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Background
◦ Research reveals that many current graduate programs fail to adequately 

prepare doctoral students for the demands of academic positions (Austin, 2002; 
Olsen & Crawford, 1998).

◦ Many graduate programs are not addressing recent trends that will affect the 
next generation of assistant professors (Newman, Couturier, & Sessa, 2002). 

◦ A growing number of departments require new hires to be "teaching ready" 
and familiar with the new pedagogies of teaching and learning (Adams, 2004). 

◦ Yet, doctoral programs do not do an adequate job of preparing their 
graduate students for college teaching positions (Seidel, Benassi, & Richards, 1998; 
Branstetter & Handelsman, 2000).



Background
◦ Blaisure and Walcheski (1997) examined the perspectives of program directors 

and faculty of family science PhD programs regarding what their department 
and institution did to prepare family science PhD students to teach. 
◦ Two-thirds of respondents reported a lack of formal discussions about 

teaching and of planning teaching activities for students on the part of the 
department faculty. 

◦ Some respondents considered their university’s culture to be one that is 
unresponsive to teaching



Purpose
The purpose of this study is to examine if and how family science PhD programs 
have changed regarding preparing family science PhD students to teach. 

Research questions:
◦ 1) How are family science departments preparing doctoral students to teach?
◦ 2) How is this similar to and different from 20 years ago?
◦ 3) What could be added to current practices to enhance preparation?
◦ 4) What factors influence the implementation of training practices?



Methods
◦ 103 participants
◦ 21 program directors, 64 faculty/academic staff, and 18 doctoral students

◦ Qualtrics survey
◦ Demographic questions
◦ Questions concerned with the level of teaching preparation through 1) 

instruction, 2) teaching experiences, and 3) supervision/mentoring 
experiences available to doctoral students at the institutional and 
departmental levels

◦ Two open-ended questions:
◦ What could be added to current practices to enhance teaching 

preparation for family science doctoral students?
◦ What factors encourage or hinder the implementation of teaching 

preparation practices?



Results: RQ1 – How are family 
science departments preparing 
doctoral students to teach?



Though 65% of the doctoral 
students indicated they are 
extremely likely to begin a 
teaching position upon 
graduation…

Nearly 60% indicated they feel 
only somewhat prepared to do 
so.



Instruction: 
Comparison 
Institution 
and 
Department 



Experience: 
Comparison 
Institution and 
Department 



Supervision: 
Comparison 
Institution 
and 
Department 



Results: RQ3 - What could be added 
to current practices to enhance 
teaching preparation for family 
science doctoral students?
◦Require teaching
◦ Teach teaching
◦Provide opportunities to teach
◦Mentor teaching
◦Value teaching



◦Require teaching
◦ Have teaching preparation required, formalized, and 

expanded
◦ Require yearly seminars on teaching for students who wish to 

seek out teaching positions
◦ Require opportunities/courses for the development of teaching, 

including mentored experiences 
◦ Make it a requirement that students teach at least one course 

independently before they become eligible for doctoral 
candidacy 



◦ Teach teaching
◦ An introduction to how to teach
◦ Have more training in (the) use of technology, hybrid courses, 

and online courses 
◦ More formal education in pedagogy during doctoral training 
◦ I would like us to offer a CLASS to students who are interested in 

teaching so they can get oriented for their teaching



◦Provide opportunities to teach
◦ Our department allows us to develop 1-credit special topics 

courses that are offered over a couple days, but they have not 
entrusted graduate students to take full responsibility for 
undergraduate courses.
◦ In our department, it’s an issue of availability of opportunities. 

We either have classes we can offer for grad students to teach 
but they are committed to funding on research projects and 
can’t take the opportunity or we don’t have the funds to offer 
opportunities to all the students who want independent 
teaching experience. 
◦ Our institution almost fully prohibits PhD students to teach.



◦Mentor teaching
◦ More mentorship is needed
◦ More of a guided process
◦ Uniform structure across all mentors
◦ Continued mentorship 



◦Value teaching
◦ Teaching (should) be seen as worthwhile and important 

(currently, the focus is ALL on research)
◦ More recognition of teaching/development of curriculum as a 

scholarly/creative endeavor 
◦ More faculty involvement and investment
◦ More training and benefits for faculty mentors and apprentice 

supervisors. The time is high and the perks are low



◦Other
◦ Everything; basically anything, we have pretty much nothing at 

this point
◦ Any source of support, encouragement, instruction, supervision 

would be beneficial 
◦ Doctoral student representatives on both our undergraduate 

and graduate program/curriculum committees
◦ We could have more sessions on teaching at the NCFR 

conference



Results: RQ4 - What factors 
encourage or hinder the 
implementation of teaching 
preparation practices?



◦Encourage
◦ Departmental culture
◦ (Having a) culture in the department of wanting to have good teachers
◦ Departmental leadership that encourages good teaching
◦ Culture in the department of wanting to make sure doctoral graduates 

have well-rounded professional preparation
◦ Departmental faculty are willing to serve as mentors

◦ Faculty enthusiasm for the discipline and desire to train the next 
generation of educators.



◦Hinder
◦ Time/workload demands
◦ No incentive for faculty
◦ Little to no value around teaching
◦ High value around research



◦ Time/workload demands
◦ Not enough time after doing courses, independent study, 

assistantship, and dissertation
◦ Faculty workloads
◦ Research agendas and coursework
◦ One more thing to add to our plates; It's another thing for faculty to 

do.
◦ Many faculty members are already stretched thin with regard to their 

own time, so they will be less inclined to add further 
teaching/mentoring duties to them.
◦ Resources (especially time) relative to the emphasis on research
◦ Students’ and faculty members’ available time
◦ Time; when a course needs to be covered at the last minute, 

sometimes best practices are lost for sake of immediate need



◦No incentive for faculty
◦ No incentive at the university level for researchers to be good 

teachers, so no resources go into this
◦ Lack of a significant reward structure for teaching scholarship
◦ Faculty are primarily evaluated based on their research
◦ Faculty aren’t given institutional support for going above and 

beyond



◦ Limited to no value around teaching
◦ Faculty apathy toward teaching (i.e., lack of motivated/teaching-oriented 

faculty)
◦ Buy in from the faculty in the department, lack of this hinders the 

implementation
◦ Teaching is not required for obtaining a degree. 
◦ Lack of conversation at the department level about what experiences are 

needed or appropriate for students
◦ Faculty rejection of new methods (online) of education greatly hinder access to 

learning resources.
◦ It takes time and faculty buy in. I don't believe our whole department is as 

invested in this, but rather, only a few faculty members (mostly junior).
◦ Teaching seen as means to end (TA for money) rather than career goal
◦ Still not a great deal of value is placed on excellent teaching. "Good enough" 

teaching is all that is required or rewarded on the departmental level.



◦ Limited to no value around teaching
◦ High value around research
◦ Greater focus on research compared to teaching 
◦ Extensive focus on research and training researchers
◦ Faculty focus on research preparation rather than teacher preparation
◦ Teaching is considered something we "have to do" yet receive very little 

training for, yet we receive great training for research



The number one factor is probably that many faculty 
members did not receive structured training in teaching 
ourselves. This makes it challenging to train and evaluate 
others.



Results: RQ2 – How is this similar to 
and different from 20 years ago?
Departments are offering teaching preparation and experiences, 
though many of the barriers to implementing teaching 
preparation practices remain the same… 

1997 2017
Lack of faculty consensus regarding 
the value of teaching

Lack of faculty consensus regarding 
the value of teaching

Insufficient time and monetary 
resources

Insufficient time and monetary 
resources

University culture unresponsive to 
teaching

University culture unresponsive to 
teaching



Implications
◦ Family science content knowledge alone is not sufficient to be an 

effective educator; teachers must be armed and ready to teach 
with current pedagogical skills (Adams, 2004).

◦ Though the current study suggests teaching preparation is limited 
at the institutional level, there is significant progress being made 
at the department level.



Implications
◦ Effective teachers have the ability to positively affect 

departmental recruitment and retention, particularly in family 
science introductory courses, which new faculty are often 
assigned to.
◦ Equipping doctoral students with meaningful teaching 

experiences and knowledge will prepare them to be high 
impact, quality teachers that are confident in their ability to 
successfully manage a diverse student body and utilize 
instructional technologies in ways that innovative and effective 
(Newman, Couturier, & Sessa, 2002).
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