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Abstract

An instrument to measure the teaching self-efficacy of science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics (STEM) GTAs is adapted from a general college teaching instrument (Prieto
Navarro, 2005) for the specific teaching environment of the STEM GTAs. The construct and
content validity and reliability of the final instrument are indicated. The final instrument has two
subscale factors, instructional strategies and positive learning environment but can also be used
as an overall measure of STEM GTA teaching self-efficacy. Correlations to GTA training and
teaching experience are demonstrated and further research and training implications are
discussed.

Introduction

Graduate teaching assistants in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics
(STEM) disciplines have a large influence on the teaching of undergraduates. These GTAs often
have more contact hours with the students than the professors, especially in large introductory
undergraduate courses where the GTAs are usually responsible for teaching laboratory or
recitation sections (Fagen & Wells, 2004; Golde & Dore, 2001). Many of the first experiences
STEM undergraduates have in college are closely associated with their GTAs. It is important for
the university, department, and students that these GTAs are competent instructors (Svinicki,
1995-96). It is also important for the GTA that they are competent instructors. They are paying
for their education with the GTA experience and many GTAs are interested in an academic
faculty career. They will be the future professors teaching the next generation of undergraduate

students. Even if the GTA is not interested in an academic career, the presentation and



interpersonal skills learned in teaching can benefit other careers. Therefore it is important that
GTAs become good instructors.

Although it is important for GTAs to become good instructors, many GTAS receive no
training in teaching (DeChenne et al., 2009; Golde & Dore, 2001; Meyers, Lansu, Hundal,
Lekkos, & Prieto, 2007; Piccinin & Fairweather, 1996-97; Rushin et al., 1997). Even GTAs that
receive teaching training often indicate it is of little or no help in improving their teaching
(Jones, 1993). They are told that teaching is not important, and are not supported in their efforts
to improve their teaching (Luft, Kurdziel, Roehrig, & Turner, 2004). The GTA training provided
does little to help the GTAs teach. Although there are individual programs that show promising
results (e.g. Davis & Kring, 2001) much GTA training is ineffectual (Luft et al., 2004; Shannon,
Twale, & Moore, 1998). A good deal of the literature about GTA training is descriptive with
little measure of the effectiveness of the training (DeChenne, 2009). Reliable and valid
measures of constructs related to improvement are needed. One possible construct to measure is
GTA teaching self-efficacy. Teaching self-efficacy refers to a teachers’ belief that they will be
able to effectively teach a given population of students a specific subject. In the K-12
environment teaching self-efficacy has been shown to be valuable predictor for student
achievement, teacher retention, and persistence in the face of teaching difficulties (for a review
see Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Using teaching self-efficacy could also provide a
measure of STEM GTAs’ teaching effectiveness. However, before this can be accomplished a

valid and reliable measure of STEM GTA teaching self-efficacy is needed.



Literature Review

GTA Training

Studies of GTA training in the literature show mixed results in improving the teaching of
GTAs. Many individual programs report success in improving the teaching of the GTAs or
demonstrate that the GTAs have learned the material presented in the class (e.g. Carroll, 1977,
Daniels, 1970; Davis & Kring, 2001; Hadre & Chen, 2005a, 2005b; Tubb, 1974). Bray and
Howard (1980) demonstrate that differences in how GTAs are trained affect their self-reports of
teaching, student ratings of teaching, and expert observations of teaching. However, studies that
look at GTA training across multiple programs find that such training is usually not effective in
changing the teaching of the GTAs (Jones, 1993; Luft et al., 2004). Shannon, Twale and Moore
(1998) find that GTA training across a university has no significant effect on student evaluations
of teaching. The only type of training that provides a significant effect is an undergraduate
degree in education. This literature indicates that the quality of GTA training is highly variable
among and across universities. While there are individual programs that report successful
training of GTAs, many GTAs are not receiving any training (DeChenne et al., 2009; Golde &
Dore, 2001; Rushin et al., 1997; Shannon et al., 1998) or if they are in GTA training, that
training by implication from studies across universities, is poor (Jones, 1993; Luft et al., 2004;
Shannon et al., 1998).

When GTA training is studied across multiple training programs, it is either measured as
a dichotomous variable (GTA training or not) (e.g. Prieto & Altmaier, 1994) or as the amount of
time in GTA training (e g. Shannon et al., 1998). This type of measure of GTA training yields
minimal information regarding the quality of the GTA training program. The actual impact that

GTA training has on a GTAs’ teaching is important and having a narrow understanding limits



Table 1
Exploratory Factor Analysis of GTA-TSES subscales with all GTAs

Factor Loadings"

Factor 2:

Factor 1: Positive

Instructional Learning
How confident am I in my ability too?... Variable #  Strategies Environment
Appropriately grade my students’
exams/assignments? 1 a7
Spend the time necessary to plan my classes? 2 74
Select appropriate materials for class activities? 3 .69
Evaluate accurately my students” academic
capabilities? 4 .66
Prepare the teaching materials I will use? 5 .64
Stay current in my knowledge of the subject | am
teaching? 6 .61
Provide my students with detailed feedback about
their academic progress? 7 .61
Specify the learning goals that | expect my students
to attain? 8 .59
Think of my students as active learners, which is to
say knowledge builders rather than information
receivers? 9 .79
Promote a positive attitude towards learning in my
students? 10 71
Ensure that my students consider themselves capable
of learning the material in the course? 11 .67
Promote my students’ confidence in themselves? 12 .66
Create a positive classroom climate for learning? 13 .66
Encourage the students to interact with each other? 14 .64
Let students take initiative for their own learning? 15 .64
Eigenvalue 4.13 3.95
Percent (%) of total variance explained 27.50 26.31
Cumulative percent (%) of variance 27.50 53.81
Factor Mean® 4.12 3.98
Cronbach o .87 .86

! Principal components factor analysis with \Varimax rotation.
’Items coded on a 5 point scale of 1=not at all confidence to 5=very confident.
the researchers’ conclusions from the data. Rather than just measuring the
presence/absence or time in GTA training, it is important to evaluate the learning the GTAs

encountered. It should be possible to get a more complete understanding of how well the GTAs

learned about teaching using survey items (Table 1) initially developed to determine what GTAS



want to learn in their training (DeChenne et al., 2009). This should provide a better measure of
the quality of the overall GTA teaching training than currently exists.
Teaching Self-Efficacy

The development of teaching skills is an important part of GTA training. Social
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986, 1997) offers a causal structure which provides for both the
development of skills and the regulation of actions. Self-efficacy is a central component in this
theoretical framework. Research has demonstrated that when training for a specific skill, high
self-efficacy is positively correlated with performance (Bandura, 1997; Gist, Schwoerer, &
Rosen, 1989; Pajares, 1996a). According to Bandura (1997)

Perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize
and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments. ...[self-
efficacy] beliefs influence the courses of action people choose to pursue, how
much effort they put forth in given endeavors, how long they will persevere in the
face of obstacles and failures, their resilience to adversity, whether their thought
patterns are self-hindering or self-aiding, how much stress and depression they
experience in coping with taxing environmental demands, and the level of
accomplishments they realize (pg. 3).

Self-efficacy, as conceived by Bandura, is the theoretical base for teaching self-efficacy
and the development of a STEM GTA Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale (GTA-TSES) used in this
study.

Teaching self-efficacy research has followed two strands, the first resulting from the
powerful predictive results of just two questions on an early study of teacher characteristics
(RAND study) and student learning (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977) and the second strand based
in Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. The two items from the RAND study proved so
powerful in predicting student performance, teacher change, and continued use of methods and

materials from federally funded projects that many different multiple item instruments were



developed to capture teacher efficacy (see Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, for a review). One of
the most widely used is the Gibson and Dembo (1984) instrument which was based on the
RAND study items but utilized the framework of self-efficacy from social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986). Using instruments such as these, research with elementary, middle, and high
school teachers demonstrated that teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs impacted many student
outcomes and teacher behaviors. In a review of the literature on teacher self-efficacy,
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) indicated teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs were related to student
outcomes such as achievement, motivation, and the students’ sense of efficacy. They also
indicated teaching self-efficacy was related to teacher classroom behaviors, the goals set,
persistence with students, enthusiasm for and commitment to teaching. Teachers with high
teaching self-efficacy performed better and their students benefited.

At the post-secondary level, teaching self-efficacy has been studied in GTAs, mainly in
psychology departments, although there are two studies with GTAs across the university.
However, we find no published studies using teaching self-efficacy as a measure specifically for
STEM GTA training. Teaching self-efficacy in GTAs has complex interactions with teaching
assistant training, previous teaching experience, and supervision (Heppner, 1994; Meyers et al.,
2007; Prieto & Altmaier, 1994; Prieto & Meyers, 1999; Prieto, Yamokoski, & Meyers, 2007;
Tollerud, 1990).

In studies with psychology students, variable effects of GTA training, experience, and
supervision are found. Tollerud (1990) first developed an instrument to measure the teaching
self-efficacy of counseling psychology GTAs which was then later adapted for general use with
GTAs (Prieto & Altmaier, 1994). Tollerud indicates that in a population of advanced

counseling psychology GTAs and recent graduates, having no teaching experience decreases



their teaching self-efficacy. Prior professional teaching experience does not significantly impact
teaching self-efficacy but the amount of time spent teaching as a GTA does. GTA training has
no significant effect on teaching self-efficacy. In contrast, Prieto and Meyers (1999) find a
significant effect for GTA training but not supervision on teaching self-efficacy. In a further
study of psychology GTA training, training and teaching experience are positively associated
with teaching self-efficacy (Meyers et al., 2007).

Level of responsibility for teaching can have an effect on GTAs teaching self-efficacy.
Prieto and Altmaier (1994) find there are no significant differences in teaching self-efficacy by
amount of teaching responsibility (primary, assistant, or general instructor). However in two
other studies, GTAs in non-instructive roles (e.g. graders) have significantly lower teaching self-
efficacy scores than GTAs who have teaching roles (either assistant or primary instructors)
(Prieto & Meyers, 1999); and there are significant differences between GTAs who are graders or
assistants and those who have the primary responsibility for the classroom (Prieto et al., 2007).

In studies with GTAs from across institutions conflicting results are also evident. In one
study, there are small significant correlations (Cohen, 1988) between teaching self-efficacy and
prior training (r=.22) or previous experience (r=.25). However in a regression analysis, while
teaching experience is significant, it only explains 5% of the variance. Prior training is not
significant at the .05 level and when forced into the model explains 2% of the variance (Prieto &
Altmaier, 1994). In a more detailed study including the effects of supervision, GTA training and
supervision have variable effects depending on the teaching role of the GTA (Prieto et al., 2007).
In the assistant/grader group there is no effect on teaching self-efficacy for training or
supervision but prior teaching experience accounts for a significant amount of the variance. In

the primary group prior teaching experience does not account for a significant amount of the



variance in the teaching self-efficacy scores but there is a significant interaction effect for
supervision and training. A further breakdown of the supervision and training interactions with
the primary group shows supervision has no effect on teaching self-efficacy when there is
training but has a positive effect on teaching self-efficacy when there is no training. Receiving
both training and supervision produces lower teaching self-efficacy than just supervision alone.
Training has no effect on the teaching self-efficacy of students who are not receiving
supervision.

Situational specificity of self-efficacy

Bandura (1997) proposed that because self-efficacy beliefs were explicitly self-referent in
nature and directed toward perceived abilities about given specific tasks, they were powerful
predictors of behavior. Further he stated that self-efficacy refers to organizing and executing
courses of action required to successfully accomplishing a specific teaching task in a particular
context. Many measures of self-efficacy address specific tasks, yet fall short of providing the
particular context (Enochs & Riggs, 1990; R. K. Henson, 2002; Pajares, 1996a).

In the development of teaching self-efficacy instruments the situational specificity of
different teaching contexts and tasks is important (Bandura, 1997; R. K. Henson, 2002; Pajares,
1996a). There is a balance between the general and the specific. Overly specific and the
instrument is not measuring teaching self-efficacy, just a specific task in a specific context. A
measure of a genetics GTA’s belief in their ability to teach how to load DNA samples into an
agarose gel for electophoresis to junior level biochemistry students at a research university is too
specific. However, to broad and the instrument may simply be measuring general personality
traits instead of the self-efficacy specific to the task (Pajares, 1996b). Since self-efficacy refers

to a persons’ beliefs about their abilities to accomplish a behavior or task in a specific context it
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IS important to design the instrument to the context in which the person in performing the task
(Bandura, 1997).

College teaching self-efficacy has been measured mostly in psychology students, but
teaching styles are different among the various disciplines. It has been recognized that teaching
in STEM is fundamentally different from the other disciplines and that this difference should be
recognized in the roles of GTAs (Golde & Dore, 2004; Lindblom-Y lanne, Trigwell, Nevgi, &
Ashwin, 2006; Torvi, 1994; Verleger & Velasquez, 2007). STEM GTAs are rarely responsible
for a course (DeChenne et al., 2009; Torvi, 1994) but instead teach laboratory and recitation
sections, and so usually act as a conduit between the students and the course professor. GTAS
need to understand complex grading rubrics and have skills that allow them to facilitate
questions without giving the student the answer. STEM students often work independently or in
small groups on complex projects that can span a term or more of coursework (Moore & Diefes-
Dux, 2004; Pomalaza-Raez & Groff, 2003; Taylor, Heer, & Fiez, 2003). GTAs must understand
these long-term projects, how to facilitate learning, help students at different points of
scholarship, and with frustrating problems. All of these activities require the STEM GTA to have
excellent interpersonal relationship skills.

Given that the STEM GTA teaching context is different from other university teaching
contexts, measuring teaching self-efficacy in STEM GTAs requires a context specific
instrument. Additionally, when comparing the GTA training across more than one program it is
important to measure the GTAs’ perception of the quality of that training rather than simply the
number of hours of training or whether or not training occurred. According to social cognitive
theory, the two measures should be correlated. The development and validation of these

instruments is the focus of this paper. The research objectives are as follows:
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1. Measure GTA perceptions of their learning in GTA training.
2. Adapt the College Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale (CTSES) for the STEM GTA context.
3. Determine the reliability of the GTA Teaching Self-Efficacy Survey (GTA-TSES).

4. Determine the content and construct validity of the GTA-TSES.

Methods
Instrument Modification

There were two college teaching self-efficacy instruments. The instrument used in most
of the GTA teaching self-efficacy studies was the Self-Efficacy Toward Teaching Inventory —
Adapted (SETI-A) (Prieto & Altmaier, 1994), which was adapted for general GTA use from a
teaching self-efficacy instrument that was specific for counseling psychology educators
(Tollerud, 1990). A second college teaching self-efficacy instrument, CTSES, was more recently
developed (Prieto Navarro, 2005). After discussing what types of items should be included in a
STEM GTA teaching self-efficacy scale; a team, including two science educators and two
engineering education faculty, reviewed the items on the CTSES and the SETI-A. The CTSES
was chosen since it required less extensive modification. The team collaborated to adapt the
CTSES to the STEM GTA context.

As part of a larger study of STEM GTA teaching self-efficacy, the CTSES needed to be
streamlined; items specific to STEM GTA teaching added or modified from the general college
instructor context; and items not usually part of a STEM GTA duties removed. The CTSES was
long (44 items) and contained two six point scales, one for self-efficacy and one measuring
actual instructor action for each item. STEM GTAs were rarely involved in course design or
were the primary instructors responsible for a course, therefore items related to overall course

design and planning were removed (seven items). The CTSES contained items on reflective
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practice, many of which required teaching the same course repeatedly. Many GTAs, especially
in engineering, did not teach the same course repeatedly so these items were removed (five
items). Items that were unclear to the researchers or included technical pedagogical language
were also removed (three items). There were two pairs of redundant items; one from each pair
was removed. Four items were rewritten to be more specific to the STEM GTA context. Given
the large amount of group work in STEM laboratory classes, one item relating to student
interaction was added. Finally only the self-efficacy scale was retained but changed to a five
point scale because of the limitations of data collection (the scantrons included A to E). The
content validity of the items was reviewed by two additional social science faculty with
knowledge of both social cognitive theory and instrument design. They were asked to evaluate
whether each item represented an aspect of the GTA’s teaching self-efficacy, to comment on
clarity, and suggest revisions or additions. The instrument as administered contained 28 items,
measured on a five point scale of A (no confidence) to E (complete confidence).
Participants

The GTA-TSES was administered to GTASs in various STEM departments at Six
universities; three in the Pacific Northwest, two in the Southwest and one in the Midwest. Five
universities had a Carnegie basic classification of RU/VH (Research Universities with Very High
research activity) and one was a DRU (Doctoral/Research University). Engineering and
technology GTAs taught across the engineering disciplines including; aerospace, biological,
biomedical, chemical, civil, computer, construction, electrical, environmental, industrial,
manufacturing, mechanical, and petroleum. Science GTAs taught in biology, chemistry,
geosciences, microbiology, molecular biology, and physics. Also included in the sample were

GTAs who taught in mathematics.
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Administration

The GTAs were administered the GTA-TSES once, near the end of the semester or
quarter. Data was collected from Fall 2009 through Fall 2010. One of two administration
techniques was used depending on location. The survey was distributed to the GTASs through the
department mail system, collected in a sealed container in the departmental office, and returned
to the researcher through the US mail (or collected directly by a researcher). Alternatively, the
survey was administered during a GTA training class and collected by one of the researchers at
that time. All protocols were approved by the institutional review board at the originating
university.
Data Analysis

Study 1. The GTA-TSES was administered to STEM GTAs at five institutions outside
the originating university as previously described. In addition to the items in the GTA-TSES,
three additional questions were asked; two demographic questions (university and department
affiliation) and a question indicating the GTA’s primary role as; laboratory, recitation, lecturer,
course instructor, or grader. There were 76 participants, including 48 engineering GTAs and 28
science GTAs. Twenty percent of the GTAs described themselves as graders, the rest indicated
classroom instructional roles, with laboratory instructor the most common (56%). Using SPSS
version 16, the 28 items on the self-efficacy instrument were analyzed using principle
components factor analysis with varimax rotation.

Study 2. The survey instrument was administered to STEM GTAs at the originating
university as previously described. The survey instrument contained the following measures:

GTA-TSES, GTA training, GTA teaching experience, and additional demographic questions
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included gender, nationality, and career interest. The GTA-TSES items were analyzed using
principle components factor analysis with varimax rotation, and a scree test.

There were 177 participants; 61% were engineering and 39% science or mathematics
GTAs. Twenty six percent of the GTAs described their primary role as grading, the rest
indicated classroom instructional roles, with laboratory instructor (36%) the most common.
Twenty-seven percent of the GTAs were female and 64% were interested in college/university
teaching as a career. The sample was split almost evenly between international teaching
assistants (ITAs - 47%) and US teaching assistants (USTAs - 53%). Thirteen percent of the
sample had no GTA training of any kind; university, department, or college coursework.

GTA training was measured two ways; (a) number of hours spent in teaching training
measured in university-wide and department GTA training, and university coursework in
teaching, and (b) by the GTA’s overall perception of their GTA training. This was measured by
rating the both overall GTA training and how well the GTAs learned different items directly
related to teaching. These items were generated from a prior study of GTA training (DeChenne
et al., 2009). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the items about GTA training was used to
examine whether the variables measuring this latent factor provided a good fit and demonstrated
construct validity. EQS 6.1 software and Satorra-Bentler robust estimation to correct for
multivariate non-normality was used for the CFA analysis (Byrne, 1994). Robust corrected
comparative fit index (CFl), non-normed fit index (NNFI), and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) were used to assess model fit. CFI and NNFI values > 0.90 and
RMSEA values < 0.08 suggested acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).

Teaching experience was measured by the number of quarters taught and the amount of

responsibility for the course the GTAs had in their teaching (from none to complete
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responsibility). Additionally, two items that asked the GTASs to rate their own experience were
used. One item asked the GTAs to compare themselves to other GTAs in the department and the
other asked them to rate their own experience (from beginner to expert).

Validity and Reliability. The GTAs from both studies were combined and the construct
validity of the GTA-TSES was determined and a second-order factor analysis of the data done.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to examine whether the variables measuring the
latent factors provided a good fit and demonstrated construct validity. The possibility of a
second order factor structure was examined using both second order CFA and principle
components factor analysis with varimax rotation forcing one factor.

Internal consistency of multiple-item indices measuring these concepts was examined
with Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients. An alpha coefficient > 0.65 indicated that items
were measuring the same concept and justified combining items into a single index (Cortina,
1993). Using the GTAs from Study 2, Pearson’s Product Moment Correlations (r) between the
GTA-TSES and teaching experience or GTA training measures were determined. The
differences in teaching self-efficacy by nationality, teaching experience, gender, teaching
responsibility, GTA training, and career plans were compared using t-tests and effect sizes were
determined using point biserial correlations.

Results
Study 1

The 28 items were subjected to exploratory factor analysis as described above. Five
factors that explained 69% of the variance in the GTAs scores were found. The rotation failed to
converge in 25 iterations so the unrotated factors were examined. The first factor had an

eigenvalue of 13.312 and an explained 48% of the variance. Costello and Osborne (2005)
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suggested, for small sample sizes in EFA, to select strong factor loadings when determining what
items to retain in a factor; therefore items with factor loadings below .60 were removed (two
items). Additionally, upon reading the items again one more item was removed due to poorly
worded language. There were 25 items available for further analysis.
Study 2

The 25 items were subjected to exploratory factor analysis as described above. Five
factors that explained 62% of the variance in the GTAs scores were found. A scree test (Cattell,
1966) suggested that two or three factors could be found in the data. The two factor analysis
found items relating to a positive learning environment loading on one factor with items relating
to instructional strategies loading on the other. The three factor solution split up the instructional
strategies factor into two with some of the items from the positive learning environment also
loading on the third factor. Given that the two factors were more defined and clearly represented
the tasks of teaching for STEM GTAs, the two factor structure was used. Additionally, the two
factors found were similar to two of the factors determined for pre-service and in-service
teachers (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). They found three factors, efficacy for instructional
strategies, student engagement, and classroom management. We did not include any items
relating to classroom management in this instrument since GTAS are teaching adults not
children, but the other two factors were similar.

The initial two factor solution explained 48% of the variance in the GTAs scores. To
strengthen the factors, all of the items that cross-loaded between the two factors and the items
with the lowest factor loadings within each factor were removed (Costello & Osborne, 2005).

This left 15 items. Another exploratory factor analysis with those 15 items gave two clean
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factors that explained 53% of the variance. The factors were labeled self-efficacy for
instructional strategies (is=8 items), and positive learning environment (ple=7 items).
Validity and Reliability of the GTA-TSES

The data from the two studies of GTAs was combined to explore the validity, reliability,
and possible 2™ order factor structure of the teaching self-efficacy instrument. An exploratory
factor analysis of the combined data gave two clean factors that explained 54% of the variance in
GTAs scores (Table 1). All of the variables loaded between .59 to .77 for instructional strategies
and .64 to .79 for positive learning environment. Both factors were highly reliable (is o=.87, ple
o=.86); all the variables met the criterion of item total item correlations being greater than .40
and deletion of any item did not improve the reliability. A CFA for each factor demonstrated
good model fit, indicating good construct validity for each factor (is, NNFI=.916, CFI=.940,
RMSEA=.064; ple, NNFI1=.949, CFI=.966, RMSEA=.059). All variables loaded between .61 to
.78 for instructional strategies and .62 to .74 for positive learning environment and were
significant at the p<.05 level. Means for each factor were high (is=4.13, ple=3.95), indicating
that in each factor the GTAs were confident in their ability to carry out these teaching duties and
responsibilities.

Given the strong correlation (Cohen, 1988) between the instructional strategies and
positive learning environment with all the GTA data (r=.69), a exploratory factor analysis
forcing one component was conducted to determine if these factors measured a single concept of
GTA teaching self-efficacy. All items loaded on one factor with factor loadings ranging from
.61 10 .76, explaining 45% of the variance in the GTAs responses. To confirm the measure of
GTA teaching self-efficacy, a 2™ order CFA was performed on the items (Figure 1). There was

a good fit of the second order structure (NNFI=.910, CFI=.924, RMSEA=.052). All the
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Figure 1: 2" Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis of GTA Teaching Self-
Efficacy

See Table 2 for variables corresponding to codes (e.g., V1). All factor loadings
indicated are significant at p<.05. Model fit indices are NNFI=.910, CFI=.924, &
RMSEA=.052. To achieve these fit indices the errors between V, and V3 were
allowed to covary.

variables loaded between .63 to .74 for instructional strategies, .63 to .76 for positive learning
environment, and each factor loaded on the second order GTA teaching self-efficacy at .90. All

factor loadings were significant at the p<.05 level. The reliability of the single factor structure
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was .91 with a mean of 4.06. All the variables met the criterion of item total item correlations
being greater than .40 and deletion of any item did not improve the reliability. These results
suggested that this instrument could be used to measure the underlying concept of GTA teaching
self-efficacy and that a total teaching self-efficacy as well as subscale self-efficacies could be

measured.

Table 2

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of GTA Perception of Training with Study 2 GTAs
Of the following teaching topics and skills, please rate how well you

have learned these in GTA training?* Factor Loadings®
Facilitating group discussions .86
Learning styles .83
Motivating students .82
Teaching students with different skill/knowledge .82
Managing disruptive students .81
Interacting professionally one-on-one with your students .81
Teaching styles .81
Teaching culturally diverse students .80
Power/authority relationships in the classroom a7
Assisting distressed students 75
Communicating with course lead instructor 71
Presenting material to large groups of students .70
Harassment .67
Grading .60
Developing quizzes/exams .60

Overall Questions on GTA training®
Overall, how effective has the TA training you have received been in

preparing you to work with students?* .69
Overall, how effective has the TA training you have received been in

preparing you to teach? * .66
Mean 3.15
Cronbach o .96

Yltems coded on a 5 point scale of 1=never learned to 5=learned very well.

2All factor loadings are significant at p<.05. Model fit indices are NNF1=.925, CFI=.935, &
RMSEA=.083.

®Items coded on a 5 point scale of 1=not effective to 5=very effective.

*Errors allowed to covary to achieve fit indices.
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Validity and Reliability of GTA Perception of Training Instrument

Using the study 2 GTAs, a CFA demonstrated an acceptable model fit and supported the
construct validity of the GTA perception of training factor (NNFI1=.925, CFI1=.935,
RMSEA=.083) (Table 2). All of the variables loaded between .60 to .86 and were significant at
p<.05. The GTA perception of training factor was highly reliable (c.=.96); all the variables met
the criterion of item total item correlations being greater than .40 and deletion of any item did not
improve the reliability. The GTAs indicated they learned various skills in their GTA training
moderately well (M=3.15 on a 5 point scale of never learned to learned very well).
Correlational and Comparison Analysis

The overall GTA teaching self-efficacy scale (GTA-TSES) and the instructional
strategies and positive learning subscales correlated significantly with several measures of
teaching training and teaching experience (Table 3). These measures, with the study 2 GTA
sample, indicated significant small to moderate correlations (Cohen, 1988) of the GTA-TSES
and both subscales with the GTAs perception of GTA training. There was also a small
correlation (Cohen, 1988) of the number of hours reported in university GTA training with the
positive learning scale and amount of university coursework in teaching with the GTA-TSES.
There were significant moderate correlations (Cohen, 1988) of the GTA-TSES and both
subscales with measures of teaching experience that asked the GTAs to rate themselves
compared to their peers and on a scale from beginner to expert. There was a small significant
correlation (Cohen, 1988) with the instructional strategies subscale and the number of quarters

the GTAs taught and the amount of course responsibility.
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Table 3
Correlational Analysis with Study 2 GTAs
GTA?
Measures Mean TSES A B C D E F G H |
Self-Efficacy
Instructional
A Strategies® 416  .91**
Positive
Learning
B Environmentt  4.00 .91** 65%*
Training
C Perception™® 316 .33** 3% 5%
D University* 221 .13 .08 A5%  23**
E Department’ 767 .07 .06 01 11 23%*
F Course Credit® 901 .15 .14 14 .15 .06 -.03
Experience
G Compare™® 334 .35%% 38 4% 04 10 .07 .10
H Rating"® 2.93  44%*  A3x*x  35xx Doxx 1) 12 A7% 67**
| Quarters’ 522 .12 16* .03 .00 -05  .23* 03 AB** 46**
Responsible®  3.87 .12 A7 .10 .06 .03 .03 -03  19*  25%*  17*

*p<.05 (2 tailed), **p<.01 (2-tailed)

LAll scales were rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the best in each scale.

2GTA-Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale

3GTA ratings of how well they learned teaching skills, see Table 3.3.1

*Hours of training

*|tem asking; Compared to other GTAs how much teaching experience do you have?

®Item asking; Rate your own teaching experience?

"Numbers of quarters as a GTA

8|tem-For the course in which you had the most responsibility as a GTA, how much responsibility did you have?

The data collected with Study 2 GTAs indicated no differences in mean scores on the
GTA-TSES or the is and ple subscales. There was no significant difference by
gender (GTA-TSES males=4.10, females=4.05; t=.51, p=.61, rp,=.04), career goals (GTA-TSES
academic=4.12, other=4.02; t=1.46, p=.25, rp,=.09), GTA training (no training=4.08,
training=4.09; t=.02, p=.99, ry,»,=.001) or nationality (GTA-TSES ITA=4.16, USTA=4.02;
t=1.63, p=.11, rp,=.12). When the GTAs from both studies were combined there were no
significant differences in GTA-TSES or the is and ple subscales by classroom role (GTA-TSES
graders=4.13, classroom instruction=4.06; t=.86, p=.39, ry,=.06) or college of instruction (GTA-

TSES science/math=4.00, engineering=4.09; t=1.03, p=.28, rp,=.07).
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Discussion

The purpose of this study was to develop an instrument to measure the teaching self-
efficacy of STEM GTAs and to explore some of the relationships between STEM GTA teaching
self-efficacy and GTA training and teaching experience. Essential to this process was to work
toward the establishment of the reliability and validity of the measure. Exploration of GTA
training also necessitated developing an instrument that would give a better picture of the GTA
training received by STEM GTAs than a simple record of training or time in training. Assertions
related to instrument validity and correlations must be viewed as sample dependent.
Instrument Modification and Development

The teaching self-efficacy instrument developed during this process has two subscales;
instructional strategies and positive learning environment. These subscales can be used
individually or they can be combined into a measure of the teaching self-efficacy of the STEM
GTAs. This structure is not unlike the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran &
Hoy, 2001). They found when they developed a new teaching self-efficacy instrument using
their theory of teaching self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) that there were three
factors; student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management, which could be
used to measure an overall teaching self-efficacy. Inthe GTA-TSES the two factor structure
provides more flexibility in the use of the instrument. It provides a global score of teaching self-
efficacy. However, if the self-efficacy of the STEM GTAs relating to their classroom instruction
or their ability to create a positive learning environment is needed then this instrument offers that
option. When this instrument is used to evaluate GTA training, the subscales could be very

useful in determining where changes have occurred in the GTAs’ teaching self-efficacy.
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Consistent with Prieto and Altmaier (1994) teaching self-efficacy in STEM GTAs also
does not vary in this study by their gender, career plans, instructional role, or college of teaching
appointment. In two other populations the self-efficacy of GTAs varied by instructional role
(Prieto & Meyers, 1999; Prieto et al., 2007). Unlike these studies, STEM GTAs are rarely the
course instructor (5% in this study), which is the group reported to have the different teaching
self-efficacy in one of these studies (Prieto et al., 2007) and make up almost half of the combined
assistant/full responsibility group in the other study (Prieto & Meyers, 1999). Like in Tollerud
(1990), there was no difference in the teaching self-efficacy between GTAs who had attended
GTA training and those who had not, although other studies have shown an effect on teaching
self-efficacy for GTAs with GTA training (Meyers et al., 2007; Prieto & Altmaier, 1994; Prieto
& Meyers, 1999; Prieto et al., 2007). Additionally, the means of the GTA-TSES with this
sample of STEM-GTASs is higher (4.0 to 4.2) than those reported by Prieto and Altmaier (3.2 to
3.4) but neither varies much. These means indicate that the STEM GTAs have a relatively high
teaching self-efficacy. ITAs have a significant, slightly higher instructional strategies self-
efficacy than the USTAs. But the overall teaching self-efficacy of ITAs and USTAs was similar.

The GTA perception of training factor also had good reliability and validity in this study.
It provides a new measure of GTA training beyond the simpler measures of presence/absence of
GTA training or reports in amount of time of GTA training. This factor is an evaluation of the
teaching training received by the GTAs around certain teaching skills. As such the items may
reflect our biases towards important teaching skills and certainly cannot cover all the skills
required for effective teaching. However, the items were generated by a broad group of
individuals (DeChenne et al., 2009) and provide a way for the GTAs to assess their training.

This measure gives researchers another way to estimate GTA training in quantitative studies. If
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the training received by the GTAs was high quality and the GTAs learned about teaching then
this measure should be high. A large amount of time in teaching training is not a guarantee of
learning. Not surprisingly then, the GTA perception of training does not correlate significantly
with all the time measures of GTA, although it does show a small correlation with university-
wide training. It also has a small correlation with the GTAs’ rating of their own teaching
experience (from beginner to expert).

One of the possible limitations of this study is sample size. Costello and Osborne (2005)
demonstrate in exploratory factor analysis that a ratio of at least ten participants to each item in
the instrument provides an average of less than one (0.70) item misclassified on the wrong
factor. In Study 2 there is a ratio of seven participants to each item. However, by Costello and
Osborne’s own categorization, the individual factors (Table 2) in the GTA-TSES are solid; “a
factor with...5 or more strongly loaded items (.50) are desirable and indicate a solid factor” (pg.
5). Additionally, the CFA of the combined GTAs indicates a solid first and second order factor
structure. Although the strong first order factor structure could be expected since 70% of the
sample is the same as used in the exploratory factor analysis, the second order factor analysis
indicates that these two more specific self-efficacy scales collapse into broader teaching self-
efficacy factor. This could be predicted from social cognitive theory which indicates that teacher
efficacy should be task specific (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996a). As indicated by Henson
(2002), it is not surprising to find a higher order factor structure within this instrument.
However, further research with this instrument should use CFA to further validate the two factor

structure of the instrument.
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Related Relationships

A correlational analysis suggest that the GTA-TSES and the is and ple factors are related
to measures that theory and prior research indicate should correlate. There is a high correlation
between the two subscale factors in this instrument. Since these two factors measure related
activities in the classroom, instructional strategies and positive learning environment they should
be correlated. Prior research (Meyers et al., 2007; Prieto & Altmaier, 1994; Prieto et al., 2007;
Tollerud, 1990) shows a positive effect for GTA teaching experience except in one study where
for GTAs with primary responsibility it did not (Prieto et al., 2007). The is subscale correlates
with all measures of teaching experience. However the ple factor and the GTA-TSES only
correlate with measures of teaching experience that are GTA self-reports and not with the
number of quarters or amount of responsibility. Examining the SETI-A shows that most of the
items are more similar to the is factor than the ple factor which may account for the different
results of the ple and GTA-TSES with teaching experience. According to social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1997), training in a task should increase the self-efficacy of the person in performing
that task. As a measure of the quality of their teaching training, GTA perception of teaching
should correlate with the GTAs teaching self-efficacy. It has a moderate correlation with both
subscales and the complete instrument. Prior research shows variable results for the effects of
GTA training on teaching self-efficacy (Meyers et al., 2007; Prieto & Altmaier, 1994; Prieto &
Meyers, 1999; Prieto et al., 2007; Tollerud, 1990). This may be because of the measure of
training used. In this study only GTA perception of training correlated with both subscales and
the GTA-TSES. Two of the rest of the training variables (measured in hours) had a small

correlation with either the is subscale or the GTA-TSES.



26

This research includes the initial development of the GTA-TSES instrument. This
instrument needs continued study using a variety of STEM GTAs to determine if the factor
structure is stable and reliable with different populations of STEM GTAs. With this population
of GTAs there appears to be little difference between groups in their teaching self-efficacy; the
discriminatory power of this instrument needs to be further investigated. The initial correlational
study shows promising results but, as Henson (2001) articulates, it is time for teaching self-
efficacy studies to move beyond correlations. Research into the longitudinal effects of GTA
training and teaching experience needs to be done. Using this instrument to track changes in the
long-term self-efficacy of engineering GTASs is underway, as is a study investigating the
relationships between teaching self-efficacy and faculty and peer interactions. Neither
instrument developed to measure GTAs teaching self-efficacy has yet explored the GTASs’
interpretation on the items included in the instrument. So further research on this instrument
should include qualitative studies to determine the way STEM GTAs interpret the items in the
instrument.
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