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Given that teaching is a core expectation of new faculty, it would be reasonable to assume that 
possession of a doctoral degree suggest that one should be proficient in college teaching. However, 
the literature indicates that doctoral programs in the United States are failing to adequately prepare 
doctoral students for teaching in collegiate settings. Research on doctoral student experiences 
suggests that doctoral programs are adequately preparing doctoral students for their research function, 
but concerns emerge around preparation for college teaching. The study fills a gap in the literature by 
examining new faculty perceptions of their doctoral level teaching-related preparation by taking a cross 
disciplinary approach spanning eight disciplines. The omnibus question this study sought to address is 
whether or not there are discipline differences in new faculty perceptions of their doctoral level 
preparation for college teaching. The study employed a quantitative approach in collecting data using a 
survey design. Findings revealed significant discipline differences in overall perceptions of doctoral 
level teaching preparation. Implications for doctoral level training and recommendations for further 
research are presented.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
For decades the higher education community has 
characterized faculty work as revolving around teaching, 
research and service (Hutchings and Clarke, 2004; 
Serafin, 1991; Tierney and Rhoads). 

Although the relative emphasis given to these three 
areas varies based on institution type, research shows 
that teaching consumes most of faculty members‟ time 
(Higher Education Research Institute, 1999). The Higher 
Education Research Institute posits that on average 
college faculty; taken as a group within the post-
secondary context, spend 59% of their time teaching, 
23% of their time engaged in service and other 
administrative responsibilities and 18% of their time 
dedicated to research. According to Fink (1992), while 
this traditional characterization of faculty work has 
prevailed, many new faculty members within higher 
education are not prepared to perform these roles. It 
seems reasonable to think that the achievement of the  
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doctoral degree denotes that one is and should be 
prepared for college teaching. While there is a substantial 
amount of literature supporting the notion that doctoral 
completers are proficient with their newly developed 
research function (Austin, 2002a; Austin, 2002b; DeNeff, 
1993; Campbell, Fuller and Patrick, 2005), of new faculty 
who secure jobs within the post-secondary context, few 
receive any formal training in pedagogy. Golde and Dore 
(2004) posit that of 4,111 doctoral students surveyed at 
27 institutions, 63.7% reported that they did not feel 
prepared to teach a lecture course. It is arguable that the 
lack of emphasis on teaching preparation is a result of 
the traditional notion that most doctoral programs 
produce researchers. 

Today‟s undergraduates are aggressively being 
recruited to institutions of higher education and assured 
that teaching is important and that it is a priority (Boyer, 
1990); however, this perception is not without scrutiny. 
Viewed from a socialization lens, Lapidus (1997) and 
Adams (2002) believe that the current format of graduate 
education with its emphasis on research training fails to 
adequately  prepare  doctoral  students  for  a  life  in 
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academe. 

Higher education constituents both within and outside 
the academy - higher education administrators, faculty, 
leaders of professional organizations, business and 
industry leaders - have challenged the traditional 
emphasis and practices of doctoral education in 
adequately preparing prospective faculty members for 
work within the academy (Golde and Dore, 2001; Nerad, 
2002; Wulff et al., 2004). Golde and Dore (2001) make 
mention that overly specialized research training across 
fields has resulted in future faculty being ill-equipped to 
perform teaching roles. The current literature suggests 
that improving teaching is a pressing and current need in 
light of higher education‟s attention to enhance the 
undergraduate experience (Golde and Dore, 2004). While 
some doctoral programs have realized the importance of 
preparation for the academy by embedding academic 
pedagogy courses such as The Academic Profession and 
College Teaching within the curriculum, the reality is that 
many doctoral completers go through their entire doctoral 
training without any knowledge gleaned from courses 
such as the aforementioned preparatory courses. It is 
arguable then, that if a doctoral program does not 
adequately provide training for teaching, then the doctoral 
degree may not sufficiently be preparing graduates for 
successful entry into the academic profession. 

While the need for change surrounding teaching 
preparation has been adequately addressed in the 
literature (e.g., Austin, 2002b; Golde and Dore, 2001; 
Golde and Dore 2004; Jarvis, 1991; Meacham, 2002; 
Nerad et al., 2004; Nyquist et al., 1999; Nyquist and 
Wulff, 2001; Silverman, 2003; Wulff and Austin, 2004; 
Wulff et al., 2004), empirically very little is known relative 
to the kinds of experiences that prepare doctoral students 
for their college teaching role. The purpose of this study 
was to increase our understanding of new faculty 
perceptions of their doctoral level teaching related 
preparation. In order to address what is being done in 
doctoral programs to prepare graduates to teach at the 
post-secondary level, the study takes a disciplinary 
approach in examining new faculty perceptions of their 
experiences during doctoral training and the 
effectiveness of those experiences in preparing them for 
teaching. 
 
 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 
The omnibus question this study sought to address is 
whether or not there are discipline differences in new 
faculty perceptions of their doctoral level preparation for 
college teaching. In exploring this question, the study was 
guided by the following research questions: What are 
those activities by disciplinary consensus that new faculty 
engaged in during their doctoral studies that prepared 
them for college teaching? Based on disciplinary 
consensus, what  relationship  exists  between  activities  

 
 
 
 
perceived to be effective in preparation for teaching and 
new faculty perceived level of overall preparedness for 
college teaching? Do new faculty perceptions of overall 
preparedness for college teaching differ significantly by 
disciplinary consensus? 
 
 
NATURE OF ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES AND THEIR 
DIFFERENCES 
 
The training that doctoral students who aspire to the 
academic profession receive occurs within the context of 
their discipline. Discipline according to Beyer and Lodahl 
(1976) provides the structure of knowledge in which 
faculty members are trained and socialized to the 
professoriate. Based on this premise, disciplines are 
tasked with the responsibility of attracting and training the 
next generation of scholars. In support of Beyer and 
Lodahl‟s conception of disciplines, Finnegan and 
Gamson (1996) suggest that disciplinary fields are 
differentiated knowledge domains with distinct 
epistemologies (nature of knowledge) and methods. 
Beyer and Lodahl (1976) further claim that disciplinary 
fields are: 
 
Pervasive in all stages of the input-throughput-output 
feedback cycle. [Disciplines] provide the structure of 
knowledge in which faculty members: (1) are trained and 
socialized before they are input as members of the 
university; (2) carry out their throughput tasks of teaching, 
research, administration, and the like; (3) produce 
research and educational outputs; and (4) earn the 
esteem, disinterest, or worse of their colleagues and 
students-a form of output that frequently becomes 
feedback (Beyer and Lodahl, 1976: 114). 
 
In exploring the importance of both the epistemological 
and social underpinnings of disciplines, Biglan‟s (1973a, 
1973b) work has provided a useful framework for 
conducting empirical studies aimed at unearthing 
disciplinary variations. Biglan developed his taxonomy 
based on the responses of faculty from a large public and 
a private liberal arts college. The taxonomy was derived 
from a non-metric, multidimensional scaling statistical 
approach conducted on faculty responses to a series of 
questions regarding their perceptions of the relative 
similarity of selected subject matter areas. Through his 
research, he was able to identify three dimensions of 
academic disciplines: (a) the degree to which a paradigm 
exists, (hard vs. soft, paradigmatic vs. non-paradigmatic) 
(b) the degree of concern with application (pure vs. 
applied) and (c) concern with life systems (life vs. nonlife 
systems). Based on his taxonomy, the natural and 
physical sciences possess more clearly delineated 
paradigms (high consensus) and thus fall in the hard 
category. Disciplinary fields of learning that fall in this 
category  include  astronomy,  chemistry,  geology,  



 
 
 
 
microbiology, physics etc. Conversely, disciplinary fields 
having less developed paradigms (low consensus) fall in 
the soft category. Disciplinary fields of learning that fall in 
this category include English, political science, 
psychology, sociology etc. As is evident in his taxonomy, 
applied fields tend to be more concerned with the 
application of knowledge (agronomy, engineering, 
education etc.) while pure fields tend to be less 
concerned with the application of knowledge and more 
with its creation (chemistry, geology, physics etc.). The 
distinguishing characteristic of Biglan‟s life vs. non-life 
dimension is the extent of involvement with living 
organisms. 

Placed within the context of the present study, Biglan 
(1973a) suggests that teaching and research may bring 
about differing degrees of social connectedness. This 
notion of social connectedness is important in exploring 
preparation for teaching through a disciplinary lens as it 
could explain any variations in new faculty perceptions 
that may arise as a result of data collected in the study. 
While the debate continues within higher education 
relative to the emphasis placed on teaching and 
research, coupled with doctoral education‟s longstanding 
tradition of developing research competencies oftentimes 
at the expense of teaching preparation, Biglan‟s 
taxonomy has proved helpful in disaggregating these 
knowledge domains based on discipline. In testing his 
model, Biglan found significant differences in the 
behavioral patterns of faculty with respect to social 
connectedness in their commitment to teaching, research 
and service roles, and publication output. Biglan (1973a) 
claims that the relative emphasis on teaching and 
research is dependent on the nature of the discipline. The 
three dimensions (hard/soft, pure/applied, life 
system/nonlife system) were all related to the structure 
and output of academic departments (Biglan, 1973a). 
Specifically, hard or high consensus disciplines were 
more oriented to research activities as evidenced by their 
greater social connectedness. Biglan claims that faculty 
in these disciplines were more committed to research and 
less so to teaching when compared to their counterparts 
in soft or low consensus disciplines. On the pure/applied 
dimension, evidence suggests that faculty in pure 
academic disciplines favored research activities more so 
than their counterparts in applied disciplinary fields. In 
support of Biglan‟s findings, Braxton and Hargens (1996) 
suggest that “variation in scholarly consensus affects the 
relative emphasis on research and teaching activities” (p. 
36). The authors maintain that most discipline differences 
are related to variations in scholarly consensus (high vs. 
low). The empirical works of Biglan (1973a, 1973b) and 
Kuhn (1970) taken together, have stimulated much 
research in the area of discipline difference. 

Understanding the nature of academic disciplines and 
their differences is an imperative in understanding faculty 
work within the post-secondary context. Because 
socialization to the professoriate occurs within the  
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confines of the discipline, simply lumping together data 
on faculty from different academic areas may provide an 
inaccurate account of the phenomenon under 
investigation (Biglan, 1973a). 

Dating back to the 1960‟s, researchers have been 
studying whether everyday academic practices and 
experiences of scholars vary across disciplines (Braxton 
and Hargens, 1996). In their influential contribution, 
Braxton and Hargens conducted an exhaustive review of 
works on discipline differences. The authors believe that 
most of discipline differences are attributed to variations 
in the levels of scholarly consensus. Braxton and 
Hargens suggest that faculty in high consensus 
disciplines are more oriented to research when compared 
to their counterparts in low consensus disciplines. This 
they believe is supported by the higher publication rates, 
the greater emphasis on research goals, and the higher 
availability of external funding for research which are 
characteristic of high consensus disciplines. Conversely, 
the authors claim that faculty in low consensus 
disciplines, who are more oriented to teaching is reflected 
in time spent and devoted to teaching. This conclusion is 
supported in the works of Clark (1987) and Smeby (1996) 
who conclude that faculty in soft fields (low consensus 
disciplines) spend most of their time on teaching 
preparation. Empirical works have also helped in 
distinguishing departmental goals and emphasis between 
high and low consensus disciplines. Braxton and 
Hargens (1996) assert that departmental emphasis on 
research is greater in high consensus disciplines. High 
consensus disciplines are more oriented to research; 
therefore, according to Braxton and Hargens 
teaching/research complementarities, tend to be lower. 

Similarly, evidence suggests that high consensus fields 
tend to be more universalistic. Braxton and Hargens 
believe that within high consensus disciplines merit, as 
opposed to social/personal characteristics, is of more 
importance. The above mentioned characteristics 
identified by Braxton and Hargens (1996) that distinguish 
high and low consensus disciplines and later summarized 
by Del Favero (2001) are shown in Table 1. These works, 
drawn from the literature, strongly suggest that teaching 
can be distinguished by disciplinary background and thus 
stimulated the researchers‟ interest in exploring this 
phenomenon from a disciplinary lens.  
 
  
METHODOLOGY 
 
The population of interest was new faculty from the 
Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) Four-Year 1 
institutions (N=35). These are defined as post-secondary 
institutions awarding at minimum 100 doctoral degrees 
that are distributed among at least 10 CIP categories (2-
digit classification) with no more than 50 percent in any 
one category. New faculty, for the purpose of the study, 
was  defined  as  any  new  tenure  track faculty member,  
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Table 1. Behavioral distinctions between high and low consensus disciplines. 
 

Aspects of work/organization High consensus Low consensus 

Emphasis on work roles More oriented to research More oriented to teaching 

Departmental emphasis Research goals Teaching activities 

Teaching/research complementarities Low High 

External research funds Greater availability Less availability 

Journal rejection rates Lower Higher 

Departmental effectiveness Higher Lower 

Resource acquisition More successful Less successful 

Work norm tendencies Universalistic Particularistic 
 

Note: From M. Del Favero, 2001 pp. 34, “The influence of academic discipline on administrative behaviors of academic deans,” Doctoral 
Dissertation. 

 
 
who has earned a terminal degree, is within his/her first 
faculty appointment and who has been in position a 
maximum of three years. All new faculty from four high 
consensus disciplines (physics, chemistry, geology, 
biology) and four low consensus disciplines (sociology, 
political science, psychology and economics) from SREB 
Four-Year 1 institutions were surveyed via electronic-
mail. Personal information (sex, ethnicity, tenure status, 
discipline, year in which current faculty position began, 
first tenure track faculty position, year terminal degree 
was earned) was collected in an effort to describe the 
sample, but more importantly narrow the relevant sample 
as defined for the purpose of the study. 

An online survey developed by Hall (2007) (Hall and 
Hulse, 2010 for copy of survey) and modified by the 
researchers was distributed to the sample of interest via 
Qualtrics

TM
. New faculty assigned a level of frequency (1-

never-7-weekly) and effectiveness (1-very ineffective – 7 
very effective) to each of 24 activities derived from the 
literature and believed to support doctoral level teaching 
preparation. Content validity of the modified instrument 
was established through an expert panel review of the 
instrument. To assess whether the items on the 
instrument formed a reliable scale, Cronbach‟s alpha was 
computed. The alpha for the items was 0.833 which 
indicated that the items form a scale that has good 
internal reliability. Six hundred and twenty nine faculties 
responded for a response rate of 35.33%. Because of the 
sample inclusion criteria, responses from (n=84) 
respondents were removed from the final analysis. 
Respondents by discipline category were physics (n=41), 
chemistry (n=48), geology (n=33), biology (n=101) - - 
(high consensus disciplines (n=223) representing 40.9% 
of the respondent sample); political science (n=106), 
psychology (n=87), sociology (n=69), economics (n=60) - 
- (low consensus disciplines (n=322) representing 59.1% 
of the respondent sample). All respondents (n=545) were 
in their first tenure track faculty position within higher 
education. There were 8% (n=44) who primarily taught 
graduate students, 36% (n=196) who primarily taught 
undergraduates and 56% (n=305) who were evenly split 
between graduate and undergraduate teaching. 

Respondent sample characteristics are summarized in 
Table 2. The study employed a variety of statistical tools 
in addressing the research questions. Descriptive 
statistics were employed in identifying activities that were 
perceived to be effective in doctoral level preparation for 
college teaching. Factor analysis was used to examine 
the underlying factor structure of teaching preparation 
items, and t-tests was used to compare high and low 
consensus disciplines based on factor scores. The last 
item of the instrument asked respondents to provide any 
additional information relative to activities or experiences 
during their doctoral training that would have served to 
better prepare them for college teaching. The 
researchers utilized a basic interpretive approach in 
analyzing and making sense of that data.  
 
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Research question #1 – What are those activities by 
disciplinary consensus that new faculty engaged in 
during their doctoral studies that prepared them for 
college teaching? 
 
In addressing the first research question, descriptive 
statistics were computed for each of 24 activities derived 
from the literature believed to support teaching 
preparation. The literature on doctoral level teaching 
preparation advanced several recommendations to better 
prepare doctoral students for their college teaching role. 
Many of these recommendations were incorporated into 
the preparation for teaching survey, the instrument used 
for data collection. For engagement in each activity 
derived from the literature believed to support teaching 
preparation, there was a corresponding question asking 
respondents who had the experience to rate its 
effectiveness in preparing them for college teaching. 
Respondents were asked to rate the frequency of their 
engagement in activities believed to support teaching 
preparation on a scale of one to seven, with one being 
never and seven weekly. If respondents did not have the 
experience, they were skipped to the next question.  
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Table 2. Respondent sample characteristics. 
 

Characteristic n % 

Gender   

 Male 295 54.1 

 Female 250 45.8 

Ethnicity   

 African American/Black 21 3.9 

 Asian 42 7.7 

 Caucasian 442 81.1 

 Hispanic/Latino 33 6.1 

 Pacific Islander 1 .18 

 American Indian or Alaska native 1 .18 

 Other 5 .92 

Broad Disciplinary Classification   

 High Consensus Disciplines 223 40.9 

 Physics 41 7.5 

 Chemistry 48 8.8 

 Geology 33 6.1 

 Biology 101 18.5 

 Low Consensus Disciplines 322 59.1 

 Political Science 106 19.4 

 Psychology 87 16.0 

 Sociology 69 12.7 

 Economics 60 11.0 

First Teaching Position within Higher Education  

Respondents Target Teaching Population 
545 100 

 Graduate Students 44 8 

 Undergraduate Students 196 36 

 Split 50% Graduate and 50% Undergraduate  305 56 

 
 
However if they had the experience, the second part of 
the question asked them to rate its effectiveness in 
preparing them for the task of collegiate teaching on a 
scale of one to seven with one being very ineffective and 
seven very effective. Ratings of the effectiveness of 
preparation experiences new faculty had ranged from (M 
= 4.57) - rating of effectiveness for discussions about 
teaching philosophy to (M = 6.51) - rating of effectiveness 
for independently teaching an entire course (See Table 3 
for descriptive results based on disciplinary consensus). 
For analysis purposes, the researchers considered all 
item on the effectiveness scale with a M ≥ 5 to be 
effective experiences in doctoral level teaching 
preparation. 

In exploring potential discipline differences, of the 24 
items derived from the literature believed to support 
doctoral level teaching preparation, 16 items were rated 
as effective experiences in preparing new faculty in low 
consensus disciplines for their college teaching role 
compared to 10 items from high consensus disciplines. 
The same activities that were rated as effective in 
preparing new faculty in high consensus disciplines were 
similar to those of faculty in low consensus disciplines, 
with the exception of six additional activities. 

Ratings of effectiveness for engagement in activities 
believed to support teaching preparation in low 
consensus disciplines ranged from 4.57 (effectiveness of 
discussions about teaching philosophy) to 6.51 
(effectiveness of independently teaching an entire 
course). These ratings suggest that faculty in low 
consensus disciplines did not find having discussions 
with faculty about their teaching philosophy effective in 
preparing them for college teaching; however, they found 
that having the experience of teaching a course 
independently effective in preparing them for college 
teaching. These findings suggest that experiential 
teaching is much more effective than other activities 
believed to support teaching preparation. 

Conversely, ratings of effectiveness for engagement in 
activities believed to support teaching preparation in high 
consensus disciplines ranged from 4.57 (effectiveness of 
asking faculty members questions about teaching) to 
6.20 (effectiveness of independently teaching an entire 
course). Interestingly, across disciplinary consensus, new 
faculty rated independently teaching an entire course as 
the most effective experience in preparing them for 
college teaching. Similar to low consensus disciplines, 
these findings suggest that experiential teaching is much  
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Table 3. High and low consensus disciplines means and standard deviations for each item. 
 

Item 
High consensus disciplines Low consensus disciplines 

n M SD n M SD 

11. How Often You Had Discussions with 
faculty About Your Teaching Philosophy 

224 2.56 1.74 321 2.84 1.70 

12. Rating of Effectiveness for Discussions 
about Teaching Philosophy 

135 4.59 1.36 247 4.57 1.24 

13. How Often Faculty Shared Teaching 
Resources With You 

220 2.95 1.80 321 3.32 1.85 

14. Rating of Effectiveness for Sharing of 
Teaching Resources 

154 4.82 1.45 260 5.28 1.20 

15. How Often You Discussed With Faculty 
Why Instructional Decisions are Made 

218 2.69 1.90 320 3.05 1.86 

16. Rating of Effectiveness for Discussion of 
Why Instructional Decisions are Made 

131 4.77 1.28 228 4.86 1.23 

17. How Often Did You Receive Feedback 
from Faculty About Your Teaching Skills 

217 2.45 1.55 317 2.79 1.57 

18. Rating of Effectiveness for Receiving 
Feedback from faculty About Your Teaching 

132 4.61 1.36 234 4.85 1.26 

19. How Often Were You Provided With 
Opportunities to Reflect On Feedback About 
Your Teaching 

217 2.79 1.72 316 3.18 1.67 

20. Rating of Effectiveness for Reflecting on 
Feedback About Your Teaching 

141 4.79 1.19 245 
4.87 

 
1.17 

21. How Often Did You Engage in 
Conversations with Other Students About 
Teaching 

216 4.20 2.04 314 4.93 1.89 

22. Rating of Effectiveness for Conversations 
with Other Students About Teaching 

189 4.76 1.34 292 5.10 1.25 

23. How Often Were You Able To Ask Faculty 
Members Questions About Teaching 

216 3.57 1.89 314 3.88 1.77 

24. Rating of Effectiveness for Asking Faculty 
Members Questions About Teaching 

176 4.57 1.22 278 5.19 1.07 

25. Times You Participated in Designing a 
Course 

216 1.99 1.62 314 3.23 2.28 

26. Rating of Effectiveness For Course 
Design 

99 5.92 .98 247 6.05 1.04 

27. Times You Designed a Course Syllabus 216 2.27 2.31 314 4.07 3.27 

28. Rating of Effectiveness For Designing 
Course Syllabus 

92 5.65 1.01 271 5.94 1.04 

29. How Often Did You Prepare Course 
Assignments 

216 4.02 2.48 313 5.16 1.98 

30. Rating of Effectiveness for Preparing 
Course Assignments 

158 5.37 1.27 293 5.74 1.09 

31. How Often Did You Have Conversations 
with Faculty About Grading 

216 3.22 1.85 312 3.61 1.82 

32. Rating of Effectiveness for Conversations 
with Faculty About Grading 

157 4.87 1.22 256 5.02 1.15 

33. How Often Did You Engage in Self-
Assessment with Regards to Teaching 

215 3.32 2.09 309 4.17 2.09 

34. Rating of Effectiveness for Engagement in 
Self-Assessment with Regards to Teaching 

152 5.03 1.24 253 5.28 1.20 

35. How Often Did You Grade Exams 215 4.05 2.12 308 5.16 1.54 

36. Rating of Effectiveness for Grading 
Exams 

172 4.81 1.35 293 5.00 1.26 
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Cont:  Table 3  
 

37. How Often Did You Grade or Provide 
Feedback on Written Assignments? 

215 4.04 2.35 307 5.13 1.66 

38. Rating of Effectiveness for Grading or 
Providing Feedback On Written Assignments 

160 4.98 1.23 290 5.32 1.20 

39. How Often Did you have Discussions with 
Faculty about Classroom Assessments 

215 2.68 1.86 306 3.16 1.82 

40. Rating of Effectiveness for Discussions 
with Faculty about Classroom Assessments 

120 4.63 1.26 220 4.85 1.06 

41. Times you Independently Taught an 
Entire Course 

212 2.68 3.22 305 5.30 6.03 

42. Ratings of Effectiveness for 
Independently Teaching an Entire Course 

75 6.20 .99 239 6.51 .77 

43. Times You Taught a Course Under the 
Supervision of a Full Time Faculty Member 

212 1.98 2.20 303 1.87 1.68 

44. Rating of Effectiveness for Teaching 
Under Supervision 

 

69 

 

5.33 

 

1.26 

 

97 

 

5.59 

 

1.36 

46. Rating of Effectiveness for Taking 
Courses in College Teaching 

28 5.93 1.25 120 5.18 1.65 

47. How Often Did You Observe Teaching 
(Not including Classes that you were enrolled 
in) 

210 2.80 2.12 303 3.29 2.33 

48. Rating of Effectiveness for Observing 
Teaching 

123 5.26 1.12 195 5.39 1.16 

49. How Often Did you Deliver a Lecture in 
the Classroom 

210 3.91 2.41 303 5.04 2.15 

50. Rating of Effectiveness for Delivering a 
Lecture in the Classroom 

161 5.50 1.21 271 5.99 .92 

51. How Often Did you have Discussions with 
Faculty about Individual Learning Differences 

209 2.15 1.64 303 2.09 1.58 

52. Rating of Effectiveness for Discussions 
with Faculty About Individual Learning 
Differences 

93 4.86 1.17 130 4.59 1.22 

53. How Often Did you have Discussions with 
Faculty about Teaching a Diverse Student 
Population 

208 1.96 1.55 301 2.21 1.59 

54. Rating of Effectiveness for Discussions 
with Faculty about Teaching a Diverse 
Student Population 

77 4.74 1.23 149 4.60 1.14 

56. Rating of Effectiveness for Attending 
Seminars on College Teaching 

69 4.96 1.43 122 4.99 1.22 

58. Rating of Effectiveness for Involvement in 
Institution‟s center for teaching improvement  

38 5.32 1.36 104 5.35 1.25 

59. Overall Preparedness for College 
Teaching 

208 3.94 1.77 300 5.10 1.46 

 

Note: Response scales effectiveness - (1=very ineffective to 7=very effective) frequency – (1=never to 7 weekly). 

 
 
more effective than other activities believed to support 
teaching preparation. There is strong support in the 
literature for teaching a class as a means of better 
preparing doctoral students for their college teaching role 
(e.g. Austin, 2002a, 2002b; Hall, 2007; Levin, 2008; Rice 
et al., 2000). These results in isolation may lead one to 
believe that if doctoral students have opportunities to 
teach independently, then they will be better prepared for 
college teaching. However, results of the study also 

suggest that across disciplinary consensus, new faculty 
found value in taking courses in college teaching and 
teaching under supervision. It is reasonable to believe 
that after the foundation has been laid (i.e., learning 
about pedagogy through courses and seminars on 
college teaching), new faculty perceive teaching 
independently as a culminating experience of putting 
theory to practice (See Table 4 for more details). 

There  is  strong  support  in  the  literature  for  taking 
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Table 4. Summary descriptive statistics findings - comparison of high and low consensus disciplines. 
 

High consensus disciplines Low consensus disciplines 

Item M Item M 

26. Rating of effectiveness for Course 
Design 

5.92 
14. Rating of effectiveness for sharing 
teaching resources 

5.28 

28. Rating of effectiveness for designing 
course syllabus 

5.65 
22. Rating of effectiveness for 
conversations with other students about 
teaching  

5.10 

30. Rating of effectiveness for preparing 
course assignments 

5.37 
24. Rating of effectiveness for asking 
faculty members questions about teaching 

5.19 

34. Rating of effectiveness for 
engagement in self-assessment with 
regards to teaching 

5.03 
26. Rating of effectiveness for Course 
Design 

6.05 

42. Rating of effectiveness for 
independently teaching an entire course 

6.20 
28. Rating of effectiveness for designing 
course syllabus 

5.94 

44. Rating of effectiveness for teaching 
under supervision 

5.33 
30. Rating of effectiveness for preparing 
course assignments 

5.74 

46. Rating of effectiveness for taking 
courses in college teaching 

5.93 
32. Rating of effectiveness for 
conversations with faculty about grading 

5.02 

48. Rating of effectiveness for observing 
teaching 

5.26 
34. Rating of effectiveness for 
engagement in self-assessment with 
regards to teaching 

5.28 

50. Rating of effectiveness for delivering a 
lecture in the classroom 

5.50 
36. Rating of effectiveness for grading 
exams 

5.00 

58. Rating of effectiveness for involvement 
in Inst. Center for Teaching Improvement 

5.32 
38. Rating of effectiveness for grading or 
providing feedback on written 
assignments 

5.32 

  
42. Rating of effectiveness for 
independently teaching an entire course 

6.51 

  
44. Rating of effectiveness for teaching 
under supervision 

5.59 

  
46. Rating of effectiveness for taking 
courses in college teaching 

5.18 

  
48. Rating of effectiveness for observing 
teaching 

5.39 

  
50. Rating of effectiveness for delivering a 
lecture in the classroom 

5.99 

  
58. Rating of effectiveness for 
involvement in Inst. Center for Teaching 
Improvement 

5.35 

 

Note: Italicized items were similar for both high and low consensus disciplines.Items with a mean rating ≥ 5are considered effective 

in preparation for teaching. 

 
 
courses in college teaching and participating in seminars 
on college teaching as activities that support teaching 
preparation. Results of the study show that well over 30% 
of the respondent sample in high consensus disciplines 
and 28% from low consensus disciplines reported that 
there were no courses in college teaching available to 
them during their doctoral training. Interestingly, over 
50% of the respondent sample from high consensus 
disciplines and 32% from low consensus disciplines 
reported that courses were available to them during their 
doctoral training, but they did not enroll. There was 26% 
of the respondent sample from high consensus 
disciplines and 21% from low consensus disciplines who 

reported that there were no seminars on college teaching 
available to them as doctoral students. However, for 
those institutions and programs that did have such 
activities available, 40% of the respondent sample from 
high consensus disciplines and 39% from low consensus 
disciplines did not attend. Based on these results, 
imbedding courses and seminars on college teaching 
within the discipline may serve to better prepare doctoral 
students for their college teaching role. What the 
quantitative data do not reveal however is why, in 
instances where these programs were available within 
institutions and disciplinary fields, such a large proportion 
of the respondent sample did not participate. Insight into  



 
 
 
 
this probing question was realized from respondents‟ 
responses to the open ended prompt on the instrument, 
which will be discussed later. 

As outlined in Table 4, items perceived to be effective 
in preparing the respondent sample for college teaching 
in high consensus disciplines included: designing a 
course, engaging in self-assessment with regards to 
teaching, observing teaching, preparing course 
assignments, delivering lectures in the classroom and 
designing course syllabus. Several researchers have 
advanced these activities as recommendations to better 
prepare doctoral students for their college teaching role. 
For example Meacham (2002) and Wulff et al. (2004) 
recommends that having the experience in designing a 
course syllabus and designing a course helps in 
preparation for teaching. Similarly, Austin (2002b) 
recommends observing teaching as a way of aiding in 
teacher preparation. All of the aforementioned activities 
provide support for a more structured approach to 
teacher training in high consensus disciplines. 

There were 16 items found to be effective in preparing 
the respondent sample from low consensus disciplines 
for their college teaching role. The same items rated as 
effective in high consensus disciplines emerged in low 
consensus disciplines with the addition of six items 
(experience grading exams, conversations with faculty 
about grading, conversations with other students about 
teaching, asking faculty members questions about 
teaching, sharing teaching resources, grading or 
providing feedback on written assignments). Based on 
these results, it seems that new faculty in low consensus 
disciplines experienced more of a mentoring approach to 
teacher training. Many of Austin‟s (2002a; 2002b) 
recommendations for better preparing doctoral students 
for college teaching is supported in these findings. Austin 
emphasized teaching under supervision, receiving 
feedback about teaching, and reflecting on feedback 
about teaching. It seems that a more collaborative model 
for doctoral level teaching preparation in low consensus 
disciplines might be more effective in preparation for 
teaching. These results may also explain why new faculty 
in low consensus disciplines reported an overall higher 
rating of doctoral level teaching preparation. 

Many of the doctoral level experiences rated as 
effective in preparing new faculty for their college 
teaching role is supported in Preparing Future Faculty 
(PFF) programs and centers for teaching improvement. It 
would seem reasonable to believe that if a larger 
proportion of the respondent sample participated in 
activities sponsored by their institution‟s center for 
teaching improvement and the like, then perhaps their 
self-rating of overall preparedness for college teaching 
would be higher. What the results of the study show 
however, is that well over 50% of the respondent sample 
in both high and low consensus disciplines, while aware 
that these programs existed at their institutions, did not 
participate in them. Insights into this phenomenon were  
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assessed in respondents‟ responses to the open ended 
prompt on the instrument which is discussed later in this 
article.  
 
 
Research question #2 – Based on disciplinary 
consensus, what relationship exists between 
activities perceived to be effective in preparation for 
teaching and new faculty perceived level of overall 
preparedness for college teaching? 
 
In addressing the second research question based on 
disciplinary consensus, correlation analyses were 
conducted on the frequency of engagement in activities 
that were rated as effective in preparing the respondent 
sample for their college teaching role. Here the 
researchers were primarily interested in better 
understanding the relationship between frequency of 
engagement in activities that were effective in preparation 
for teaching and new faculty perceptions of overall 
doctoral level preparedness for college teaching. All 
correlations calculated based on disciplinary consensus 
were significant. Positive correlations among items 
ranged from (r(212)=0.117, p=.011 to (r(308)=0.548, 
p=<0.001). These results indicate that as frequency of 
engagement in activities that were effective in preparation 
for teaching increased, new faculty perceptions of overall 
preparedness for college teaching increased. So for 
those respondents in the study who reported higher 
levels of engagement in activities listed in Table 3, 
overall, they tended to rate themselves as better 
prepared for college teaching. These findings are 
important as they provide further support for their 
utilization in better preparing doctoral students for their 
college teaching role (See Table 5 for correlation results).  
 
 
Research question #3– Do new faculty perceptions of 
overall preparedness for college teaching differ 
significantly by disciplinary consensus? 
 
To address the last research question, independent t-test 
analysis was employed in comparing new faculty 
perceived level of overall preparedness for college 
teaching in high and low consensus disciplines. The 
results showed that the perceptions of overall teaching 
preparedness for faculty in high consensus disciplines 
differed significantly from their counterparts in low 
consensus discipline st (388.74) = -7.54, p< 0.05. 
Inspection of the two group means revealed a 
differentiated level of preparation. New faculty in low 
consensus disciplines reported a higher level of doctoral 
level teaching preparation (M=5.10) when compared to 
new faculty from high consensus disciplines (M=3.98). 
(See Table 6a, for more details) While the effect size was 
small, these results comport with the discipline difference 
literature. Results of a study conducted by Biglan (1973a) 
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Table 5. Results of Pearson product moment correlations for selected items (i.e. with an effectiveness rating of 5 or above) correlated to 
perceive overall preparedness for college teaching. 
 

Variables 

High consensus disciplines Low consensus disciplines 

Overall preparation for teaching Overall preparation for teaching 

r p n r p n 

25. Times you participated in designing a 
course 

.335 <.001 216 .339 <.001 314 

27. Times you designed a course syllabus .292 <.001 216 .359 <.001 314 

29.How often did you prepare course 
assignments 

.407 <.001 216 .459 <.000 313 

33.How often did you engage in self-
assessment with regards to your teaching 

.408 <.001 215 .414 <.001 309 

41.Times you independently taught an 
entire course from beginning to end 

.117 .011 212 .262 <.001 305 

43.Times you taught a course under the 
supervision of a full time faculty member 

.200 .004 212 .125 .013 303 

45.How many courses in college teaching 
did you take 

.269 <.000 212 .221 <.001 303 

47.How often did you observe someone 
teaching 

.297 <.000 210 .245 <.001 303 

49.How often did you deliver a lecture in 
the classroom 

.414 <.000 210 .488 <.001 303 

57.Participation in institution‟s center for 
teaching improvement or the like 

.275 <.000 203 .270 <.001 303 

13. How often faculty shared teaching 
resources 

   .349 <.001 321 

21. How often did you engage in 
conversations with other students about 
teaching 

   .404 <.001 314 

23. How often did you ask faculty 
members questions about teaching 

   .361 <.001 314 

31. How often did you have conversations 
with faculty about their approach to 
grading 

   .345 <.001 
312 

 

35. How often did you grade exams    .548 <.001 308 

37. How often did you grade or provide 
feedback on written assignments 

   .454 <.001 307 

 

Effect size r = .1 small, .3 medium, .5 large Fields (2009). 

 
 
revealed that high consensus disciplines were more 
oriented to research and less so to teaching when 
compared to low consensus disciplines. This could 
explain the higher rating of overall preparedness for 
college teaching reported by new faculty in low 
consensus disciplines. Another explanation is found in 
the work of Golde and Dore (2001) who suggest that 
learning about teaching is most common in low 
consensus disciplines. Based on this premise, it would 
seem reasonable to believe that doctoral students in low 
consensus disciplines would report higher levels of 
teaching preparedness because of their discipline‟s 
orientation to teaching. 

Given the many initiatives geared towards better 
preparing doctoral students for their college teaching role 
(e.g. PFF programs, Centers for Teaching Improvement 
etc.), the researchers expected to find higher levels of 

overall teaching preparedness reported by respondents 
in this study. Such programs are spreading rapidly across 
institutions of higher education; however, based on the 
results of this study, very few students are taking 
advantage of the many opportunities these programs 
provide. Of the respondent sample, only 18.3% of 
respondents from high consensus disciplines participated 
in such programs, compared to 35% from low consensus 
disciplines. More than 50% of the respondent sample 
from both high and low consensus disciplines - while 
aware that such programs were available at their 
institutions - perhaps did not see the value of participating 
in activities offered by said programs in better preparing 
them for college teaching. Support for this conclusion can 
be found in respondents‟ responses to the open ended 
prompt from the survey. For example one respondent 
from a high consensus discipline said:  
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Table 6a. Summary of factor analysis results for teaching preparation. 
 

Variable F1 F2 F3 F4 

12. Rating of effectiveness for discussing 
teaching philosophy with faculty 

.656    

14. Rating of effectiveness for faculty sharing 
teaching resources with you 

.717    

16. Rating of effectiveness for discussions 
with faculty about why instructional classroom 
decisions are made 

.713    

18. Rating of effectiveness for receiving 
feedback from faculty about teaching skills 

.646    

24. Rating of effectiveness for asking faculty 
members questions about teaching 

.657    

26. Rating of effectiveness for participating in 
designing a course 

 .745   

28. Rating of effectiveness for designing a 
course syllabus 

 .742   

30. Rating of effectiveness for preparing 
course assignments 

 .714   

32. Rating of effectiveness for discussion with 
faculty about approaches to grading 

.473    

34. Rating of effectiveness for engagement in 
self-assessment with regards to teaching 

  .481  

36. Rating of effectiveness for grading exams   .528  

38. Rating of effectiveness for providing 
feedback on written assignments 

  .602  

40. Rating of effectiveness for discussions 
with faculty about classroom assessments 

  .447  

42. Rating of effectiveness for teaching a 
course independently 

 .726   

44. Rating of effectiveness for teaching a 
course under supervision of faculty 

   .453 

52. Rating of effectiveness for discussion with 
faculty about individual learning differences 

  .666  

54. Rating of effectiveness for discussions 
with faculty about teaching to a diverse 
student population 

  .648  

56. Rating of effectiveness for attending 
seminars on college teaching 

   .705 

58. Rating of effectiveness for participation in 
center for teaching improvement 

   .987 

Initial Eigenvalues 8.152 2.259 1.725 1.544 

% of variance 32.91 7.65 5.12 4.86 
 

Note: Table reflects principal axis factoring pattern matrix; Loadings <.40 are omitted from analysis. Factor 1 
– Advising/Mentoring, Factor 2 – Course Design, Factor 3 – Individual/Student Assessment, Factor 4 – 

Professional Development. 

 
 
“I should note that I was in a doctoral program that 
primarily supported students on research assistantships, 
not TAships. Teaching was not supported as it did not 
bring money into the department. As I work in a research 
institution, research is my primary function, it does not 
matter if I learned or even know how to teach so long as I 
publish and bring in money to my institution”.  

In a similar response, one respondent from a low 
consensus discipline said “I went to a research institution 

and was on a research fellowship most of my years in 
graduate school. Teaching was unimportant”. 

The anti-teaching pro research sentiment in SREB 
Four-Year 1 institutions, which is supported in the 
thematic summary of respondents‟ answers to the open 
ended item on the instrument, can have serious 
implications for the quality of the undergraduate 
experience. It is believed that these perceptions may be 
influenced  by  the  faculty  reward  systems  embedded  
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Table 6b. t-test analysis of factor scores. 
 

Factor M SD t df p 

F1   -3.21 543 .001 

High Consensus Disciplines -.1493 .9031    

Low Consensus Disciplines .0997 .8800    

      

F 2   3.22 543 .002 

High Consensus Disciplines -.1430 .7305    

Low Consensus Disciplines .0948 .9909    

      

F 3   -2.99 543 .003 

High Consensus Disciplines -.1392 .9077    

Low Consensus Disciplines .0920 .8763    

      

F 4   .532 543 .595 

High Consensus Disciplines .0202 .8480    

Low Consensus Disciplines -.0191 .8510    

 
 
within these institutions which are heavily weighted 
towards research productivity. With 36% of the 
respondent sample primarily teaching undergraduates 
and 56% evenly split between graduate and 
undergraduate teaching, the level of overall 
preparedness for college teaching reported in both high 
and low consensus disciplines is more than alarming 
within this institutional classification. It also signals that 
PFF programs and centers for teaching improvement 
have not sufficiently and effectively penetrated research 
institutions, where teaching preparation is concerned. 
While they are clearly present on university campuses, 
the synergies needed to support doctoral level teaching 
preparation requires more attention. What needs to 
happen is the development of a unified relationship 
between PFF programs/centers for teaching 
improvement and doctoral programs in hopes of better 
preparing the next generation of faculty for their college 
teaching role. The following section presents a thematic 
summary of respondents‟ responses to the open ended 
prompt taken from the survey, and provides much insight 
into perhaps why doctoral level teaching preparation 
continues to be a problem within the post-secondary 
context.  
 
 
Thematic summary of open ended responses 
 
The survey had one open-ended item which asked 
subjects to provide additional information pertaining to 
activities or experiences during their doctoral training that 
would have served to better prepare them for teaching as 
a faculty member. Of the respondent sample, 31% of new 
faculty from high consensus disciplines and 29% from 
low consensus disciplines completing the survey 
responded to the open-ended prompt. Eight themes 

emerged in faculty responses to the open ended item on 
the survey in high consensus disciplines and 9 themes 
emerged in faculty responses derived from low 
consensus disciplines. Six themes were common to both 
high and low consensus disciplines - mentoring, 
courses/seminars on college teaching, involvement in 
centers for teaching improvement, teaching 
independently, receiving supervised teaching 
experiences and manifestation of the teaching problem 
(see Figure 1). Two themes with lower frequencies 
emerged that were specific to high consensus disciplines 
- presenting at professional conferences and informal 
discussions about teaching. There were three themes 
that were specific to low consensus disciplines which are 
believed to support teaching preparation - teaching to 
diverse learning styles, leading discussion sections and 
self-taught (see Figure 1 for more details). 

Our discussion of these themes will be delimited to the 
theme „manifestation of the teaching problem‟ as I believe 
that it points to a critical issue relative to the importance 
of teaching in research institutions. This theme brings to 
light an anti-teaching sentiment expressed by new faculty 
across disciplinary consensus in SREB Four-Year 1 
institutions. Many respondents shared their perceptions 
of teaching as being an auxiliary function that faculty are 
contractually obligated to perform in an effort to do what 
they are trained to do (i.e. research). To view teaching as 
an auxiliary function is to trivialize the true purpose of 
higher education (i.e. to prepare students for participatory 
democracy (Dewey, 1944)). It is arguable that if students 
did not grace the doors of higher education, then higher 
education would cease to exist. Thus one of the primary 
roles of higher education is the advancement of 
knowledge through teaching and research. It becomes 
clear in such a context where research takes precedence 
to  teaching  how  research  institutions  may  be doing a 
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Figure 1. Themes derived from responses to item 60 on preparation for teaching survey. Note: HC = High 
Consensus Disciplines (physics, chemistry, geology, biology), LC = Low Consensus Disciplines (political 
science, sociology, psychology, economics). 

 
 
disservice to their students. 

This theme „manifestation of the teaching problem‟ also 
points to the fragmented perceptions of teaching being 
completely independent of research in doctoral research 
institutions. In support of Boyer‟s (1990) notion that 
research keeps the flame of teaching alive, I view the 
relationship between teaching and research as one that 
is symbiotic. Research has the potential to inform 
teaching thus impacting the quality of student learning. 
Research institutions, specifically those sampled in this 
study, need to develop a culture that recognizes the 
importance of both teaching and research. While this goal 
may be far-fetched, it requires a re-engineering of the 
faculty rewards system in research institutions to 
resemble one in which faculty are rewarded for the broad 
range of roles they perform. One respondent in the 
sample stated that: 
 
“Nothing short of a fundamental shift in the culture and 
priorities of the modern research university is going to 
resolve the problem of under-preparation. My mentors 
actively discouraged the seeking of teaching experiences 
and/or training. This would take time away from my 
development into a marketable researcher--and useful 
research assistant. I would in fact have had a difficult 
time finding a job if I hadn't followed this advice. After my 

job talk at the institution where I currently am employed, 
the head of the search committee said, "We are 
supposed to ask you about your teaching at this point, 
but, frankly, I do not care." Incidentally, that faculty 
member was head of undergraduate studies in our 
department. Coming from a public liberal arts school, I 
did not understand what the modern research university 
is all about. I thus had my guard down and allowed 
myself to follow the anti-teaching/pro-researcher 
incentives that were placed before me. If I had to do it all 
over again, I would have sought a doctoral program that 
was committed to developing professors who take their 
teaching responsibilities seriously. I think it is the most 
important part of our job and it is why I sought a doctoral 
degree. That said, I do also believe that I would have had 
a difficult time finding employment if I had gone through 
such a program. After all, departments like the one I went 
through are the rule, rather than the exception, and the 
same values that taint their graduate curriculum also 
inform their hiring decisions”. 
 
 
STUDY LIMITATIONS 
 
The first limitation of the study lies in its retrospective 
nature. It  is  unknown whether new faculty perception of  
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their doctoral level teaching preparation is an accurate 
representation of actual preparation for teaching. 
Because the study is delimited to SREB Four-Year 1 
institutions and recognizing that this group of institutions 
is more oriented to research, it is reasonable to expect 
that socialization to the academic profession is more 
likely to emphasize research training thus making 
teaching preparation a challenge. 

The purposive inclusion of faculty from a limited 
number of disciplines - political science, sociology, 
psychology, economics, physics, chemistry, biology and 
geology also limits the generalizability of findings to the 
full range of high and low consensus disciplines within 
the post-secondary context. These results must be 
interpreted with caution as the disciplines represented in 
this study were not inclusive of all disciplines. For these 
reasons, the study‟s findings should not be generalized 
beyond SREB Four-Year 1 institutions and disciplines 
outside the purview of this study. In addition, the study 
was exploratory in nature, given that it is the first known 
study to take a disciplinary approach in investigating and 
identifying experiences that are perceived to be effective 
in teaching preparation. The exploratory factor analyses 
conducted in this study is a first attempt in understanding 
how items on the preparation for teaching survey cluster. 
Additional studies employing the instrument should focus 
on conducting a confirmatory factor analyses in efforts to 
further refine the instrument. Another limitation of the 
study lies in the correlation analyses. These results do 
not tell whether or not the relationships discovered in the 
correlation analyses are causal; they only reveal that the 
variables are related in a systematic way. Finally, while 
not unusual in the social sciences and particularly in 
education, the small effect sizes associated with the 
discipline difference analysis must be taken into 
consideration in applying the findings of this exploratory 
study.  
 
 
CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS 
 
The results of this empirical investigation certainly 
provide a starting point for addressing the problem of 
teaching preparation in doctoral programs. The study 
approached teaching preparation from a disciplinary lens 
exploring activities that are believed to be effective in 
doctoral level teaching preparation in both high and low 
consensus disciplines. Several key conclusions can be 
drawn from the results of this empirical investigation. 
 
(1). The culture of research institutions would appear to 
de-emphasize teaching to the detriment of preparing 
future college faculty for their teaching role.  
 
While results of the study provides important information 
to help in better preparing doctoral students for their 
college teaching role, it is obvious from the findings that  

 
 
 
 
teaching at research institutions seems to be an ancillary 
function that university faculty are contractually obligated 
to perform in an effort to engage in the types of activities 
that support tenure (i.e. research). One respondent in the 
study stated it well when he said “Nothing short of a 
fundamental shift in the culture and priorities of the 
modern research university is going to resolve the 
problem of under-preparation…” 
 
(1). Despite the proliferation of PFF programs and other 
initiatives geared towards better teaching preparation, 
doctoral level teaching preparation remains a major 
concern especially for students in high consensus 
disciplines. 
 
The results of this study are congruent to other empirical 
works that explore doctoral students‟ teaching 
preparation. Across a string of studies, higher education 
scholars conclude that the research component of 
doctoral education rooted in tradition is often emphasized 
at the expense of broader and more holistic training and 
skill development for the academic profession (Campbell 
et al., 2005; Fagen and Wells, 2002; Golde and Dore, 
2001; Nerad et al., 2004; Wulff et al., 2004). 

Specifically, these authors all cite lack of teaching 
preparation as a core problem. The results of this study 
suggest that teaching preparation is still a major concern 
especially for new faculty in high consensus disciplines. 
The respondent sample from low consensus disciplines 
reported being more prepared for college teaching when 
compared to their counterparts from high consensus 
disciplines which could be explained by low consensus 
disciplines‟ orientation to teaching. It is clear based on 
these findings that much work in the realm of teaching 
preparation across disciplines needs to be undertaken in 
an effort to better prepare doctoral students for their 
college teaching role. 

The results of the study also revealed that for the small 
proportion of the respondent sample that participated in 
their institution‟s center for teaching excellence or the 
like, across disciplines the majority of participants rated 
this experience as being effective in preparing them for 
college teaching. It is still unclear whether the spread of 
centers for teaching excellence or the like across college 
campuses is a knee-jerk reaction by higher education to 
satiate concerns for teaching preparation advocates or if 
it is indeed based on the notion that while aware of the 
teaching preparation problem, they are making 
constructive efforts to better prepare both existing and 
future faculty for their college teaching role. Given the 
small proportion of new faculty (26% or n=144) from the 
respondent sample who participated in their institution‟s 
center for teaching excellence or the like, the analysis of 
item 60 points to a culture within research institutions 
where teaching obviously is not important. 

 
(1). Research institutions have forgotten the core of their 



 
 
 
 
purpose. 
 
These findings also suggest that research institutions 
have obviously forgotten the core of their purpose - that is 
the dissemination of knowledge. It is conceivable that if 
students were to shy away from these institutions, then 
the research which is so revered and rewarded would be 
difficult to perform in an environment that is fueled by 
student enrollment. What is needed is the cultivation of a 
culture within research institutions that recognizes the 
importance of teaching and teaching preparation. Given 
the faculty reward systems in these institutions, research 
is the primary yard stick by which most faculty are 
judged. Thus, supporting a culture that is all inclusive of 
the varying roles that faculty perform to also include the 
importance of the teaching role is perceptually out of 
bound. It is time we ask the question how do the priorities 
of the professoriate relate to the missions of American 
higher education? In beginning to re-conceptualize and 
re-engineer the culture of research institutions, the faculty 
reward system must reflect the importance of teaching 
and teaching preparation. 

There is no doubt that teaching at its best, shapes both 
research and practice (Boyer, 1990). What is needed 
within research institutions is a realization that teaching 
and research are not two separate entities, but two roles 
that are intimately connected and shared by a symbiotic 
relationship. Boyer (1990) claims that teaching keeps the 
scholarship of research alive, but the same argument 
could be made about research. This conceptualization of 
teaching and research sharing a symbiotic relationship 
coupled with a re-engineering of the faculty reward 
system, could have important implications for faculty 
work, doctoral students preparation for their college 
teaching role, and the quality of learning taking place in 
the classroom. What is urgently needed in research 
institutions in support of Boyer‟s work, “is a more 
inclusive view of what it means to be a scholar - a 
recognition that knowledge is acquired through research, 
through synthesis, through practice and through 
teaching” (p.24). 
 
(1). There is a definite need for attention to teaching 
preparation in doctoral programs across disciplinary 
consensus. 
  
This study‟s findings also point to a definite need for 
attention to teaching preparation in doctoral programs 
across disciplines. The socialization literature makes the 
argument that doctoral students as part of their induction 
into the academic profession would be well served if they 
are socialized to and develop an understanding for the 
broad array of roles that faculty members perform (Austin 
and McDaniels, 2006). As the anticipatory socialization 
process is most optimal during doctoral training, one of 
the fundamental developmental milestones for doctoral 
students is to  begin  to  develop  an  identity as a future  
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member of the profession (McDaniels, 2010). McDaniels 
argues that optimally students will be given progressively 
more demanding teaching experiences that will help in 
socializing them to their college teaching role. The 
argument could be made that if faculty in research 
institutions does not buy into the importance of teaching 
and teaching preparation, then their students‟ anticipatory 
socialization to their college teaching role will more than 
likely resemble that of their own, contributing to and 
perpetuating a culture that does not recognize the 
importance of teaching. 

While it is clear that I am calling for a re-engineering of 
the faculty reward system to be more inclusive of the 
importance of teaching, and the cultivation of a culture in 
higher education that supports teaching preparation and 
excellence, pedagogical training is needed to help 
doctoral students develop the knowledge and skills to 
carry out their teaching responsibilities effectively. 

There is no doubt that teaching in higher education 
requires a combination of content knowledge and 
pedagogy. An understanding of teaching and learning, 
and more specifically the different ways in which students 
learn and the usefulness of different teaching strategies 
that support learning in the discipline is important in 
preparing stewards of the profession. Teaching according 
to McDaniels (2010) requires careful planning, knowledge 
of one‟s audience and the ability to effectively engage 
different learning styles; a realization of the importance of 
establishing learning goals and knowledge of assessment 
in gauging outcomes; and a willingness to be innovative. 
Such an understanding could be garnered from 
imbedding courses on college teaching in the curriculum. 
Within both high and low consensus disciplines, new 
faculty rated taking courses in college teaching and 
attending seminars on college teaching while they were 
doctoral students as experiences that were effective in 
preparing them for teaching. 

I believe that teaching is a complex endeavor that 
requires the teacher to engineer a learning environment 
that fosters intellectual exchange, understanding and the 
promotion of skill development. Despite one‟s view on the 
role of teaching and research, teaching is a necessity for 
the transmittal of knowledge. Research has shown that 
doctoral students cite a love for teaching as one of the 
primary reason for their decision to pursue faculty careers 
(Golde and Dore, 2001). While this may be true, their 
utopic aspirations where research institutions are 
concerned are quickly overshadowed by the demand to 
publish or perish. One respondent stated that: 
 
“Research at my institution was emphasized over 
teaching. I'm not terribly disappointed that this is the 
case. In my discipline, teaching does not contribute to 
advancement in the field or at your institution. It is a lip-
service requirement. In other words, you can be a great 
teacher, but if you do not publish, you're fired. Therefore, 
investment in teaching is not wise for junior faculty…..” 
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While the results of this study has certainly broadened 
our understanding of teaching preparation from a 
disciplinary lens, university faculty and administrators 
within research institutions have a responsibility to their 
students (i.e. to deliver a quality education). If we are to 
successfully fulfill that mission, then it will require both 
faculty and administrators to think differently about the 
role of teaching in research institutions. 
 
 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 
 
The purpose of this study was to increase our 
understanding of new faculty perceptions of their doctoral 
level teaching preparation through a disciplinary lens. 
This study was an important contribution to our 
understanding of teaching preparation as it employed a 
disciplinary lens in both quantitative and subjective 
analyses. The study‟s contribution to the literature on 
teaching preparation and discipline differences has been 
the identification of experiences that were effective in 
preparing new faculty for their college teaching role. 
Identifying these experiences is a first step in conducting 
more in-depth empirical works designed to inform our 
understanding of the changes needed to facilitate 
teaching preparation in doctoral programs. 

To enhance the preparation of doctoral students for 
their college teaching role, the pre-arrival stage of their 
enculturation (i.e. graduate education) must reflect 
preparation for the range of roles (that is teaching, 
research and service) that new faculty are expected to 
perform when they enter the academy. While Austin 
(2002a, 2002b) and Wulff (2004), among other higher 
education scholars, contend that improving the 
preparation of future faculty has become a significant 
issue in academia, it is unclear from the results of this 
study and review of literature whether any substantive 
gains have been realized in addressing the problem. 

In advancing recommendations for practice, it seems 
reasonable to believe that any substantive gains in better 
preparing doctoral students for their college teaching role 
hinges on fostering a culture within SREB Four-Year 1 
institutions that support teaching preparation. It is also 
reasonable to believe based on the results of the study, 
that any gains in fostering a culture for teaching 
preparation is unlikely to occur without re-engineering the 
faculty reward system. Based on this premise, doctoral 
programs can then begin to implement the findings of this 
study in better preparing doctoral students for their 
college teaching role.  
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