD'r. ‘Wallace and Iconversed on this topic
and we decided to haye hlanlrs where the subject could fill in each course taught and which
semester.” The influence of training, the.three maj’or training sessions on ‘campus ayailable/

for Sociology graduate students (Campus Wide GTA Seminar, Chancellor’s GTA .



‘ Mentormg Program Socmlogy 510 Teachmg Socwlogy) were l1sted with blanks before

: _' and after the name. The first blank was to check if the session was attended while the

: second blank was to list which semester the sesswn was taken An open ended questlon
followed 1nquir1ng as toﬂwhlch program was the most ;'aluablevand why Other questions ‘
1ncluded were: Why d1d some semmars,not beneﬁt you and why; how much student -
contact d1d you have outs1de of class how long do you prepare before each lecture; and
what time of day was the class offered The last section pertamed to student 1nformat1on :

such as the percentage of freshmen sophomore etc and the actual grade dlstnbutlon of

o the students instead of the perceived grade dlstributlon available from the CTEP. Instead

of pretestmg, this draft underwent several weeks of ed1t1ng

| The second draft differed con51derably from the ﬁrst To assist the subject in
remembermg when and what course was taught two 6 x 10 matrlxes were created
- combining the time of day and the sernesters ranging from Fall 1995 to Fall 1997. The
| 'ﬁrst matri)i was for Sociology 110, wh11e the second matrix was for Sociology 120. This
helped separate the two courses, not onl}i for the subjects, but also for ease of coding. ‘As
a bonus, these matrixes served as a cross-reference with the syllabus and the CTEP to helpl
insure that data for all of the sernesters were collected.‘ Since previous studies have shown .
possible influences of ethnicity, race natiVe'language and age on student evaluations, |
decided to include thern as well, Blanks were created for ethnicity/race and native
language, but I was still struggling with the age variable. So it was left‘ out of the second
. draft. As I began to read more research, I realized training could have occurred during the

completion of other degrees at institutions before UTK.. Therefore, after condensing the
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. three training sessioris into a matn')'{" a fourth column was added creating the category '

‘ “Other Programs ? Questions pertaining to the length location and description of these |
other tra1n1ng programs were 1ncluded 1n case these programs prov1ded better tralnlng than
the ex1sting three tra1n1ng programs at UTK To separate the qual1t1es of each teacher -‘

| training program blanks were des1gnated for the name of the program and a d1v1ded space
) :.below gave the GTA an ared to list advantages on one srde and disadvantages on the other
-The last 1tem added to thls draft dealt wrth prev1ous degrees- attamed by the GTA at what
1nst1tute and what year was the degree atta1ned ThlS was 1ncluded out of sheer cur1051ty

- to see’ 1f it would correlate wrth any other variable An 1nformal pretest occurred on thls

a ~draft through informal 1nterv1ews w1th graduate students not 1ncluded in thlS study

T he thlrd draft dealt w1th the age variable and the multiple courses. S1nce most

 courses taught w1th1n thls department were w1th1n six years of being accepted into the

| program the age of the instructor for each course was not necessary Instead the question S

' remalned asklng at what age was the subject when (s)he entered the program The second '

'1ssue this draft addressed was the multiple classes taught w1th1n a semester By thrs time

%t
# .

the ellmrnatron of the mrm-term »and_summerclasses had occurred-becausefof the restncted i -
:time frame and the varying student composition as indicated‘earlie'r'under the ":sal_nple}:; -
. excluSionary factors.’ R Based on the same principle, I udeCided*driscus"sion sections and ) ‘ 9
evening classes were eliminated from the project as well. This created.one course tau"ght

‘ by a single GTA in one semester for every sub]ect Each course had avery s1m1lar ,

compos1t10n of students (both are 1ntroductory 100 level available only during the day) and: o |

all covered the same material soc1al problems and 1ntroductory Soclology Th1s could
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‘ create s1m1lar student evaluatlons and syllab1 s0 the sub_| ects may be vahdly compared to

’ each other -The thrrd draft was- pretested 1nformally llke the second draft through informal

- 1nterv1ews with graduate students

: The onglnal fourth draft entered 1nto a pllOt test wrth several Soc1ology graduate
:"'students not prev1ously included in the study. The ethn1c1ty/rac1al questron evolved into a- . .
. 11st1ng of poss1ble ethmc and rac1al backgrounds but encountered the quest1on of poss1ble
b1-rac1al or mult1ethn1c sub_]ects To counteract that poss1b1l1ty, another category was..
| added to the bottom of the hst that read: “b1rac1al/mult1ethn1c (please speclfy) - As - ‘ " -
" w1th the second draft another d1scovery surfaced-the sub_]ects m1ght actually have had e
teach1ng expenence within the Umver51ty but outsrde of the Soc1ology department or even " A
- at another 1nst1tut10n So as w1th the category of “Other Programs another column was’
added to the tra1n1ng matrix to 1nclude ‘*Non UTK Teachmg Experrence as well as an
"area to 11st what course and where was the course was taught. As for rat1ng the tralmng
programs‘attended by the subJ ects, a Llckert Scale rating system ranging from Excellent to .
’ Very Poor was 1ncluded above the area 11st1ng the advantages and d1sadvantages Th1s was
| an attempt to see if the program 1mpacted the subJect Utlhz1ng three non-partrc1pat1ng -
'graduate students in the pllot pre-test revealed I had no idea what the GTAs v1ewed asa
‘perfect’ tralmngprogram ’, , .' \' | . :j SR ,' : o
The fifth draft was created w1th a few more questlons in mlnd There was‘no‘ |
section in thls questlonnalre that included expectatlons of training. Therefore an add1t10nal

sectlon was added asklng two questlons Q#l What should teacher tra1n1ng 1nclude in .,

order for the program to be valuable for you? Q#Z: What should tra1n1ng seminars 1nclude
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for it to be of value to you? ‘At the time of the creation, these two questions seemed to

| have separate meanings. The first question pertained to the long process of continual

:teacher training, while the second_question was. specific to programs and seminars within
teacher training. This cop‘yl was sent toa consultant of this project who was familiar with

the training programs at UTK. Avnother.dr"aft‘ was given to an available professor within "
., - the Sociology department for review. Both the consultant and the professor made

comments on this draft wh1ch 1ncluded orgamzation suggestions and general editing.

The sixth draft was created by the comments from the two professors, and 'was

| reviewed by one graduate student wh‘o:‘of Course was not a GTA in the study.l The' entire
: Background mformation section was moved to the very ‘end of the questionnaire based on

~ these comments The 1nd1v1dua1 sections for the listlng of degrees attained by the GTA,
where and when the degree was attained was condensed_into a small matrix and moved
under Background _lnformat_ion sectio-nr;r The list of ethnic/racial backgrounds was . : S
abandoned after’ debate on how to lteep the list poli_tically correct, as to not offend anyone.
The original blank returned for tlie subject to fill out, and this 'sec_tion was moved under
Baclcground Information. The native lanéuage and the age of th'e GTA when (s)he entered -
thevpro'gtr’a_m were moved to tlhe Baclcg’round‘section as well. Above the Sociology 110
. course "matlrix, the instructions were reworded to be more spe'cific.and ~mention_ed the
courses that were not to be considered 1n this' proj ect (evening, summert mini-term and
A discussmn) This detail was added to help the GTA remember the classes taught during the
'speciﬁc semester, as well as to prevent the GTA from listlng more than one class per

semester. An attempt was made to better explain the’ difference ,between the “Other
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Programs” and '“Outside'UTK Experience” 'categories‘ since confusion had occurre'd in the

1nterpretat1on of these quest1ons F or the evaluatlons and ratmg of each tra1n1ng sess1on

| attended the l1st of weaknesses and strengths became an open ended quest1on to allow for : :

. more vanety As for the last two quest1ons of expectatlons of tra1n1ng, I noted the two
. ;were very s1m1lar and hard for the professors to d1fferent1ate Therefore another attempt

was made to make that sect1on of the quest1onna1re more clear What type of teacher

ftra1mng would be most valuable for you and “What should teacher tra1mng 1nclude for the ; O |

experrence to be of value to you?” As mentloned before thlS draft was pre-tested by one '
. non part1c1pat1ng graduate student e |

The seventh draft was looked over only by Dr Wallace and myself We adapted
‘the.cover letter as well as the 1nstruct1ons above the matnxes through general ed1t1ng. , |

).Grammar spell1ng and sentence structure were exammed throughout the quest1onna1re

~ ADunng thlS tlme the two tra1mng expectat1on quest1ons near the end of the quest1onna1re :

' were combmed into one to prevent confus1on “leen your expenence and part1c1pat1on 1f

_ any, in teacher tralnmg, what would you now recommend as the 1deal teacher tra1mng |

‘ program? Please include deta1ls such as speclﬁc content of the 1deal program ” This draft

- was ‘not pre-tested but merely edlted i o i | |

W1th1n the elghth draft the area for llstlng other programs and prev10us teachrng
experrences was srmphﬁed to prevent confus1on The tra1n1ng expectat1ons quest1on was
: ‘reworded aga1n to av01d m1smterpretat1'ons ' “G1ven your experlences and part1c1patlon 1f

' any, in teacher tra1n1ng, what do you recommend for an 1deal tra1n1ng program? Please A

1nclude details and spec1ﬁc content of an- 1deal program This draft was pre-tested by
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several soc1ology graduate students who had helped edit and pre-test previous drafis of this

questionnaire. This pre-test proved the validity of the questions through the lack of

confusion and misinterpretation. Dr. Wallace and I also reviewed the questionnaire for

. grammar and punctuation.

. Since I felt confident with the validity of the questionnaire, the ninth draft was
distrit)uted at the end of the Spring semester 1998 into the mailboxes of the existing GTA’s
and mailed to the homes of the other previous GTA’s who had graduated. Because of the
low return rate, the same draft was redrstributed June 1, 1998, by mailinglto every
subject’s home address. |

The tenth draft was created in reaction to the low response rate. Several problems
occurred frorn the ninth draft, i.e. the excuses given for not responding, and are discussed

in more detail under the potential -problems section after the justification of questions.

" Justification of 'guestions

- Under the first section of the questionhaire, Teaching Experience at University of
Tennessee aﬁer Spring semester 1995, the type and time of the course was the main
focus. This §ectiou served several purposes. First, it allowed the chance to cross-reference
course type (either 110 or 120) and the semester taught with the CTEP evaluations and my
personal databaee. Second, this sectibn"'proivided rnformation 6n: the time the class was
taught for possible correlations with pddr CTEPs Below is one e)rar'rrr)le of Section I from

the questionnaire.
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A. When did you teach Sociology 110: Social Problems and Social Change?

Fall 1995 | Spring 1996 | Fall 1996 | Spring 1997 | Fall 1997
8 to 9 AM ,
9to 10 AM
10to 11 AM
11 to noon
noon to 1
1to2 PM
2t03 PM
3t04 PM
4to 5 PM

Section II, Teacher Training and Experience, asks how much teacher training the subject
“has received, what type of program attended, where the training occurred, when the
training was received, the length of each program, and how each program affected the

subject?

Campus Widé Sociology 510: | GTA Mentoring| Non UTK Other

GTA Seminar | Teaching Soc. Program Teaching Exp. | Programs

Before Fall 1995
Fall 1995

Spring 1996
Fall 1996
Spring 1997
Fall 1997

This part helped identify when the GTA attended any teacher training programs.
Because there are three existing programs at the University of Tennessee (Campus Wide

GTA Seminar, Sociology 510: Teaching Sociology seminar, and the Chancellor’s GTA
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Mentoring Program), I was expecting to see a high attendance rate for those three

prograrhs, hence the separate colnmns. To help factor in possible previous training,“the
non-m teaching experience and "other training programs c'ategories were included.
Sinee this chart was set up to 1dent1fy wh1ch semester the GTA took the trainjng session, it
is easier to correlate positive or increased student evaluations (CTEP) with the time, type
" and amount of training the .G"I‘.Airece'i‘\f/:ed., .

Located’ beneath the training programs chart are questions to discover how many
classes'outside of the Idniversity »of Tennessee, Kdo'x{r_ille were tanght by t_he GTA, and
asking inforrnation on the other training programs attended. Below is the section from the -

questionnaire.

L Ifyou have mdrcated “Non UTK Teaching Expenence” above please list the total

. number of courses taught: -

2. If you have encountered teacher training programs, or courses that included any form of
teacher training, and you have indicated “Other Programs” under Table A, then please
provide the requested details below: . ~ ' '

Name of Program | Length of Program State located Description of Program

_In the table of other teacher trammg programs, attended the state located’ questlon '
- Wwas asked for one partlcular reason In‘case I needed to, I would have the training |
program s name and state, | could return to the hterature and search for articles wrltten on.
.' this speclﬁc training program. Thrs would allow‘another route for acqumng mformatron
in addition to the research already performed and p0551ble attain specrﬁc 1nformat10n on

“the teacher trammg program. I did not ask fora detalled synop51s of the program from the
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‘subject since a) the program could have taken place too far back to remember speciﬁcs, b)
 the subject 1s only gomg to take S0 much t1me to fill out the questronnalre and c) the
mformal descnptlon allows for more anonymlty than askmg at wh1ch college or university

d1d the program occur.

Of course, jUSt takmg tra1mng programs does not make you into an automatic
excellent 1nstructor.. Therefore the next segment of the questlonnalre under Sect1on o,
r prov1ded a chance to see how each tralmng program was rated by: the GTAas well asa’

l1st1ng of the strengths and weaknesses of those programs

e E (excellent) VG (very good) G (good) F (fair), P (poor), VP (very poor)
‘ 1) Name of Program
- Semester/Year Taken T ; e
Rate (please ctrcle) . E - VG G - F P VP
What were the strengths and weaknesses of this program/course?

This segment also sefved ~s'everlal' purposes. ‘First it allowed theksubject to remember
each trainlng program (s)he attended and how it benefitted him or her. Second, it created
.an 1nformal evaluatlon of those programs prov1d1ng posmve and negat1ve aspects. The -
: mformatlon collected here could be passed on to the three Un1ver51ty prograins already
¥ 1nst1tuted to help them 1mpr0ve or ma1nta1n certaln aspects of the training. Third, it - |

prov1ded some mformat1on on the sub_]ect S feellngs and/or attltude of the program.

o Through the rat1ng system we could attempt to relate the 1mpact of the program on the

subject with the 1mprovement or decrease 1n hlS or,her s student evaluatlons (CTEP).
The last segment of Section’ II Expectattons of Teacher T rammg, is an open-ended

questlon The answer prov1ded by the subject could be beneficial in several ways. First,
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by provrdrng the 1nformatlon wh1ch would be beneficial to him or her, we could compare

these expectatlons w1th the rating and strengths and weaknesses of the programs attended.
Second this information could be valuable to the three University training programs as
| 'well as any other programs trylné' to attaln 1nformatlon on what training is needed or
desued by graduate teachmg assocmtes

The last section of the questlonnalre Background Informatzon asks information
necessary to determlne 1f the student evaluatlons are bemg mﬂuenced by factors other than

teacher trammg As mentioned before these factors mcluded the gender and the age of the
mstructor and the ethnic and/or raclal background of the 1nstructor In the first questlon-
‘ na1re d1str1buted (the mnth draft) the ethmclty/race was included as one of the questlons
After the 1nformal 1nterv1ews this questron was removed since I d1scovered the remaining

: subjects feared possible identiﬁcation. In the,tenth draft of the questlonnarre,_even though. |
| this question was omitted, I could still record the rsubject’s ethnicity‘ - all of the subjects in
the study were Caucastan except for one‘.: ,The gendervand the age of the instructor
' remained on the final (tenth draft)-.:questhionnaire. This helped to correlate gender.and age .

" to the student S evaluatlons (CTEP) The last questlon under Sectlon 111 pertalned to what

type of degree(s) the GTA has attamed when and where the degree was received.

C Please list below type of degree earned (Associates, Bachelors...), year degree was
. received, and the state in which the degree was obtained. '

Type of Degree - - Date‘Received ' State
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This question was created for those Graduate Teaching Associates who attended

other universities. The Umver51ty of Tennessee Knoxville has such a strong ‘Big Orange’
. pr1de in thelr athletic system especially football and basketball could an instructor with a
degree from another state and not sharmg the Big Orange enthu51asm receive a lower
student evaluation? Also, would an 1nstructor who recently received a Masters degree have - '
* better evaluations or syllabi compa‘red to the instructor who received a Masters degree
several years before? | WEREE |
Potential Problems

Afier some informal interyie\ys in- an attempt to.discover why-the low response rate -
occurred on the ninth draft, I found some GTAs felt there was a possibility of identification
| within the' l3ackground Infonnation-section. I eliminated the ethnicity/nationality/racial and
- the native language questions in response to the GTAs comrnents Under the listing for
degrees eamed TI'adapted the Institutlon column 1nto the state where the degree was
received., not the specific college or umver51ty This tenth draft was distributed to every :
subject who did not respond to the ﬁrst two ma111ngs. As with the ﬁrst distnbutlon of the
ninth draft of the questlonnaire the tenth draft was placed into the current GTAs |
mailboxes and mailed to the graduated GTAs The final return rate for all distnbuted
drafts of the questionnaire was exactly ﬁfty two percent To clanfy for the reader, only the
mnth and tenth drafts were sent

_One of the problems that emerged:with this qhestionnaire was the lack of

pa'rticipation.v 'Althoug'h fifty two percent is an excellent return for any study, Ihad a very

small sample size to begin with, therefore, the small return rate was disappointing. Inan
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‘ attempt to increase the return rate, through the informal interviews, I had discovered one of ‘

‘the main factors hampering the subjects;' return of the questi_onnaire was their possible . :

'  identification. -

Independent V}zﬁélﬁle;.-' CTEP and Syuabi kaﬁ}'ag'
Self department head and student evaluatlons as well as classroom v1srts are
- among the most wrdely used techmques '1‘n evaluatlng an Instructor ] teachmg In some
| l1bera1 arts colleges the student evaluatlons carry more yve1ght than any other s1mple
~criterion in personnel decrs1ons (Learnlng Research Center 1984, p 4). Benson and ‘ |
”Lewrs (1994) argue that both the Boyer Report from Scholarshtp Reconszdered Prtorzttes |

of the’ Professorate (1990) and the. Amencan Socrologrcal Assomatron report from Ltberal '

o Learmng and the Soczology Major (1991) contrlbuted con51derab1y to demystrfymg the .
' myths surroundmg student evaluat1ons and to demonstrate the’ 1mportance of student '
N evaluatlons in evaluatlng teacher competence As crted by Seldm (1984) McKeachle :

' stud1ed and concluded that the ma_lonty of the studles performed on student evaluations

' had “hrgh levels of stab111ty and consrstency, thus supportmg the fact that student ratmgs ‘

" - maintain a hlgh degree of rel1ab111ty (Learmng Research Center D. 5)

| Campus Te eachmg Evaluatton Program (CT EP)

: Descngtron and Hrstory of CTEP RN o

o o The Campus Teachmg Evaluatlon Program‘ e\ialuatlons':haye' l)een dlstrlbuted slnce E
‘Fall semester 1995 at the Umversrty of Tennessee Knoxvrlle campus The Program ‘

_ consists of elght forms that are tallored to spe01ﬁc types of classes and s1zes The elght
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- - forms are: A) Small Lecture/D1scus51on B) Large Lecture C) Semmar/Discussmn D)

Problem-Solv1ng E) Skill AchISltlon F) D1scuss1on Sections G) Text-Homework Problems
and H) Lab Sections (SGA UTK, 1996, p. v111). The eight forms were developed over a
twenty year penod at the Un1vers1ty of Washlngton Seattle Once the Un1ver51ty of
‘ Tennessee Knoxv1lle Faculty Senate adopted the forms aftera comprehens1ve study, every
“course taught at UTK has vbeen evaluated by ,the students. i |
| Each form ismdivided into four sections. The questions areanswered ona six poi'nt ‘
| Likert scale consisting of excellent, very good, good, fair poor and very poor (SGA UTK,
p. 1x) Students who partrcrpate in the evaluations remain anonymous Section I contains
" the general evaluation questions about the course such as: course as a whole course
content; 1nstructorfspcontribution; ~and the instructor’ s eﬂ‘ectlveness in teach,mg. (SGA.
| ,:UTK,p.ix).p' .
) SectiOn II provi_des diagnosticl‘;feedback to the instructors from the students with
* questions such as: course organization;:’clarity of instructor’s voice; explanations by
instructor, ability to present alternative‘e)iplanations use of ei{amples and illustrations;
" quality of questions/problems rarsed student conﬁdence in 1nstructor s knowledge
nrnstructor s enthusrasm encouragement of students to express themselves; answers to
student questlons and avallablllty of extra help when needed (SGA UTK, p 1x)
Sect1on III asks questions such as: use of class time instructor’s 1nterest in whether
students leamed; amount you le_amed; relevance and usefulness of course content;
' ! reasonahleness’of assigned work; and'cla'rity of student responsihility'»and requirements

 (SGAUTK, p. ix).
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. Section IV prov1des some general 1nformation about the students Did they want to
i take this course when regrstenng, hovsi does course fit in their academic ciareer (major,
* minor, distribution requirement elective) class rank and the grade expected
‘ Sections I I, and IV are‘published for public access through two forms of media- |
‘book form and electromcally access1ble through the Intemet at http://www.it.utk.edu/
~tenn101) The published evaluations are named Tennessee 101 and are sponsored by the
) Student Government Association (Center for Academic Excellence 1998 p 5, SGA
_ UIK, p. v): The Office of Academic Affairs - Program and Evaluation Serv1ces (AA-
PES) coordinates the distn'bution of the ei/aluation forins. Either the departinent or the
instructor chooses the appropriate forms'.» A student within the class administers, collects
and delii/ers the questionnaire forms to_the respective departments. The department
~ - collects and delivers the forms to the Ofﬁce of Academic Affairs (AA-PES) which in turn
is responsible for delivering thei ei/aluations to the State Testing and Evaluation Center -
(SGA UTK, p. xr) The supplementary qualitative: comments are given to the instructor
| after his or her gr‘ades are submitted. The statistical summaries of the standardized forms
‘are not available until the follo“dng seinester. :

- Utilizing student evaluation rating |
| Form A ( Small Lecture/Drscussron) was utilized for this study because the
| Sociology 110 and 120 courses taught by the Graduate Teaching Associates after Spring
Term1995 ali had a capacity of less than seventy-ﬁve students. The Sociology department
| decided Form A was best suited for the'structure of these classes. In this study, I have

utilized the available CTEPs for the Sociology Graduate Associates who taught their own

33



cpursfe between Fall Terrn 1 995 and Fall Term 199;/'."'I~ch9se the Fall Term semester 1995
since the current CTEP in use begantha't semester as mentioned before. This should
create continuity between the subj‘eets by using the same evaluativevtool. To maintain this
‘ comparablhty, only Graduate Teachmg Assocrates who taught his or her own course were
| mcluded For the semesters 1ncluded in the study, only the Fall and Spring Term semesters
were used. As mentloned before at the beginning of this chapter (under Sample) this is to |
mamtam similarity among the time frame format, and the student composition of the
' eourses. This was why Mlnl-Tenn, Summer School semester and Evenlng School classes
were omitted from the study since thqse classes would contain a different student
composition. Because the eompositinn of the student body is different in night classes and
the infreduency of meeting times-also differs, the inclusion of the Evening School classes.
would create inconsistency in cornparing the course taught with the syllabus and/or the
CTEP. |

In the article “Grades, Class Size and F acuity Status Predict‘Teaching Evaluations,”
Hamilton (1980) reports that facters such as cl'ass size, instructor status and grade inflation '
~ can influence student evaluations. To take the class size into account, the CTEP evaluation '
fonns differ by class size, while reportiné how many students are enrolled and how many
' participated in the evaluation.i Thrs helps provide a background for the evaluation.
The instructor status could still be a factor in these evaluations, there are no visible
| control questions dn the evaluati_on. forms. However, since all of the‘ subjects in the study
are Graduate Teaching Associates, the instructor status [should.not have any impact on the

results.
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It is important to bear in mind, however, that most research indicates that student

evaluationsx of instructors are g_ood- rndicators'of teacher effectiveness and proﬁci'enc)r ”
‘ (Harnilton, 1980; Dukes &‘Victdoria, --1989)'. Although the literature is,eXtensiveton the
reliability and validity of student et}aluatrons of instructors (as in the high .interra:ter
consistency an‘d rater stability)‘ there is contror/ersy in sociology ouer the utilization of
student evaluatlons as the only measure of 1nstructor effectlveness (Donald 1985; Dukes &
: Victoria, 1989 Zeller 1985) Therefore I have utilized two other components in the
study of the effectlveness of teacher trmmng (syllab1 and questronnalre).
Potential Problems with the CTEP - o |

| Beyond questlons concermng the forms another posslble negative influence might
occur from double-keymg The only forms of media avallable for the CTEP were. prmt -
‘and electromc There was no exrstmg database hence no computer tape from which to
transfer the data. Therefore, the possrblllty of human error is possible as the data from the
: Intemet was recorded and then entered into the database The CTEPs that were retneved
from print had less of a chance for error b'ecvausle the data was only typed and/or recorded

 once, unlike the electronic form, which was recorded twice.

Syllabi
Description of Syltabus "

“The course syllabus is the result of the teacher’s course planning. As such, the syllabus
"is the end of a process that starts with the instructor’s choice of course goals. Once
‘these goals are chosen and stated in measurable form, the teacher can select those
means of teaching best suited to helprng students attaln the goals and objectives
B (Goldsmld & Wllson 1980, p. 177)
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: “The course syllabusfj.[.iAs] central in the teaching-leaming process. The syllabus 1s
“the course plan it embodles the teacher s decrslons about the content, structure and -
' process of the course” (Goldsmld & WllSOIl 1980 p.171). Most undergraduates see the

syllabus as a contract between the 1nstructor and the student It is this document that helps

the student dec1de if this i is the course (s)he wrll attend th.lS semester After all the course -

'descnptlons inthe Umversrty catalogs_ .are srmpllﬁed and do .not explain the interacting parts

of the course

) Goldsmld and WllSOIl (p. 173) argue that the syllabus serves several functlons The. .

“first functlon the syllabus serves 1s asan overv1ew of the course the student is 1nterested in -

: _ takrng Th15 document explams detalls such as content of the course, requlrements before .
entenng and after entenng the course and the schedule of classes exams, and top1cs The
"second functlon of the syllabus serves asa gulde for the student on how to approach the-

specific assrgnments w1th1n the course Adwse such as test-takmg SklllS helpful alternate "

‘explanatlons or b1bllography, and hmts on.homework may all be 1ncluded in the document, . ‘

The third functlon the syllabus serves as a sourcebook for the dlsclplrne Anyone who
mlght be interested in that partlcular ﬁeld of study could refer to the syllabus for an
overview of related toplcs and possrbly even a b1bllography Therefore the last function
:of a syllabus shows thrs document is not only for students but also for others interested in
the topic: instructors, chalrpersons admlnlstrators etc Since the syllabus is, orgamzed ina

' partlcular way, 1t also serves as an orgamzatlonal tool for the instructor.

. Now that we know why the syllabus is: 1mportant to teachmg a course what exactly ‘

; 1s 1ncluded in the document to fulﬁll the three functlons mentioned above? Accordlng to
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Goldsmid and Wilson (p. 171), a typical syl‘lab‘us includes: course tit,l'e and registration

number, instructor’s name list of the required textbooks and readings, course requirements

‘ such as exams and ass1gnments and the list of top1cs to be covered over the semester. In a

study by Ballantme (1977, pp. 5- 6) almost one-half of the syllabi in the study contained the

following information:

Explanation of office hours \(whenan'd where to reach the instructor) -

Description of the course (the same or more elaborated than the University catalog)

" . The focus of the course (why the topics on the syllabus were chosen)

The format of the course (why certain topics precede others why paper is due at
that partlcular time) :

The methods of i 1nstruction utilized by the 1nstructor and students (such as lecture,

- discussion, group work, 1nd1v1dual pl'O_]CCtS labs movres research papers etc...)

List and descrrption of coursé ob_]ectives

List of readings to coordinate achievement_ of objectives by student

. Sample exam and quiz questions ""study guides

‘Advice for students on studying skills, how to pay attention toa lecture how to

part1c1pate in a seminar, and note-takmg skills.

“ 'Descnption of Un1versnty and/or Instructor s policies on attendance make-up, and

plagrarrsm

. Statements introducing individual sections of the course throughout the semester

A decent syllabus should include all of the aspects 'mentioned above while an

‘ 'exceptlonal syllabus (a document that provides addrtional answers to students) should

include and move beyond those aspects For example an exceptional syllabus would

include mformation on how this course can connect with other discrplines (1nterdisc1p11-
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nary), relate to the student’s life curréntly, and explain how this course affects the student

" in the short and long term future. An exceptional syllabus would also include explanations

on how the assignments and other requirements in the course can achieve one or more of

" the course objectives.. Even the inclusion'of a tentative timetable showing ‘when the topics
- will be discussed as well as the distribution of assignments and other course requirements

| , would be considered as part of an ekceptional'syllabus. So how does one go about

deciding if a syllabus is exceptional? :

Syllabus Rating Descnptlo
Goldsmid and Wilson (1980) created a checklist w1th seventeen separate categones

that should be mcluded ina syllabus‘.-The categor‘res included as well as an adaptatlon of

the questlons under each category is located in Figure 1, “Goldsmrd and Wilson Syllabus

‘Checklist » Thrs checklist was des1gned to help create a syllabus and to review ex1st1ng
lisyllabl For this study, I was in need of a checkllst to rate how in depth the GTAs’ syllabi
. wererconstructed.

E Evolution of syllabus rating

In order to rate the syllabi of the associates in the study, a checklist was created and

tested. Using'G‘oldsmid and Wilson’s syllabus ‘checklist, I adapted'and created a form that

: after seven revisions was accepted as ‘\ialid and reliable. The details of thisj procedure are

‘ ES

as fondws

Syllabus Checklrst

" To ensure this checklist was a valid and reliable 1nstrument erght prellmmary tests

w1th two Judges as well as one ﬁnal pre-test w1th six judges were performed The ﬁrst SIX .

drafts of the checklist were tested by Dr Wallace and myself. We utrlrzed non- -
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(

1. The Syllabus asa Measure to the Student S .
a. Is the substantive framework of the course gotten across" - - e
b. Is the calendar of events clear? ) N
c. Are requirements clear?

d. Are course goals and objectives stated?
€. Are course prerequlsltes forrrral or informal - stated?

2. Course Goals and Objecttves :

a. Does the syllabus contain a statement of general goals for student learning?

b. Are the general course goals translated into operational statements? _

c. Are the operational statements of objectives such that the student will know the
extent to which they are achieved?

d. Can the instructor explain: (1) how the instructional activities of the course will help
the student achieve the course goals (2) how extent to which goals are achieved w111
be measured? ‘ ‘

3. Instructional Activities:

a. Is there a clear link to course goals" )

b. Is the need for variation provided-for? - :

c. Are the activities appropnate to the skllls and ab111t1es requlred to master sub_]ect
matter? B » :

4. Student Load:
a. Quantity? : 4
b. Distribution through the semester? .
c. Varlatlon? ' ST

5. Teacher Load

6. Assessment of Testing:
. a. Is there any consideration of two uses of testing: (1) for learmng, stlmulatmg
discussion, basis for diagnosing strengths and weaknesses, (2) for grading?
b. Any indication of the type of test. to be used?
c. Source of test items?
d: Are the course goals 1nd1cated ina set of questlons/problems stated at the outset?
e. Instructor is testing what? ' . S
f. Is there any consideration of relevant data?
g. Staging of tests? ‘
h. Are there plans for review, preparation for exams?

h Flgure 1.

Goldsmid and Wilson (1980) Syllabus Checkllst
(adapted by Aldea Mlsenhelmer)
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. 1. Assessment of Paper Assigmnents:, .

a. Details on specific requirements? -

b. Range of acceptable topics? . '

c. Criteria to be used in assessing papers?

8. The Course as an Element in the Student’s Life Space:
a. tying material to student’s major and other concerns? To current social issues?
Other courses? Special interest groups?

9. Active v. Passive Teaching - Learmng '
a. Can students modify . agenda reshape syllabus? Course content?

10. The Course as Part of the General Framework of Sociology:
a. How does this course fit the framework of Sociology?
b. Do social issues override sociological problems?

- 11. Office Hours: :

- a. Is there encouragement for conferences w1th the instructor?
b. Are conferences required? Requested?
c. Appropriate matters for discussion?

12. Preparation and F ollow-up of Audiovisuat Aids

13. Classroom Operations: o ‘
a. What alternatives to conventlonal 1ecture-d1scuss1on procedures?

14 Flextblltty
a. Is there any ﬂex1b111ty built into the syllabus"
b. Are there boundaries to the flexibility?
C. Examples of suggested ﬂex1b111ty‘7

15. Utility of the Syllabus as a Sourcebook and Gutde ,
a. Provide students with sources useful in work on as51gnments‘7
b. Identify commori problems in the course? : }
c. Will syllabus be useful to the student after the course? ,

16. Structuring the Syllabus around Questions

17. Clartty Organization, and Structure:
a. Does syllabus provide explanatlons of those technical terms used in the course?
b. Is syllabus organized such that it is easily.useable? : '
c. Is the course introduction too complicated or long?

- Figure 1 (continued).
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part1c1pat1ng GTAs’ syllab1 The ﬁrst through fourth drafts prel1m1nary tests used one
syllabus each Each test revealed the percentage of the questlons misinterpreted in all four
test~were above fifty percent. The flfth and sixth drafts _preliminary tests used two syllab1
' each The fifth pre;test resulted in)a rnisinterpretation of under twenty frve percent The

,  sixth pre-test resulted ina mnety percent 1nter-rater compat1bll1ty The seventh draft’s pre-
‘ test was performed by six Judges 1nvolved in'the Soc1ology 510: Teachlng Soc1ology
semlnar. The pre-test resulted inan elghteen percent d1screpancy.

| The ﬁrst and second draft of the checkllst were merely prellmlnary steps inan -
" attempt to ﬁnd the most 1mportant quallt1es of a syllabus Through the review of the

- llterature which included Goldsmld and WllSOIl s (1980) Passlng on Soc1010gy as well as

. Lewis’(1998) Trgs for Teachmg Introductog Sgcrology it was dlscovered that beyond the
. basic mformatlon of instructor’s name ofﬁce hours and office locatron ex1sted a lack of
connection for the student and the ‘course asa whole. These two drafts focused on the
"connections between ltems’ on'a syllabus

. The third and fourth draﬁs of the checklrst were attempts to “fine tune” the
| questlons and to start workmg on the mter-rater reliability. The consrstency of the choices
for answers were scrutlmzed as well as the,wordlng of the questrons. Several ‘questions
requlred more explanation in order to achreve rellabllrty therefore a longer more detailed
descnptlon was added to several of the questrons | A |
The fifth and s1xth drafts were tested for reliability us1ng four separate syllab1 by :

‘ two Judges This was when I d1scovered a manual for explanat1ons of certam quest1ons

- was in order. The lengthy explanations began to confuse the reader about the questions on
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_the clrcckhst S0, in the attempt to prevént confusion, a manual was created to place the

| “instructions” otherwise known as explanatrons away from the checkhst questrons After
the separation oi‘ the drrectlons/explanatlons from the checklist que'stlons,. the rater
reliability 'rose tremendously between the two judges. This helped create the final draft.
 This final draﬁ along w1th the manual was tested by six Judges that were
knowledgeable in pedagoglcal 1nstructlon and syllabus constructlon None of the six panel
Judges were 1ncluded as sub.Je_cts in th1_s study.' ThlS test utilized a mtroductory socrologyl
' syllabus _t‘rorn 1988 to ensure none of the_ test judges 4'wou1d be able to identify the
' instructor.i A question and alnswer“forum occurred after the testing_"was complete. After
this test and utilizing some of the s'uégestionsi the inter-rater reliability of the checklist was
proven. ThlS draﬂ was sent to the four oﬁic1al syllab1 rating Judges The four judges were ‘
chosen on the ba51s of avallabillt}i A llSt of potent1a1 Judges was ﬁrst created with the
-prerequlslte that the person must hiave pre}rious, experience and k‘nowledge in syl_labus E
construction and pedagogical 1nstruct10n
- Syllabus Manual |
" In order to rnaintainithe ‘validity and reliability of the'syllllabus checklist, a manual
was created\. Every question is, includ"ed'w‘ith a description, definition andior example for
' clariﬁcation. x ‘The manual was intended for the judges to refer to‘i'n‘ case of quesvtions. This
. was to discourage the four judges from askmg ,r'ne questiohs - to keep my inﬂuence out of .
therating of the sifllabi. - | |
| o The ﬁrst two drafts were an attetnpt to explain those questions that contained

confusing vocabulary and unclear directions. The format that was'adopted was laid out
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through the second draft. Neither of these drafts were tested, but merely edited for content
and grammar. The main poiﬁt of these two drafts was to create an easy to follow guide
that would léad the raters down the same path of thinking without inﬂuencing the .answer.

The third and fourth draft were tested in conjunction with the syll;clbus checklist
drafts ﬁve and six. This combination was fested by the two independent judges knowled-
geable in pedagogical instruction and syllabus construction, Dr. Sam Wallace and myself.
The fourth draft was also the manual used by the panel of six judges testing the seventh
draft of the syllabus checklist. After the question and answer session, the fifth draft

occurred.

This draft was the result of the testing by the six judges on the testing panel. The
question and answer ‘session between the judges and I helped thevevolufion of this draft by
pointing out discrepancies and misleading information. This fifth draft was sent with the
seventh draft of the syllabus checklist to the four final rating judges. The main reason for
this manual was to prevent the four final rating judges from speaking to me directly with
their questions. Instead of asking me, the judges would refer to the manual.

Justification of Questions |

The rating system was intended to reveal how much time, energy, thought and
training went into the preparation of that particular syllabus. Only the first syllabus of each
Graduate Teaching Associate was chosen. This was an attempt to see how much previ’ous
training should be necessary to create an adequate syllabus. Particular questions on the
checklist coincided with the questions on the Campus Teaching Evaluation Program

(CTEP - student evaluations). The topics included availability of‘ Instructor, workload for
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i students and clarlty of student respon51b1l1t1es . ;I, - | A
Most syllabus creat1on art1cles emphas1zed how the syllabus is formed around the |

‘course objectlves Therefore one of 1the most 1mportant aspects of a syllabus are the
. course objectrves and/or goals These object1ves set the standard of part1c1pat1on in the '
class for the student and the 1nstructor as \vell as prov1d1ng connectlons to other areas of
l1fe such as areas of academ1a and the“future The objectrves should be wrltten in clear
' operat1onal deﬁn1t1ons whrch are. attamable by the student and 1nstructor All of the -
ass1gnments and course requlrem'eénts should support or aSS1st the student or 1nstructor 1n

ach1ev1ng the:course objectlves Therefore 1f the. mstructor spent trme Vcreatlng thls syllabus :

with some thought and trammg, th‘rsfconnectlon,should be ev1dent between the-course '

objectlves and the requ1rements and a551g11ments

dv”‘

y Potent1al Problems . ..

Even after the testing of several drafts of both‘the checkllst and the-manual“ one of

the four Judges became confused on one of the quest1ons on the checkhst Because of the o

t1me frame th1s questlon could not be rev1sed in the checkl1st nor the manual therefore

' several syllab1 do not have a ratlng for the same questlon The syllabl was only rated by one

j udge Therefore the poss1b111ty of personal 1nterpretat10n may be. 1ncluded in the rat1ng of
| .the syllab1 g | |
‘ The ﬁrst syllabus of each assoclate was dec1ded upon in hopes to create a | ,
' cons1stency in pr1or training. Unfortunately, several assoc1ates d1d not create a syllabus for )
the1r first. course SO the second class syllabus was used Even though this still fits, prlor o

- ‘ tra1mng may ‘have occurred before the creatlon of the second class’ syllabus ‘



CHAPTER THREE
FINDINGS
, Sample Characteristics l

The sample cons1sted of twenty-ﬁve graduate teachmg assomates in the Departrnent' ’

.'of Soc1ology at the Umvers1ty of Tennessee Knoxvﬂle These graduate teachmg assomates o

. -

have all taught the1r own mtroductory soc1ology course, either Soc1ology 110: Soc1al
- Problems and Social Change or Soc1ology 120 General Soclology Of the twenty-ﬁve 3
-part1c1pants one assoc1ate did not have a syllabus for the course taught leavmg a total of
twenty four part1c1pants w1th varymg number of syllab1
| _The response rate for the questlonnalre was ﬁfty two percent (N= 13) thus only
' thlrteen bart1c1pants prov1ded 1nformat10n about prev1ous trammg However mformatlon
. "on attendance in the Soc1ology 510 Teachmg seminar was avallable through class rolls for
) the entlre sample. Therefore other, mformat1on on tra1mng could not be attamed for the
" remaining twelve partlclpants (non;questlonnalre) Because of the small sample size, the 1 , "
response rate shrank the’ sample s1ze for several vanables to only thlrteen Table 2, “Basrc =
Demographlcs Charactenstlcs of the Sample g1ves the ba51c demographlc characterlstlcs
- -of the sample' |
The sample was dfvided into 'twelve males and thirteen females. Twenty four 'of :
.t'we.nt‘y five associates were Caucasian; the remalning oﬁe of Native American de'sce_nt. ‘
Because of the prior knowledge of attendance in the Sociolc)gy 510 Teaching lselmina"r, I |
was able to deterrnine eighteen:asso:ciates had some form of prior teacher training; one

_associate had no training; and I was left with slx associates from which I had no
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‘ . Table 2.
Basic Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Characteristic - | Male y B Female . .. . ' Total
Total Sample 12 . B 25
" A.Race ,' \ : o
Caucasian " 12 12 . - 24
Non-Caucasian o . R . 1 - 1
~ B. Prior Training . ST :
Yes -8 - 100 18
No ) 1 , 0 | 1.
Data Unavailable 3 o ‘ 3 : . 6
) -Sociology 510 Seminar . ‘
“Yes . 5 4 9
No T 9 16
C. Résponded to L A
Questionnaire 7 L 6 ‘ 13
~ *Training :
-GTA Campus Wide . L ,
Seminar Training 6 - . 5 11
-Chancellor’s GTA |
Mentoring Program
-Outsiﬂdé Training Exp.
| *Education ‘
-Workingon M.A. while -~ - - - L L
teaching .3 o ' 3. 6
. -Working on Ph.D. while N ; ‘
- teaching = 4 o ' 3 7
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information on any prior training. .

Of the thirteen respondents tbthe‘questionnaire, eleven had attencied the G. T. A

~ Campus Wide Sernin\ar training; two het‘tenlded the Sociology 510: Teaching Sociology
;eminar; two attendeti the Chancell('):r’:s:‘ G. T A. Mentoring l;rograrn; and seven had
teacher training experienee outside of .the .Unii/ersity of Tennessee. Of those thirteen, SiX

, aesoc_iates i_vere currently in the Masters‘ program in the department while eeven associates

were enrolled in the Doctoral proérém.~ | o

: Analy.sis
In review of the seven hyp(ithes‘es. 'I-began this study with, 1 have 6n1y succeeded in
o proving ”one hypothesis. Below are. the h;hotheses. '. g |
Hypothesis #1 : Teacher ’i’raining is (effective fqr teaching undergraduate .Sociolog)'l.
Hypothesis’#Z: The’more Uéining a grednate teaching aseociate acquires the greater his
o 'or'her improi/ementlin‘teaching. o
E Hypothesis’#fhi: »Trginin'g assists in éfe'atiﬁg'iséttef syilahii‘ |
Hypothesis #4: Graduzite ‘Tea-ehin:gv 'A“ss'(‘),eie'tes.who ihayetalren S(i‘eik‘)loéy‘S 10: Teaching
| Sociology seminar w111 s.c_or‘e-higher\ on'syllzihus rating and on student

evaluations (CTEP). -
Hypothesis #5: Gender of the graduete.teaChing aesociate w111 not he.ve an influence on

the undergraduate~$tudent§ ’ evaluétion of their instructor.
Hypothesis #6: Age of the GTA will have-an‘inﬂlienee on the undergraduate students’ -

evaluation of their instructor. ;
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Hypothesis #7: The time of day the course was offered will have an influence on the

3.

undergraduate students’ evaluation of their instructor.

The correlation between the amount of training and the student evaluations (CTEP)

was 0.207. There was no significant increase in the student evaluations with the amount of

teacher training the associate acquired (p=0.497). Thus hypothesis #2 was eliminated. |

Amount of
CTEP Training

CTEP Pearson Correlation 1.000 207

Sig. (2-tailed) 497

N 25 13
Amount of Pearson Correlation 207 1.000
Training " Sig. (2-tailed) 497

N 13 13

Utilizing the t-test, the average syllabus rating for those associates who attended the

Sociology 510 Teaching seminar was 74.78 and the average syllabus rating for those

associates who did not attend the seminar was 72.47. There was no significant difference

in the syllabus rating of those associates who did or did not attend the training seminar

(p=6.79). This disproves my third and pai't of the fourth hypotheses.

Attended Std. Std. Error
' Sociology 510 N Mean Deviation Mean
Syllabus Yes 9 74.7778 12.1014 4.0338
Rating No : 15 724667 . 13.5640 3.5022

t=.420, df=22, p=6.79



The average of the student évaluations (CTEP) of those associates who attended
the Sociology 510 Teaching seminar was 4.0‘1 and the average of the CTEP of those
associates who did not take the teaching semiﬁar was 3.79. There was a significant
differencé‘ (p=0.033). This shows that attending thg Sociology 510 Teaching seminar
increases the overall average of st‘ud.en‘t vevaluaﬁ.on_s. This supports the second half of the

. fourth hypothesis.

Attended . Std: " Std. Error
Sociology 510 . N Mean Deviation Mean
CTEP Yes 9 4.0056 .1901 6.338E-02
‘ No 16 3.7850 3116 7.791E-02

t=1.921, df=23, p=.033

Utilizing the t-test, the average CTEP for females was 3.78 and the average CTEP
for males was 3.96. There was no significant difference between the gender of the

instructor and the average student evaluations-(p=0.112). This disproves my fifth

hypothesis. o
Std. Std. Error
) - Gender N Mean Dewviation Mean
CTEP Female : 13 3.7754 - .2773 7.692E-02
Male

12 8.205E-02

P — -

e - - s e e Jet e ——— e e e

3.9608 2842 -

t=-1.651, df=23, p=112
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The correlation between the age of the Instructor and the average of the student
evaluations (CTEP) was -0.465. There was no significance of the age of the Instructor and

the CTEPs (p=0.109). This eliminates my sixth hypothesis.

Age Entered
Graduate
CTEP Program
CTEP Pearson Correlation 1.000 -.465
Sig. (2-tailed) . .109
"N 25 13
Age Entered Graduate ' Pearson Correlation -.465 1.000
Program Sig. (2-tailed) 109 :
N 13 13

m
The average of the morning classes’ student evaluations (CTEP) was 3.86 and the
average of the afternoon classes’ CTEPs was 3.70. There was no significant difference

between the time of day the classes were offered and the average of the student evaluations

(p=0.385). This disproved my last hypothesis.

e ———————— ———— ——— _—— —— — __— ——— — ]

Std. Std. Error
Time of Day N - Mean Deviation Mean
CTEP  Morming 6 " 3.8550 3255 1329
Afternoon T 3.7029 - 2819 - .1066

t=9.04, df=11, p=385

Since I have shown proof of at least one example of training improving student
evaluations (CTEP), I will say that my first hypothesis, that teacher training is effective for

teaching undergraduate Sociology, is still provable.
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' CHA"PTER FOUR ‘

DISCUSSION
Shortcommgs and Problems
. ; ;glevera'l problémS 0ccurred dur'ing the implementation of the research project. The
: following problems occurred durmgthe 'questionnaire and student evaluation phase.
o . The first problem.was\ 'discovered duringthe‘distribut'ion of the questionnairesrfor
" the ﬁrst time. The problem came to‘ myattent1on that th"re‘le‘ f"ornter graduate students had
g graduated thus leav1ng the Un1ver51ty of Tennessee and d1d not leave a forwardmg
address. ThJS ellmlnated three potent1al part1c1pants ﬁom thlS. study smce I was unable to” »
Teach them in any form or fashlon | N | |
- | The second problem that”developed 'al"s:o.involved‘the duestionnaire Slnce thel |
sample group was the srze of only twenty-ﬁve graduate teachlngs assoc1ates be1ng
; . compnsed of those who taught the1r own class between Fall 1995 and Fall 1997, it was
1mportant to have a hlgh retum rate for the quest1onna1re Even though I ach1eved a fifty
two percent return rate I only had 1nformat10n necessary to prove or. d1sprove lmy
hypotheses on th1rteen graduate teachmg assoc1ates Ty |
e Furthermore, as a tlnrd problem the analy51s oulckly revealed there was little
' vanatlon in all respondents student evaluatlons (CTEP) To show thlS small vanatlon in
the CTEPs is atyp1cal for a department at the Umversnty of Tennessee Knoxv1lle I have
— chosen three departments to compare Wlth the Sociology CTEPs The three departments
are Economlcs English and Statlstlcs These statlstlcs were derlved from the Sprlng 1997

3 semester publlcatlon of the Tennessee 101 The 1ntroductory courses in each department
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were chosen and only graduate teachers were included, all professors were excluded from

the below statistics.

In the English department, for example, five instructors had ratings of “poor” and
“very poor” on all eleven items evaluatéd by the students. In the Department of Economics,
five instructors h;cld‘ratings of “poor.”v and “very poor” on five to eleven of the eleven items
evaluated. In the Department of Statistics, three instructors had ratings of “poor” and “very
poor” on ten to eleven of the eleven items. In contrast, of all the instructors in the -
.Deparcment of Sociology, only five had ratings below “poor.” -

Contribution of Project to Sociology

Before ndw, evaluating teacher training was unheard of within the discipline of
Sociology. Even though little was concluded from this project, the project itself .poses as
an opportunity to upcorﬁing graduate students interested in teacher training. This project
may also serve an unintended purpose by encouraging mandatory teacher training for all
graduate teaching assistants before those assistants receive an associateship and teach their
~ OWN Course.

oy C'on'”cl_us‘ion

“Those who conduct research on teaching believe in the long run their research will
cohtribute to the public good through the improvement of education. It is as if we have all
been raised on the same fairytale (Flanders, 1976, p. 167). To repeat this quote seemed to
sum up the intention behind this study. IfI could only show this University, at least the
Department of Sociology, how important teacher training is; how this training benefits

every person and department within this University. I may have designed this study after a
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fairytale, but I was always the dreamer. Hopefully, I have provided someone with a
stepping stone to help create reality from the fairytale! “The more difficult task is to show
how this fairytale may someday become true by making changes in both teacher education

as well as how we conduct research on teaching” (Flanders, 1976, p. 167).
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September 28, 1998

 As you may know, Dr. Sam Wallace and I are conducting a research project on the

evaluation of teacher training within the department of Sociology. As a graduate

" teaching assistant or associate, you have had exposure to training seminars and
_ courses available through the University of Tennessee and possibly elsewhere.

Your insight is very valuable to the success of this study.

Unbeknownst to us, our original questionnaire contained material that could be

_ used as identification at a later date. Hopefully, this new questionnaire will

eliminate the previous problem. Also, as an added security, I am the only one who
will see the questlonnalres "The number located in the upper left hand corner of
your questionnaire is for my identification purposes only Once I receive the
questionnaire, your name is deleted from my personal database and only a number

~ remains. Dr. Sam Wallace and Dr. Amy Chasteen (University of Southern

Mississippi) will see the data’only in the final database for ana1y51s The original
database is on a password only security feature and is only on my personal home

- computer.

Of course, your participation is completely voluntary. Filling out this questionnaire

* will only take a few minutes and w111 be taken as your informed consent to

participate in the study.

If you have any questlons please donot he51tate to call us at the followmg
numbers: .,

Aldea Misenheimer 9746021
Dr. Samuel Wallace 974-7028

~ Thank you very mnch for yeur nelp.: |

Sincerely,

Aldea R. Misenheimer ‘

' AFTER COMPLETION OF THE ‘QUESTI‘ONNA‘IRE,'_PLEASE RETURN TO

ALDEA MISENHEIMER’S BOX. THANK YOU!
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" Fall 1998 .. SO o ; o " Evaluating Teacher Training
Sociology Department SURERUSERV ... - Misenheimer and Wallace
Umversuy of Tennessee, Knoxvllle : ,: T T (974-6021) : (974-7028)

oclolo GTA’
- »I Teaehlng Expenence at the Unnversnty of Tennessee after Sprlng 1995.

' Please place an “X” in each box that con‘esponds with.the semester and approximate
class t1me when you taught Sociology 110 (Section A) and/or Sociology 120 (Section
B) below. If you do not remember the time of the course taught, choose a time of day

" that was a close approxxmatlon This does not mclude discussion sectlons evening

classes or summer semester COUI‘SCS

' .' A, When dld you teach Soclology 110 Soelal Problems and Social Change"—

F all 1995 Sprmg 1 996 Fall 1 996 Sprmg 1 997 F all 1997

8t0 9°AM
‘191010 AM
10to 11 AM
11 to noon
noon to 1
1t0o2 PM
2t03PM
3to 4 PM
4t05PM

B. When did you teach‘Socielogy 120: Introduction te Socioloéy?

: . Fall 1995 | Spring 1996 | Fall 1996 | Spring 1997 | . Fall 1997
8to 9 AM' ST ‘ :
9to 10 AM
10to 11 AM
‘| 11.to noon
noon to 1
1to2 PM
2to 3 PM
3t0o4 PM
4to5 PM
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1L Teacher Training- and Experienee

A. Programs attended and teachlng experiences | .
Please place an “X” in the boxes below to indicate teacher tralmng program(s) and/or
teaching you have experienced. '

Campus Wide

Sociology 510:

GTA Mentoring

Non UTK

Teaching Exp.

Other
Programs

Before Fall 1995

- \GTA Seminar

Teaching Soc.

Program

. Fall 1995

SBpring 1996

Fall 1996

SBpring 1997

" Fall 1997

1. If you have indicated “Non UTK Teaehing Experience” above, please list the total

number

of courses taught:

2. If you have encountered teacher tramrng programs, or courses that included any
form of teacher training, and you have indicated “Other Programs” under Table A
then please provxde the requested details below:

"Name of Program

Length of Program

State located

. Description of Program
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B. Evaluating Teacher Training Programs and Experiences
We would like for you to remember and evaluate each program or course you have
attended that included teacher training. Using the scale located below, evaluate each
program according to the usefulness towards preparation.

E (excellent), VG (very good), G (good), F (fair), P (poor), VP (very poor)

1) Name of Program
Semester/Year Taken 5
Rate (please circle): E VG G F P A\ 4

What were the strengths and weaknesses of this program/course?

2) Name of Program
Semester/Year Taken
Rate (please circle): E VG G F P A\ 4

What were the strengths and weaknesses of this program/course?
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3) Name of Program

Semester/Year Taken
Rate (please circle): E VG G F P A\ 4

What were the strengths and weaknesses of this program/course?

4) Name of Program
Semester/Year Taken :
Rate (please circle): E- VG G F P VP

What were the strengths and weaknesses of this program/course?
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C. Expectations of Teacher Training _

Given your experiences and participation, if any, in teacher training, what would you
now recommend as the ideal teacher training program? Please include details such as
specific content for this ideal program.

II1. Background Information

A. Gender (please circle): M F /

B. What age were you when you entered the graduate program here at UTK?

C. Please list below type of degree earned (dssociates, Bachelors...), year degree
was received, and the state in which the degree was obtained.

Type of Degree Date Received State
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Syllabus Checklist

Mark the number box that relates best with your answer

I. Objectives
1. How specific are the objectives?

1 | No objectives exist

2 | Too general, cannot be operationalized

3 | Uneven, some can be operationalized, some are too general
4 | Specific, all are operational

2. Are the objectives motivating?

1 | No objectives exist
2 | No, not motivating
3 | Mixed, some are and some are not motivating
4 | Yes, motivating
IL. Strategies
3. How many strategies are listed in the requirements and/or the class schedule?
1 | Three or less
2 | Four or five
3 | Six or seven
4 | Eight or more

4. Rate the stated connection between the strategies and the objectives.

1

No objectives and/or strategies listed

No stated connection

Mixed, some are stated, some are not

2
3
4

Clearly stated connections
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" 5. Rate the clarity of the statements connecting the objectives and strategies.
1 | Clear

Mixed, some are vague, some are clear

Not clear

B JTW N

No statements/connections were listed

6. Rate the student work load.

1 | Little work is required.

Some work is required.

2
3 | Enough work is required.
4

Too much work is required.

Hl. Substanfive Framework
7. Clarity of course content?

1 No content stated

‘Content is vague

2
3 | Content is mixed, some clear and some vague
4

Content is clear

8. Rate the stated connection between the course and the discipline.

1 | Connection clearly stated

2 | Ambiguous

3 | None stated -

9. Rate the stated connection between the course and the college/university.

1 | Connection clearly stated

2 | Ambiguous

3 | None stated
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. 10. Rate the stated connectlon between the course and the short term future

1 Connectlon clearly stated

: 2 Amblguous

3 'None stated -

I | Connection clearly stated

2 Ambiguous’

3 None stated

12, Rate the adaptablhty of the course to lndlwdual learnmg

-1 |.cannot determme

“rigid” course; no individual learning

' somewhat adaptable; some ihdividual learning ..

B lw N

adaptable to student learning; sigfiificant individual learning|

VIV Student Evaluatlons

13. Rate the clarity of the requlrements for the assrgnments
1 | Clear i |

2 Mixed; some are clear, some are vague

3 | Not clear

. 1 | No criteria stated = .-

Not clear -

Mixed, some are clear while others are not -.

Il lw il

Clear

,,,,,,,

e

11. Rate the stated connectlon between the course and the long term future '

14 Rate the clarity of the stated’eriteria for the evaluation of students.




15. Rate the attendance policy.
1 | No policy stated
2 | Not clear
3 | Mixed, some vague and some clear
4 | Clearly stated
16. Rate the clarity of the make-up policy.
1 | No policy stated ‘
2 | Notclear
3 | Mixed, some vague and some clear in clarity
4 | Clearly stated

17. Rate the clarity of weights of each required assignment.

1 | None stated
2 | Not clear
3 | Mixed, some vague and some clear
4 | Clear
18. Rate the clarity of the grading fc;} the entire course.
1 | None stated
2 | Not clear
~ 3 | Mixed, some vague and some clear
4 | Clear

19. Rate the stated connections between the basis for students’ grade and the course

objectives.
1 | No objectives and/or evaluations listed.
2 | No stated connection
3 | Mixed, some vague and some clearly stated
4 | Clearly stated connection

70




- 20. Rate the exams’ clarity on frequency and dates given.

1 | Not stated
2 | One is stated (either frequency or date)
3

Frequency and date are cléarly stated

21. Rate the stated value of the exam(s).

1 | None stated

2 Vague'

3 | Some detail is stated

4 | Details are stated clearly

22. Rate the clarity of the naturelof the ‘exar‘n.

1 | Details are stated

2 | Some detail is stated
3 Vague

4 | None stated

23. Rate the stated material to be included on the exam. -

1 | Clearly stated

2 | Some criteria are stated
3 | Vague or none stated

4 | None stated

71




,' V. Instructor .

. 24. Rate the accessibilityFOf the Instructor.

1 | Very accessible (i.e., liberal office h@u’s phone #, e-mail,
, office location, fax, mailbox) :
2 | Somewhat accessible (ie., some"ofﬁlce hours, at least
one phone number and maybe an e-mail)
3 . | Limited accessibility (i.e., some office hours)
4 | Inaccess1ble (ie., by appomtment only).
| 25. Rate the approachablhty of the Instructor
1 | Not approachable, lack of humor or encouragement .
2 | Somewhat approachable some humor or encouragement -
3 | Approachable, humor and encouragement A

- 26: Rate the teacher work load t‘of the entire s‘emester-.. :

i | Toomuch . -
2| Just right
l3 Simple - .
4 'D'ata not available . :

- VL. Summary Assessment . : :
27. Taken as a whole, choose the best statement that descrlbes one pos51ble

comimunication by the instructor to the ‘student.

1 | “This is your course.’ > This is an adaptable course, you
| will be involved in every aspect of learning.
2 |“Thisisa ‘by the book’ course with some variation.” On
~ | certain a551gmnents you will have 1nput but the overall
. course is run by me. '
3 | “Do it my way.” This is a very rigid course.




28. If you were a student, would you recommend this course to another student based
solely on this syllabus? '

1 | Enthusiastically.
2 | Yes.

3 | No.

4 | Absolutely not.

Comments
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Trammg Manual for Rating College Syllabi .
This booklet instructs you how to rate a sociology course syllabi selected for study. To
assure uniformity in ratings, please refer to this booklet for clar1ﬁcat1on of any questions
you may have. -

L Overvrew of Project : :
. Iam currently conducting a research pro_|ect designed to evaluate teacher training for

* Graduate Teaching Associates. As part of this project, I have selected six semesters worth
of sociology course. These syllabi are to be rated by a panel of judges knowledgeable in
course construction, which includes syllabi preparation. -
~ Iam asking you to volunteer to be one-of'the Judges If you volunteer, you will be asked

" to rate six or seven syllabi. This entlre rating process should require no more than 90

minutes of your time. I would like you to complete the rating without any outside help.

This includes receiving help from other judges, friends, colleagues and even myself. If you

. absolutely need help, please contact me, the project director, Aldea Misenheimer via e-mail -
-~ at anastasia.sca@juno.com. P.S.:1have made every effort to maintain the anonymity of

the syllabi, but if in spite of my best efforts you are able to recognize or identify the

Instructor of the syllabus; please retum the syllabus to me and I wrll prov1de an alternative.

II. Syllabus Checkllst-
A. Part I, Objectives

1. How specific are the objectlves"

ObJectlves are also called goals for the course. These obJectrves (if they are llsted)
should be able to be operationalized. For example: if you have an objective like: “To
understand the knowledge of Sociology,” this becomes too abstract for the student to be
“able to attain. If the objective was rephrased as: “To understand the knowledge of
Sociology through vocabulary, theories, historical figures, and application through the use
. of readings, lectures, and hands on expenmentatlon, this becomes extremely specific and
the student can see how to attain thlS obJectlve Rate the objectives solely by thezr

- speczf icity.

2. Are the objectives motlvatmg" :
, " For example: To say, “You will learn basic 1nterv1ew1ng skllls” would be more
motivating than “To help become a better person.” ”

B Part II. Strategles '

3. How many strategies are llsted in the requlrements and/or class
schedule? : : :
' Strategies are any forms of teachlng mcludmg lectures discussions; group work; 4
research papers; term papers; examinations; {textbook(s) readings; additional readmg(s) like.
magazrnes academrc Joumals and reserved readings; student _]oumals and movies.
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4. Rate the stated connectlon between the strategies and the objectlves.
‘The connections must be stated within the syllabus to be rated. If there are no -
strategles or obJectlves listed, choose #1.

S. Rate the clarlty of the statements connectlng the objectives and

. strategles :
" For those stated connectlons between the obJectlves and the strategles rate their
overall clarity. « :

6. Rate the student workload. = | '
* Take into account the frequency, quantlty, length and dlﬁiculty of the assignments

: and examlnatlons

C. Part IIL Substantive Framework "

7. Clarity of course content? :
Use the course descnptlon and the objectives and strategles as your rating ba51s

‘8. Rate the stated connection between the course and the discipline.
Rate only the stated sentences that hnk this course to the discipline of Sociology.

9. Rate the s tated connection between the course and the

- college/university. ,

o Rate only the stated sentences that llnk th1s course to other d1sc1p11nes outside of
.,Soclology (1nterd1501p11nary) S ‘;;-'_\,, e o

10 Rate the stated connection between the course and the short term
future.

Rate only the stated sentences that link thls course to the student’s 1mmed1ate life in, "

and possibly outside, the Umversny

11 Rate the stated connection between the course and the long term

future.:
Rate only the stated sentences that link thls course to the student’s future in, and

possibly outs1de his or her career.

12. Rate the adaptability of thls course to individual learmng. :

Consider how flexible this course is to individual learning, individual interests, or '
~ individual schedules. This includes the student’s choice in selecting among course
-requirements and research paper topics, the encouragement of. creat1v1ty and the
encouragement to participate.
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D. Part IV. Student Evaluations

13. Rate the clarity of the requirements for the assignments. _
Looking only at assignments, rate how clear these assignments are explained (i.e.,
what is to be included in the term paper, what type of media clippings, what research is
necessary, etc..). -

14. Rate the clarity of the stated criteria for the evaluation of students.
Look at criteria explaining how the exams, papers and other assignments will be
graded. Rate the clarity of this criteria.

15. Rate the attendance policy.
The attendance policy may be included anywhere in the syllabus. Rate only its clarity.

16. Rate the clarity of the make-up policy.
The make-up policy may be included anywhere in the syllabus. How specific is this
policy? What constitutes an excused absence in order to make-up the work? Which
assignments and exams are allowed to be made-up? What about late submissions?

17. Rate the clarity of weights for each required assignment.
Rate how clear each assignment’s importance to the total course grade is stated
and/or listed. Le., this term paper is worth 25% of your grade.

18. Rate the clarity of the grading for the entire course.
Rate how clear it is to the student on how to attain a good grade in this course.

19. Rate the stated connection between the basis for student’s grades and
the course objectives.
Only those statements connecting the student’s grades to the objectives should be
considered. This connection should show how the grade this student receives relates to the
achievement of the objectives (goals) for this course.

20. Rate the exams’ clarity on frequency and dates given.
Rate how clear is it stated in the syllabus how many exams will be given and when
they will be given.

21. Rate the stated value of the exam(s).
Rate how important are the exam(s) to the grade of the student.

22. Rate the clarity of the nature of the exam.
Rate how clear the details are in explaining the nature of the exam. It should explain
how many of each type of questions and what each type of question is worth. (Le., 25
multiple choice questions at 4 point each, 10 matchlng at 10 points each and 1 essay worth
50 points for a total of 200 points). '
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23 Rate the stated” materlal to be mcluded on the exam. LA :
' This criteria would include parts of the course llke lectures readmgs ﬁlms as well as
_ prev10us exams. (accumulatlve) S o . :

" E. Part V. Instructor

24 Rate the accessnblllty of the Instructor. e : : ~

" In.order to decide how accessible thrs Instructor is to the student the number of ways '

to commumcate with the instructor will be our indicator: phone number of office or home;.
- directions to and/or location of ofﬁce e-ma11 address fax number da11y schedule ofﬁce '
- hours; locat1on of ma1lbox R Sl : ‘

25 Rate the approachablllty of the Instructor. .
-~ Woulda student feel’ comfortable approachmg and talkmg to the Instructor based on
i th1s syllabus? ' , . .

26 Rate the teacher work load for the entlre semester.

_ Assume this syllabus was de51gned for a class of 45 students. Take into account the

: -‘length frequency, and nature of the exammatlons and ass1gnments e. g essays Journals
etc... o B

- . F. Part VIL~Summary Assessment 'L A
27 Taken as a whole, choose the best statement that descrlbes one possnble
" .communication by the instructor to the student. "
Taken as a whole; what does th1s syllabus commumcate to you about student 1nput |

C- for the course?

28 If you Were a student would you recommend thls course to another
student based solely on thls syllabus" ) S

T



APPENDIX C.

HUMAN SUBJECTS BOARD
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"FORM A

(This form mxy be reproduced oo a ‘ S IRB#_____
personal computer and printed on Certification for Exemption from IRB Review
a high quality printer.) for Research Involving Human Subjects Date received in OR

A. PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR(s) and/or CO-Pl(s):
" Aldea R. Misenheimer (U.T.) G.T.A. Department of Sociology — CO-PI
Dr. Samuel E. Wallace (U.T.) Professor Sociology - CO-PI
Dr. Amy Chasteen (U. Southern Mississippi) Assistant Professor - CO-PI .
Dr. W. Lee Humphreys (U.T.) Professor Religious Studies - CONSULTANT.

B.  DEPARTMENT/UNIT: Sociology

C. COMPLETE MAILING ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBERS OF CO-PI(s):

- Department of Sociology © 974-7028 :
913 McClung Tower . 974-6021
University of Tennessee :

Knoxville, TN . 37996
D. TITLE OF PROJECT: Evaluating Teacher Training

E. EXTERNAL FUNDING AGENCY AND ID NUMBER:
‘Application to be submiitted following certification

F.  GRANT SUBMISSION DATE: Not applicable
STARTING DATE: Immediately following certification

H. ESTIMATED COMPLETION DATE: 20 weeks after certification
1. Objective(s) of Project: .
a) To determine if teacher training improves teaching syllabi.
b) " To determine if teacher training improves instruction.
¢) To identify which teacher training provides the most improvement.
d) To assess the impact the types of teacher training create .
IL Subjects: T
. The subjects will include Graduste Teaching Assistants or Associates at the University of Tennessee
during 1995 and 1997, : R ' '
. Methods or Procedures; -

The information will be attained through three data sources. Two of the sources are published, which

are the teacher evaluations in the Campus Teaching Evaluation Prograin (Tennessee 101) from 1995 to .

1997, and the course syllabi. The third source is a mailed questionnaire to the instructors with a cover
sheet designated as the Informed Consent Form. . CoL -
IV. CATEGORY((ies) FOR EXEMPT RESEARCH PER 45 CFR 46: Categories 1, 3, and 4. :
CERTIFICATION: This research described herein is in compliance with 45 CFR 46.101(b) and presents subjects with no
more than minimal risk as defined by applicable regulatiops: .

Apnl 8, 1998
. Dept. Review : .
 Comm. Chair: ‘ - o

- Principal Co-PI;__Aldea R, Misenheimer A a B oy, LA April 8, 1998
CoPL: . Dr. Samuel E. Wallace Yl LA

APPROVED:
Dept. Head
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VITA
Aldea Renee Misenheirner graduated from Farragut High‘S'chool in 1992, under

the assumed name of Aldea Jones. She attended Queens College in Charlotte, N.C.,
'Westem Carolina University in Cullowhee, N.C., and The University of Tennessee,
Knoxville. She graduated from The University of Tennessee, Knoxville in December of
1996 with a Bachelors Degree‘ in Arts and Science, major of 'Sociology, anda“
concentration in Criminal Justice. During her’ ilndergraduate education, Aldea volunteered
and interned for several non-proﬁt and governmental organizations Gateway Youth
Homes Haywood County Distnct Attomey, Knox County Sheriff, and the Tennessee .
Board of Paroles: She remamed at The University of Tennessee, Knoxville wrth the
Department of S‘ociology graduate program. She was married in June of 1997 to Wes A.
Misenheimer. H |

' While in the graduate program, Aldea taught discnssion sections for four
consecutive semesters under the direction of her committee chair, Dr. Samuel E. Wallace.'
After completing Sociology 510: Teaching Sociology seminar, she strived to improve her
teaching skills in any way possible. She attended teacher training programs such as the
Campus Wide GTA Seminar and the Leaminé Process Model Seminar hosted by the
Process Education Institute and Pacific Crest. She was also a member in the Chancellor’s
GTA Mentormg Program from 1998-1999. She served as a representative for the

Teachmg, Rehgion and Methods specralities in the Union of Sociology Graduate Students.
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