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Abstract 

The rise of online learning has altered the teaching of writing significantly, 

requiring new adaptation from the field. I argue that one necessary adaptation is that 

graduate teaching assistant (GTA) preparation programs should begin to include training 

specific to online writing instruction (OWI) and that a widespread assessment to 

determine how much and what kind of OWI preparation is being offered to GTAs is a 

necessary first step to providing such preparation. This dissertation provides that 

assessment by reporting the results of an empirical, mixed-methods study that maps the 

field’s current research and practice and then interrogates that map to identify ways they 

might be improved. The first, qualitative phase of the research involved a content analysis 

of the professional literature concerning OWI preparation in order to determine the 

principles, locations, and methods guiding OWI preparation and what is known about 

each. These results enabled the construction of the instrument used in the second, 

quantitative phase of the research, which investigated local program practice by means of 

an online questionnaire directed to writing program administrators in writing studies-

related doctoral programs. The results of these two phases are then synthesized to 

determine whether the field’s research and practice is in line with its stated values and to 

suggest methods for improving OWI preparation across the field. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Only a few gifted individuals can walk into a classroom without prior training 
and teach writing effectively. Fewer still can walk into a technology rich 
classroom and teach effectively without appropriate preparation. Most of us 
in composition studies require direct instruction in both technology and 
teaching writing with technology. Thus, an important and significant 
question to address is the state of technology training in composition 
graduate programs. 
         

A. T. Atkins (2006) 
 

 

My first online teaching job fell into my lap a year after I earned my master’s degree. 

My wife and I had just spent our first year of marriage in a very welcoming English 

department—she was a lecturer with a renewable one-year contract including benefits and I, 

upon marrying her, had been made an adjunct and had been generously handed four 

composition classes each semester. By newlywed standards, we were lucky; we were wealthy. 

In that year, we were able to pay off all of Emily’s student loans and have enough left over 

for a trip to England to visit Wordsworth’s grave and Poet’s Corner—one last hurrah before 

Emily began a doctoral program and we resumed the relative poverty of graduate study. 

A few weeks before we left for England and then Texas, one of our colleagues came 

by my office and asked me whether I had thought about teaching online writing classes from 

a distance after we left. Thinking not so much of growing my skills and expanding my future 

marketability as about securing another line of income in an uncertain future, I said, “Sure.” 

She replied: “Great, because I already told them that you would. Expect a call this afternoon 

to set things up—they’ll probably ask you be a course supervisor as well since you’ve taught 

the class onsite.”  
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Thus began my tenure as an online writing instructor. I had an MA in creative 

writing. I had taken exactly two online classes as an undergraduate—stats and health, both 

teacher-less, discussion-less quiz machines. And I was still more than a year away from 

beginning my own doctoral work in Texas Tech’s Technical Communication and Rhetoric 

program. A week or so ahead of the start of the following semester, my “training” consisted 

of a crash course in the course management software and some pointers about how to police 

my tone in emails to students so as not to unintentionally sound snippy or sarcastic. The 

training and the course I taught were both administered not by the English department but 

by the Department of Online Learning, and although the original course design had been 

taken from an English faculty member before being routed through a team of instructional 

designers for migration to an online setting, at no point in my training nor in the semesters 

of teaching to follow did ever I have any contact with my former colleagues in the English 

department. 

My experience may represent a worse-case scenario for excellence in online writing 

instruction and its administration, but, as I will show in the chapters that follow, it is not an 

uncommon one. And it was that experience that led me to this research project. Initially I 

intended to illuminate the woes of online adjuncts like myself, who, in addition to receiving 

little training, also typically enjoy little autonomy in their courses and even less of a voice in 

their departments and institutions than contingent faculty that teach face to face courses 

have. However, as I read up on the topic and considered possible study designs, I came to 

realize that the problem has deeper roots than I had anticipated and that any attempt to 

address the plight of online writing instructors generally would have to begin at the 

beginning, with the preparation graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) receive to be effective 

online instructors. 
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Preparing graduate students to teach composition at the college level has long been a 

concern of the academy; the past 150 years have seen oft-repeated calls first for the 

establishment of preparation programs and then for the expansion, evolution, and 

improvement of such programs to meet the changing needs of the stakeholders involved in 

the process—the undergraduates who will be taught by GTAs, the GTAs themselves, the 

writing program administrators who direct such programs, and the departments and colleges 

who oversee such programs. While much progress has been made in this area, especially in 

the last 40 years, the rapid rise and widespread adoption of online learning presents a new 

challenge. It is no longer enough to prepare GTAs to teach only in the traditional classroom. 

As a field we must prepare our graduate students also to teach in the online classroom if we 

are to continue to provide pedagogically robust instruction to undergraduates and a valuable, 

relevant education to our graduate students.  

But what should this new preparation look like, what practices are involved, and how 

are they best implemented? Are these practices currently being implemented and if so, where 

and by whom? This dissertation contributes to the evolution of teacher preparation by 

mapping how and to what extent GTAs are currently being prepared to teach writing online 

and then interrogating that map to find ways to improve our research and practice. To those 

ends, I designed and performed a study employing a mixed methods sequential exploratory 

design of three phases. The first phase consisted of a content analysis of the professional 

literature concerning online writing instruction (OWI) preparation to determine the current 

state of research in this area. The results of this phase were used to create an instrument for 

use in the second phase, an online questionnaire soliciting information about local program 

practice from writing program administrators across the country. The third phase of research 
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then synthesized the results of the first two phases to identify ways to improve research and 

practice. 

The following chapters describe the research process and present its results. Chapter 

2 presents the rationale for the study by reviewing the history of GTA preparation and 

online writing instruction (OWI) to identify the gaps in our knowledge that prompt a study 

of this kind. Chapter 3 establishes the study’s research questions and methodology, drawing 

on previous studies’ strengths and weaknesses to justify the research design. Chapter 4 then 

presents the results of the first phase of the research, while Chapter 5 details the second 

phase’s results. Chapter 6 then completes the study by synthesizing the results of the first 

two phases in order to answer he final research questions and plot a path for the future of 

research and practice concerning OWI preparation for GTAs. 

Definitions and Usage of Key Terms 

Before proceeding, I should define some key terms and explain their usage.  

In universities today, the distinction between traditional and online instruction is 

increasingly murky due to the fact that much face-to-face classroom instruction is now 

augmented by online technologies, most commonly in the use of course management 

software such as Blackboard but also including asynchronous and synchronous text, audio, 

and video platforms. This has given rise to a multiplicity of terms to describe differing levels 

of online delivery of course components, as shown in Figure 1.1. 
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Proportion of 
Content 

Delivered 
Online 

Type of 
Course Typical Description 

0% Traditional Course where no online technology used—content 
is delivered in writing or orally. 

1 to 29% Web Facilitated 

Course that uses web-based technology to 
facilitate what is essentially a face-to-face course. 
May use a course management system (CMS) or 
web pages to post the syllabus and assignments. 

30 to 79% Blended/Hybrid 

Course that blends online and face-to-face 
delivery. Substantial proportion of the content is 
delivered online, typically uses online discussions, 
and typically has a reduced number of face-to-face 
meetings. 

80+% Online 
A course where most or all of the content is 
delivered online. Typically have no face-to-face 
meetings. 

Figure 1.1. Online Learning Consortium’s definitions of courses based on percentage of 
online delivery (Allen & Seaman, 2014, p. 6). 

 

Rather than duplicate this terminology endlessly throughout the dissertation, for 

simplicity’s sake I use the terms traditional and face-to-face (F2F) to describe any instruction 

that is primarily conducted in a physical setting (this corresponds to what Figure 1.1 calls 

“traditional” or “web-facilitated”), and I use the term online to describe any instruction that 

involves a significant online component (what Figure 1.1 calls “blended/hybrid” or 

“online”). Therefore, the term online writing instruction, or OWI, refers in this dissertation to 

the teaching of writing in both hybrid and fully online settings. 

The titles used for graduate students who act as college-level instructors vary widely 

both in local administrative use and in the literature: they are called teaching associates, 

teaching assistants, teaching apprentices, graduate instructors, and graduate part-time 

instructors, to name a few. I have chosen to use the term graduate teaching assistant, or GTA, to 
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stand in for all these terms because it is readily understood and it avoids the confusion 

possible with the shorter teaching assistant, which is also commonly used to refer to 

undergraduates hired to aid professors in their teaching duties. 

In describing the various programs that instructors participate in before and during 

their teaching assignments and that help them become effective teachers, I prefer the term 

teacher preparation over teacher training. The word preparation better invokes the sort of program 

seen as preferable today, one that does not seek to convert instructors to a particular 

approach or ideology and that focuses on providing a comprehensive theoretical foundation 

rather than a set of day-to-day skills (Latterell, 1996a; Powell, O’Neill, Phillips, & Huot, 

2002). In Richard Fulkerson’s (2002) words:  

effective teaching is nothing like the rote behavior for which one can be trained with 
some sort of Skinner-like stimulus/response conditioning.… If future teachers could 
be “trained,” presumably each would know the correct response for each situation, 
programmed in ahead of time. (p. xi) 

Therefore, throughout the dissertation, I use the term teacher preparation to describe 

the preparation of teachers generally and GTA preparation to describe the preparation of 

GTAs specifically. I use traditional preparation to specify teacher preparation geared toward 

traditional writing instruction, and OWI preparation to specify teacher preparation meant for 

online writing instruction. Occasionally, I also use terms such as OWI-specific preparation and 

OWI preparation for GTAs, as context demands, to be clear. 

From time to time I do use the word training as synonymous with preparation, usually 

to be consistent with an author I am citing or to avoid confusion. Likewise, while I would 

normally refer to those who enroll in teacher preparation programs as participants, I want to 

avoid confusing these individuals with those who participated in the questionnaire that 

forms Phase 2 of this study. Therefore, I use the word trainee to describe teacher preparation 
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participants when another word, such as GTA, will not work. Those who responded to the 

questionnaire (or who participated in other studies mentioned) are termed participants or 

respondents. Similarly, I reserve the word student to describe the undergraduates that GTAs and 

other instructors teach, and graduate student to describe GTAs inhabiting their other roles. I 

refer to those who lead teacher preparation programs as writing program administrators (WPAs), 

teacher educators, and, when context or clarity demands, trainers. 
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Chapter 2 

Rationale 

 In order to establish the rationale for my dissertation research, this chapter reviews 

the literature concerning teacher preparation and OWI, showing that the field of graduate 

teaching assistant (GTA) preparation must continually adapt to the changing needs of its 

stakeholders and periodically assess itself to discover whether its adaptation has been 

successful and determine what new needs are arising. It first considers the history of the 

field, noting how it largely failed to adapt at all until the 1970s, and then it discusses the 

impact that assessments—particularly Latterell’s (1996a, 1996b) seminal research—have had 

on enabling adaptation to occur. Next the review examines the impact that the rise of online 

learning has had on writing programs in the time since Latterell’s research was conducted; 

the sources reviewed demonstrate that online writing instruction (OWI) represents a new set 

of needs to which GTA preparation must adapt by providing OWI-specific preparation of 

some kind. This part of the chapter also explores what previous research has found 

concerning ways that OWI-specific preparation for GTAs can not only improve online 

instruction but can also help solve other concerns about GTA development and 

professionalization, providing additional reasons why OWI-specific preparation can be 

beneficial to the field. The literature review having thus established the need for GTA 

preparation to adapt to the changes being brought about by OWI, it lastly considers whether 

any previous research has assessed the state of such an adaptation. Finding none, the chapter 

ends by presenting my own study as the missing assessment that will examine what is 

currently being done in the field to prepare GTAs to teach writing online and where the field 

stands to improve. 
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The Need to Adapt and to Assess 

This section reviews the history of GTA preparation in composition through the end 

of the twentieth century, focusing on how the field adapted and assessed itself throughout 

that time. Doing so provides a broad context for my study and to establishes that GTA 

preparation must continue to adapt to changes in the field and to periodically assess its 

progress. 

Learning to Adapt: Teacher Preparation’s Troubled Past 

The preparation of graduate students first to act as graduate teaching assistants while 

earning a degree and then as full- and part-time university instructors has a long and troubled 

past. For over a century, the field refused to adapt to meet the needs of its students and 

instructors despite repeated calls for change. What we take for granted today—that GTAs 

will participate in workshops, seminars, apprenticeships, or other activities to develop their 

teaching skills—was most decidedly not the case for the vast majority of composition’s 

history. 

Pytlik (2002) and Marting (1987) both trace the history of GTA preparation in 

composition, together drawing a picture that spans from before the Civil War to about 1970. 

They show that during that time, graduate instructors became an increasingly vital part of 

teaching writing in universities, and with that rise came repeated calls for them to be trained 

specifically for the work. Such calls were generally met, at best, with inaction and, at worst, 

with disbelief and disagreement. Pytlik (2002) states that “for at least 100 years after the Civil 

War, the preparation of college teachers in general was largely shaped by the belief that a 

good man will learn to teach by teaching,” and adds that “the preparation of college English 

teachers in particular was shaped by the belief that if one could write English, he could teach 

others to write it” (p. 4). The irony of this argument came in the form of recurring 
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complaints that graduate students in English were unable to write “clear, forceful, graceful 

English” (p. 5). Despite this disconnect between what was perceived as the necessary skills 

for teaching and the reality that GTAs did not have those skills, graduate curricula remained 

resistant to including courses on rhetoric, composition, or teaching methods, especially for 

credit toward a degree. As the reliance on GTAs for teaching increased in the twentieth 

century, calls for specific training intensified. Marting (1987) catalogs decade after decade of 

conferences, presentations, and articles that repeatedly developed arguments for the need for 

formal training of some kind, yet such training remained limited and spotty even with the 

influx of millions of veterans into the universities in the 1940s and 1950s due to the GI Bill. 

Pytlik (2002) dramatically illustrates the state of teacher preparation before the 1970s by 

sharing one graduate student’s experience from that time as an example of what was 

common. The student was assigned a section of composition to teach—during the first week 

of the semester and after classes had begun—and his “preparation” consisted of being 

handed a bare-bones syllabus and the books for the course, nothing more. Stories such as 

this are quite common in the literature, and they exemplify the failure of English 

departments for many years to recognize and meet the needs of both the graduate 

instructors assigned to teach composition and the students who took their classes. 

All of this began to change in the 1970s as teacher preparation programs finally 

became widespread and began to take a definite shape, a shift necessarily preceded by the 

emergence of composition as a distinct academic field in the 1960s (North, 1987). As Pytlik 

(2002) puts it,  

What was to come in the 1970s was the appointment of Directors of Composition 
who had an interest and a background in the teaching of writing; increased concern 
about the status of TAs; formal, credit-bearing methods courses; summer workshops 
on rhetoric and composition; and emerging respectability for the teaching of 
writing—in short, the beginning of a new discipline. (p. 14) 
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Stephen Wilhoit (2002) provides a snapshot of what this new discipline’s teacher 

preparation programs came to typically include over three decades of development. He 

synthesizes the professional literature to identify and describe the major trends, and what he 

finds will sound familiar to anyone involved in teacher preparation today. The elements of 

program structure that he identifies as most common are pre-service orientations, in-service 

practica, apprenticeship and mentorship programs, and training as writing center tutors. 

Additionally, the practices and content he identifies as a usual part of such programs include 

classroom observation, role-playing, teaching journals and portfolios, reflective practice, 

research and publication, and training in writing program administration. Fulkerson (2002) 

notes that this period also saw the publication of texts “designed precisely to use in 

preparing teaching assistants”—such as Erika Lindemann’s A Rhetoric for Writing Teachers—as 

well as a rise in the publication of journal articles focused on teacher preparation including 

several anthologies devoted specifically to the subject (pp. xii–xiii).  

Such adaptation has had a positive effect on GTA preparation and the stakeholders 

involved. Writing program administrators can draw on a strong and growing body of 

research in forming their preparation programs (Fulkerson, 2002). GTAs are now more 

familiar with the major developments and theories of composition as well as with principles 

of effective teaching, which results in better instruction and increased learning for 

undergraduates (Corbett, 1987; Conolly & Vilardi, 1986; Fulkerson, 2002; Wilhoit, 2002). 

Anecdotes of GTAs sent woefully unprepared into the classroom are now merely examples 

of an earlier time, and studies have shown a decrease in anxiety among new instructors who 

receive preparation (Flanigan, 2002; Williams, 1991). Whereas previously the calls for any 

preparation at all went unanswered, by the end of the twentieth century those calls had been 
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satisfied and replaced with more focused inquiries about when, where, and how preparation 

might best be performed (Wilhoit, 2002).  

Assessment Is Essential To Continued Development 

The progress made in GTA preparation since the 1970s is significant, and it provides 

a foundation on which writing programs of any size can build a comprehensive, theoretically 

robust preparation program. But the need to adapt is ongoing, both in how each individual 

writing program must develop its own preparation program that meets the specific needs of 

its instructors and students and in how each writing program must then continue to refine its 

approach as those needs change over time. Essential to this process is the need to assess—to 

gather and analyze data in order to determine whether our efforts are generating desired 

outcomes. Though today assessment in education is seen as part of a “powerful national 

reform movement” (Walvoord, 2010, p. 3) and is becoming more standardized and codified 

as it grows more widespread, I have in mind more the informal idea of assessment as any 

reflection, taking stock, measuring, or mapping meant to help us gauge the distance between 

our current position and our goal. Walvoord (2010), speaking of assessment in this broad 

way, notes that it “is so natural we have been doing it all along” (p. 3)—and this is certainly 

true of teacher preparation. Many publications in the teacher preparation literature began life 

as local assessments; they present a particular method, a solution to a problem, or even an 

entire program structure and then explore how it does or does not meet the needs of the 

program. While such assessments could have been performed and used internally merely to 

improve the program, by publishing the results the authors share the benefits of the 

assessment with other programs facing similar situations and decisions and pave the way 

toward the establishment of new theories and best practices (see, as examples, Bly, 2008; 
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Boyd, 2008; Cargile Cook, 2007; Duffelmeyer, 2003; Jaramillo-Santoy & Cano-Monreal, 

2013; Lingren, 2002; Powell et al., 2002; Silva, 2012; and Weiser, 1990).  

Other publications take the opposite approach, beginning as research projects meant 

to contribute to theory-building in the field rather than as local assessments. However, in 

collecting and analyzing data and in providing a much needed perspective from which to 

evaluate our theories and practices, such publications serve also as assessments allowing us 

to check our progress towards our collective goals. For example, Bishop’s (1990) case studies 

of teachers taking a doctoral-level teaching methods course revealed how each teacher’s 

previous experiences affected what he or she got from the course and how the course 

changed his or her teaching as a result. She also shone a light on a type of teacher 

preparation that seeks to convert teachers to a particular theoretical or pedagogical approach, 

an idea that later researchers such as Welch (1994) and Powell, O’Neill, Phillips, and Huot 

(2002) have rejected as undesirable in contemporary teacher preparation. Other studies in 

this vein include Ebest (2002), Estrem and Reid (2012), Farris (1996) and Rankin (1994). 

A final kind of publication along these lines is perhaps the most rare: studies that 

look broadly at the field rather than locally at a single program, course, or group of 

instructors. Wilhoit’s (2002) study is one example of this type as it gathers and analyzes data 

in the form of a bibliographic synthesis to illustrate the breadth of methods for preparing 

GTAs developed over 30 years. His assessment shows that the field has finally answered the 

call to produce methods of preparing our instructors, and it points out areas that need 

further study. A second example, Latterell (1996a; 1996b), will be discussed presently, and 

further examples include Atkins (2006); CCCC OWI Committee (2011); Hauman, Kastner, 

and Witte, (2015); and McGrath (2008). 
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Without assessment of some kind, we cannot know that we are making satisfactory 

progress towards our goals—whether as individual instructors, as teacher educators, as 

writing program administrations, or, as I am discussing it here, as a field. It is also important 

to recognize that not all assessments are equally discerning. The type of data that is collected, 

how it is collected, how it is analyzed, and to what use it is put all affect how accurate and 

useful the outcomes are, just as in any study. While most publications in GTA preparation 

help us see our progress to some degree, few are conceived as assessments first and 

foremost, and this limits their utility for the field as a whole. One example, however, of a 

study designed to be a discerning, field-wide assessment is Catherine Latterell’s (1996b) 

article “Training the Workforce: An Overview of GTA Education Curricula.” The study, 

performed as part of Latterell’s (1996a) dissertation research, was a nationwide survey of 

teacher preparation programs to determine what kinds of programs were most common. 

Latterell’s approach differed from Wilhoit’s (2002) bibliographic survey in that 

Latterell’s methods—which involved analyzing key documents from 36 programs—allowed 

her to see not only what was being written about in the published literature but what was 

being enacted in specific departments. As a result, her findings coincide with Wilhoit’s in 

breadth but not in distribution. She found that  

the primary approach to preparing new teachers of writing is to supply a structure 
within which they can productively operate [emphasis added]. That structure typically 
provides new teachers with standardized teaching materials, supervised practice in 
responding to and evaluating student writing, and practical guidance in the day-to-
day procedures of classroom instruction. (Latterell, 1996b, p. 18) 

In other words, though as a whole the field at the time provided all the types of 

preparation mentioned in Wilhoit’s synthesis, the majority of individual programs’ efforts 

were concentrated on providing GTAs with day-to-day skills and solutions, offering what 

Latterell (1996a) calls a “what-works pedagogy” (p. 9). Though she acknowledges that such 
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an approach is understandable given GTAs’ anxieties about being thrust into the classroom 

and the need for programmatic consistency, she argues that this is often done at the expense 

of helping GTAs develop a deeper understanding of composition theory and pedagogy and a 

sense of how such concepts can and should inform teachers’ decisions. To use Fulkerson’s 

(2002) terminology, teachers were being trained rather than prepared. Latterell (1996b) argues 

that programs should attempt to “strike a balance between providing GTAs with practical 

skills and advice and helping them understand the writing theory and pedagogy grounding 

those skills” (p. 20), likening the practical-only approach to teaching a GTA only a few key 

vocabulary words and the rebalanced, theory-grounded approach to teaching them a whole 

language. While the former might help new GTAs get by in early semesters, the later builds a 

foundation for growth, autonomy, and an ability to bring the collective knowledge of the 

field to bear on solving problems never discussed in training sessions. 

Latterell’s work revealed something about our practice that other studies failed to 

see: as a field we wrote about and researched and enacted a broad range of preparation 

methods, but in practice the great majority of individual programs surveyed focused only on 

skills-based preparation, a skewing that had several unforeseen consequences. Anthologized 

and widely cited, Latterell’s (1996b) assessment has provided a foundation for continued 

adaptation for almost 20 years and is a testament to the need for periodic field-wide 

assessments. 

Adapting to a New Set of Needs: Enter Online Learning 

While the last two decades have certainly seen improvement in how we prepare 

GTAs to teach writing thanks to Latterell and others, they have also seen a major shift in 

universities as the internet has exerted a profound impact on the educational landscape. In 

particular, online learning has exploded across the nation and has become a significant part 
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of higher education at almost every campus in America, prompting reconsideration and 

revision of how teaching is theorized and practiced. If GTA preparation in composition is 

going to meet the needs of this new educational landscape, it must take into account the 

growth of online learning and its impacts on composition instruction. This section shows 

that online writing instruction constitutes a new and unique set of needs that GTA 

preparation must adapt to. It first examines the rapid growth of online learning and the 

implication that most of our current GTAs will teach online at some point in the future. It 

then explores the fundamental differences between online and traditional pedagogies, a fact 

that has prompted many researchers to call for OWI-specific preparation for instructors. 

Most GTAs Will Teach Writing Online 

Online learning has grown to the point that virtually all GTAs will have the 

opportunity, if not the obligation, to teach writing online at some point either as graduate 

students or as full- or part-time instructors. 

The Online Learning Consortium (formerly the Sloan Consortium, or Sloan-C) has 

tracked the growth and acceptance of online learning in the United States since 2002; its 

yearly survey reveals just how much ground online learning has gained in the academy. In 

Fall 2012, over 7 million students took at least one online course, or 33.5% of all students 

enrolled in institutions of higher education. In Fall 2002, just a decade before, only 1.6 

million, or 9.6% of students, took at least one online course. That decade saw an average 

yearly growth rate for online enrollment of 14.9%, compared to an average total enrollment 

growth rate of only 2.5%. Furthermore, since the beginning of the study, the number of 

institutions reporting that online education was “critical to their long-term strategy” rose 

from below 50% to a high of nearly 70%, and the number of chief academic officers who 

rated “the learning outcomes for online education ‘as good as or better’ than those for face-
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to-face instruction” rose from 57% to a high of 77% (Allen & Seaman, 2013). Indeed, in the 

words of one article, “Online learning has become entrenched in the educational scene” 

(Perry & Pilati, 2011, p. 96). Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal (2013) further note that the 

“exponential increase” of student enrollment in online courses has caused the recruitment of 

faculty who can meet this demand to be a “major challenge” facing colleges today (pp. 91–

92). 

The teaching of writing has not been immune to this growth; on the contrary, many 

writing programs around the country have been early adopters and developers of online 

platforms to deliver web-facilitated, blended/hybrid, and fully online courses in various 

kinds of writing (see for example Hult & Meeks, 2002). One barometer of the growth of 

online writing instruction is that, in 2007, the Conference on College Composition and 

Communication (CCCC) formed a Committee for Best Practices in Online Writing 

Instruction (hereafter the CCCC OWI Committee), a clear signal that the field accepts OWI 

as a valid and valuable part of its work, one worth devoting resources to. Additionally, 

preliminary findings from a set of nationwide surveys conducted by the CCCC OWI 

Committee reported that a “significant minority” of introductory writing courses were being 

taught online, with some institutions reporting offering up to 20% of their classes online and 

additional courses as hybrids (Jaschik, 2010, para. 5). 

This growth is not limited only to first-year composition courses. For example, 

technical and professional communication programs have embraced online learning as well. 

Kelli Cargile Cook and Keith Grant-Davie edited anthologies devoted exclusively to issues 

of online education in technical and professional communication first in 2005 and then again 

in 2013. In the introduction to the latter anthology, they confidently establish two underlying 

assumptions they could not make in the first volume: that online education is “a viable 
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medium of instruction” and that “most of us will, at some point, teach online” (p. 2). They 

also report that the number of institutions “offering programs or individual courses online” 

in their field had increased from 22 in 2005 to 56 in 2013 and that 40 of those “offered at 

least one degree completely online” (p. 1). Furthermore, the journal Technical Communication 

Quarterly devoted an entire special issue in 2007 to the topic of training and professional 

development for online instructors (Hewett & Ehmann Powers, 2007).  

As more and more writing programs offer more and more online courses and even 

degrees, more and more GTAs will find themselves teaching online at some point in their 

careers, probably not as a one-time experience. Though there is not a large-scale empirical 

study to put actual numbers to this shift, one limited study that surveyed online writing 

instructors found that 27% of its respondents were GTAs (McGrath, 2008). Additionally, we 

might consider that even if, currently, most GTAs do not teach online, a sizable proportion 

of them will spend time after graduation as adjunct and contingent faculty members 

(Modern Language Association, 2008), types of faculty who constitute “a significant portion 

of online instructors, especially for composition classes” (DePew, Fishman, Romberger, & 

Ruetenik, 2006, p. 59). We might also reflect that in some ways the traditional composition 

class has already disappeared; Paloff and Pratt (2013) note that, generally speaking, “most 

face-to-face classes now include some form of technology integration” (p. 5), and Sidler, 

Morris, and Smith (2008), in the introduction to their anthology Computers in the Composition 

Classroom, write that “it is now difficult to imagine writing instruction without computer 

technology and impossible to ignore its impact on literacy” (p. 2). Regardless of whether 

GTAs ever teach a fully online class, as likely as that is, it is clear that the classes they will 

teach will almost certainly involve more and more of the technologies, media, and modes of 

OWI.  
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Traditional and Online Writing Pedagogies Have Fundamental Differences 

In addition to recognizing that we are now preparing a workforce that will teach 

online, we must also recognize that teaching online is not the same as teaching in a 

traditional classroom. The growth of online learning in universities has prompted research to 

better understand the challenges of this new educational mode, and perhaps the biggest 

resulting revelation is the acknowledgment that face-to-face teaching does not translate 

directly into an online environment, that the two delivery methods have “fundamental 

differences” (Hewett & Ehmann, 2004, p. xiv). Perry and Pilati (2011), speaking of online 

instruction in general, note that  

Merely understanding the technology involved in online delivery will not suffice, and 
merely re-creating the classroom in the online realm does not produce a satisfying or 
effective experience. Creating a learning environment that fosters success requires 
appropriate use of both pedagogy and technology. (p. 98) 

This sentiment has been repeatedly expressed in the literature concerning computers 

in composition and OWI. As far back as 1991, Hawisher and Selfe argued that “writing 

instructors who hope to function effectively in these new electronic classrooms must assess 

ways in which the use of computer technology might shape, for better and worse, their 

strategies for working with students” (p. 55). Others—such as Blythe (2001), Cargile Cook 

(2005), and Savenye, Olina, and Niemczyk (2001)—provide information, heuristics, and 

tools to guide new instructors as they shift to online teaching environments. More recently, 

the CCCC OWI Committee has argued that, because of the difference between traditional 

and online instruction, “OWI needs its own study, theories, and practices” (CCCC OWI 

Committee, 2011, p. 2). Further, the committee prepared an official position statement of 

principles and effective practices for OWI, further cementing the difference and distance 

between traditional writing instruction and instruction that occurs online (CCCC, 2013). 
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Scott Warnock (2009), one of the foremost researchers of OWI, sees this difference not as a 

limitation but as an opportunity. Online delivery of a course typically requires a great deal 

more reading and writing than a traditional class does, he claims, so OWI offers “not just a 

different approach, but a progressive approach to the way teachers teach writing—an evolution 

of sorts” (p. x–xi).  

The dominant paradigm for OWI pedagogy today is one of migration. Most 

researchers recognize that traditional composition theories—critical and cultural studies, 

expressivism, and procedural rhetoric, for example—are compatible with OWI but need to 

be migrated for use; that is, while the fundamental ideas of the theory remain intact, the way 

they are implemented in the online classroom requires an understanding of its differences 

from the traditional classroom (Hewett, 2014; Hewett & Ehmann, 2004; CCCC, 2013; 

CCCC OWI Committee, 2011; Warnock, 2009). How migration happens and what particular 

theories look like in an online setting has not yet been fully explored; most writers, such as 

Hewett and Ehmann (2004) and Warnock (2009), eschew discussing particular composition 

theories in favor of focusing on general OWI principles, leaving the particulars of migration 

up to the individual instructor or program. While there is still ample room for further 

research, scholars from within and without composition and professional and technical 

communication are elaborating on the differences between traditional and online learning in 

such areas as assessing and providing feedback on student work (Ford, 2002; Hewett, 2006; 

Kim, 2004; Nicolay, 2002; Silva, 2012), developing a teaching persona and presence 

(Kupczynski, Wiesenmayer, & McCluskey, 2010; Warnock, 2009), community building and 

interaction (Boling, Hough, Krinsky, Saleem, & Stevens, 2012; Fleckenstein, 2005; Mueller, 

2009; Woo & Reeves, 2007), and student expectations and learner presence (Boyd, 2008; 

Rendahl & Kastman Breuch, 2013; Shea & Bidjerano, 2010; Warnock, Bingham, Driscoll, 
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Fromal, & Rouse, 2011). As we grow to better understand and theorize these and other 

differences, the practice of OWI will similarly develop as related to but distinct from 

traditional writing instruction. 

Need for OWI-specific Preparation 

The recognition that online learning both requires its own theories and pedagogies 

and presents its own opportunities has prompted many to further recognize the need for 

faculty preparation specifically suited to the online environment: “Quality online teaching 

and learning does not occur naturally. Faculty members need training and support in the 

development of online materials, and both faculty members and students need support 

during the delivery of online classes” (Perry & Pilati, 2011, p. 102). Paloff and Pratt (2013), 

two of the most prolific and respected consultants and practitioners in online learning, 

expand on this view and point out the need for such training to be more than merely skills-

based: 

Our experience in both teaching online courses and consulting with instructors, 
faculty developers, and administrators across the United States continues to show us 
that….[i]nstructors in fact need training and assistance in making the transition to 
the online environment, but this is not happening with the frequency or quality that 
it should. 

Teaching and learning through the use of technology requires more than 
mastery of a software program, although that continues to be the focus of instructor 
training. (p. xv)  

Specific to OWI, writing studies’ own scholarship echoes these calls and the 

distinction between training on how to use the various technologies associated with online 

learning and training that focuses on the pedagogical foundations that inform choices a 

teacher might make about which technologies to employ and how (see, for example, Cargile 

Cook, 2007; Jaramillo-Santoy & Cano-Monreal, 2013). This distinction is reminiscent of 

Latterell’s (1996b) critique of traditional GTA preparation in the 90s, discussed above, and 
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calls abound for a deliberate concentration on the pedagogical foundations of online 

teaching over the day-to-day exigencies of using the technology. For example, Hewett and 

Ehmann (2004), writing in the first major text devoted to OWI preparation, point out that 

while large sums of money are spent on teaching technologies, very little is spent on “teacher 

training, particularly on training that supersedes learning how to navigate a specific electronic 

learning platform and that addresses, instead, the pedagogy of online teaching and learning” 

(p. xiii). Furthermore, in their introduction to the special issue of Technical Communication 

Quarterly focused on these issues, Hewett and Powers (2007) further note “an astonishing 

paucity of published literature relevant to the principles and processes of preparing 

educators for online experiences” (p. 4). 

It is worth noting three empirical studies from within composition that draw these 

same conclusions, basing their findings on surveys of instructors in the field. Atkins (2006) 

repeats the call for training to be more than merely skills-based, and he notes that his 

research suggests such workshops currently do not exist. Additionally, McGrath’s (2008) 

data also suggests the need for training that does more than “teach the tools,” and she 

praises Hewett and Ehmann’s training approach for “putting pedagogical principles before 

technology training,” noting that such an approach “may help to address concerns raised by 

both national and local survey respondents” (“Keeping the Focus on Pedagogy,” para. 4). 

And perhaps the strongest evidence for the need and desire among instructors for more 

training that focuses specifically on OWI comes from two large national surveys conducted 

by the CCCC OWI Committee (2011). After analyzing the data collected from 297 

respondents, the Committee writes that  

Many respondents indicated having had no training, preparation, or orientation 
before being expected to teach in the online setting. Recalling that earlier in the 
survey respondents had indicated that many did not have course-design training, the 
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requirement that they design online writing courses without preparation seems 
unreasonable. In both quantitative and qualitative responses, participants regularly 
indicated a need for more training in the online setting but particularly for more 
training in the online writing teaching experience and setting [emphasis added]. (p. 12) 

The last sentence here alludes partly to the argument—articulated first by Hewett 

and Ehmann (2004) and supported by the research of Cargile Cook (2007)—that preparation 

to teach writing online should take place in an online setting to best acclimate future 

instructors to the teaching situation. It also refers to the common practice of online 

instructor training being handled by a department or office other than the English 

department or other home for writing instruction (see also Jaramillo-Santoy & Cano-

Monreal, 2013). Such training typically amounts to little more than general instruction about 

how to use the particular course management software a university has adopted and includes 

nothing specific about OWI pedagogy. McGrath (2008) notes that training situated in the 

department can both provide OWI-specific training and can also help create and maintain 

valuable networks of practitioners who share disciplinary knowledge, and Atkins (2006) 

similarly repeats this call for department-situated preparation. These two concerns prompted 

the CCCC OWI Committee (2011) to argue that  

Training is needed in pedagogy-specific theory and practice in both fully online and 
hybrid settings, but particularly in fully online settings because of its unique complete 
mediation by computers. In most cases, it appears that “writing” and how to achieve 
strong writing and identifiable student results are left out of online writing 
instructional training. (p. 7)  

The Committee went on to make the need for “appropriate OWI-focused training, 

professional development, and assessment for evaluation and promotion purposes” one of 

the 15 principles that form the foundation of their “Position Statement of Principles and 

Example Effective Practices for Online Writing Instruction (OWI)” (CCCC, 2013, p. 2). 
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To conclude this section, let me reiterate that online learning invokes a new set of 

needs that our GTA preparation must adapt to meet. It is clear that GTAs currently being 

prepared as writing instructors will go on to have both opportunities and obligations to teach 

writing online and that online instruction has fundamental differences from traditional 

instruction, leading many scholars to call for OWI-specific preparation. 

Specific Benefits of OWI Preparation for GTAs 

I must acknowledge here that few of the calls for OWI preparation cited in the last 

section primarily advocate for the preparation of GTAs—though many of the sources 

named mention GTA preparation as a desirable thing, most of them either loosely group 

GTAs in with faculty or make no mention of GTAs at all. Thus, though it is clear that OWI-

specific preparation is needed, it is not as clear whether that preparation should only be 

provided to instructors when they have the opportunity to teach writing online or whether, 

as this chapter has implied, it should be available earlier, for example to any GTA as a part of 

a teacher preparation program or as a class counting toward a degree. While it is not my 

purpose to prescribe a particular form of OWI preparation—as Latterell (1996b) and others 

point out, each program must develop “practices and procedures unique to the specific 

needs and constraints” (p. 8) of its context—I would contend that all graduate programs are 

linked together, either working for or against the collective benefit and advancement of the 

field. Though graduate programs must of course see to their own needs in preparing GTAs 

for the classroom, they must also keep in mind that their graduates will eventually staff other 

programs with potentially quite different needs.  

Latterell (1996b) makes this same point by focusing her assessment on the field as a 

whole. Though she acknowledges some benefits of a single, skills-based practicum forming 

the core of a GTA preparation program and that such an approach may adequately meet a 
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given writing program’s needs, she also notes three major concerns that such an approach 

can give rise to, concerns that affect the entire field: (1) it promotes the “notion that writing 

courses are contentless and that teaching writing requires minimal expertise,” (2) it 

“perpetuates traditional administrative power structures” which the field has worked against, 

and (3) it implies that “teaching writing is not valued, even by the rhetoric and composition 

field” (pp. 19–20). She then makes broad recommendations to counter these concerns, 

leaving the details to individual programs to work out both for their own benefit and that of 

the field as a whole.  

There is a parallel between Latterell’s argument and what this chapter is saying about 

OWI preparation. It may certainly be adequate for individual departments to offer OWI 

training to instructors if and when they are preparing to teach online, but such an approach 

may have unintentional consequences for the field, consequences which closely echo those 

Latterell identified. Last-minute or as-needed preparation implies that teaching writing online 

requires minimal expertise that can be quickly and unproblematically transmitted from 

experts to new instructors, and it promotes the already all-too-common idea that teaching 

writing online is not valued as highly as onsite instruction. Furthermore, a department taking 

a reactionary approach to OWI and OWI preparation—embracing these reluctantly due to 

institutional or administrative pressures, for instance—might inadvertently enable 

administrative power structures that are not conducive to effective preparation and teaching, 

a point revisited below. 

OWI preparation directed at working faculty can of course be of a high quality and 

can be beneficial to instructors, their future students, their employers, and the field as a 

whole. Like the skills-based practica Latterell focused on, such trainings have an important 

role to play in the larger teacher preparation domain. But just as Latterell (1996b) and others 
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advocate that a rebalanced and more comprehensive approach could improve traditional 

teacher preparation both locally and nationally, the implication here is that adapting our 

GTA preparation programs to recognize the rise of OWI and account for its requirements 

will pay dividends, while failing to do so may cost the field. The following sections review 

additional research to elaborate on three potential benefits of incorporating OWI 

preparation into our existing GTA preparation programs: increasing GTAs’ understanding 

of composition theory, increasing GTAs’ ability to engage in reflective practice, and 

increasing GTAs’ marketability. As explained below, these benefits do not only mean 

improved online instruction; they address concerns about GTA development and 

professionalization that researchers have long expressed about traditional instruction as well. 

OWI Preparation Can Increase GTAs’ Understanding of Composition Theory 

There is a considerable body of work showing that GTAs need time to assimilate 

composition theory and pedagogy sufficiently to become effective, reflective teachers. For 

example, Powell et al. (2002) discuss ways in which anxiety and resistance are two common 

responses to the process of being acculturated into the composition discourse community, 

both of which tend to inhibit a GTA’s ability to form a strong theoretical foundation for 

teaching (see also Bishop, 1990; Bly, 2008; Ebest, 2002, 2005; Hesse, 1993; Recchio, 1992). 

Powell et al. (2002) acknowledge the need, as Latterell (1996a, 1996b) suggests, for a 

balanced approach to GTA preparation, one that will initially assuage anxieties about the 

classroom by providing workable solutions to immediate problems but that will subsequently 

encourage and facilitate GTAs’ developing a theoretical foundation for their work. Such an 

approach, it is recognized, takes time. Additionally, Weiser (1990) found that GTAs with 

different levels of previous experience have different concerns and interests upon entering a 

preparation program. The more experienced GTAs are generally more interested in 
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theoretical concerns and the less experienced are, expectedly, interested in the day-to-day 

concerns that Latterell (1996b), Powell et al. (2002), and others mention. My own study of a 

technical communication teaching methods course suggested that not only are experienced 

GTAs more interested in theoretical concerns, they are much more able to assimilate such 

discussions meaningfully into their practice, while less-experienced GTAs seem to miss, 

ignore, or otherwise remain less able to engage with theory and its relation to practice 

(Grover, 2013). Compare these notions to Hesse’s (1993) observation, drawing specifically 

on Bartholomae (1985), that GTAs reflect their own first-year writing students in the 

difficulty they experience trying to “write themselves into [a] discourse community” (p. 227). 

Lastly, Duffelmeyer (2003) goes a step further by showing how computer-based instruction 

adds “an additional…layer of stress and uncertainty to an already stressful and uncertain 

teaching experience” (p. 296). The conclusion to be drawn from all these examples is that 

developing a theoretical foundation for one’s teaching—whether it be onsite or online—

takes time. 

Estrem and Reid’s (2012) empirical study of the learning process of teachers 

corroborates this point; they conclude that “learning to teach (writing) is a protean and 

lengthy process….uncertain and recursive” and that “one graduate pedagogy seminar is not 

and cannot be a one-shot teaching inoculation” (p. 474). They further argue that relying on a 

single course for GTA preparation—a situation Latterell (1996a) argued against 16 years 

before—sends unintended messages to our colleagues and GTAs about what we believe 

about learning to teach. They suggest we counter this message by finding ways to keep 

preparation active throughout GTAs’ degree programs. They offer several ideas on how to 

do this, but one they do not mention is to make OWI preparation a part of our programs. 

This dissertation will of course look into just how this might be implemented effectively, but 
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consider the benefits of one possible approach: an optional, advanced pedagogy seminar 

focused on OWI would bring experienced GTAs back to the classroom where they would 

re-encounter many of the theories first met in the original pedagogy seminar, giving them 

another structured opportunity—within a network of peers and a faculty mentor—to 

apprehend the complex theories that inform the work of teaching writing. Even if those 

GTAs never taught online in the future, their face-to-face instruction would be improved by 

the chance to revisit theories and ideas they might not have had time to appreciate the first 

time around while trying to meet the day-to-day demands of teaching their first college-level 

course. For literature- and creative writing-focused students, who may never systematically 

encounter composition theory again, revisiting such theory in an OWI teaching methods 

course could pay huge dividends over a career in which teaching composition courses is 

likely to be a constant.1 Similarly, such a course would benefit future online instructors by 

beginning their exposure to OWI pedagogy and theory earlier; thus, when they encounter 

such ideas again in, say, a department-led OWI faculty development workshop, they would 

be better prepared to make sense of and operationalize such ideas in a meaningful way 

before entering the online classroom.  

In other words, OWI preparation for GTAs could help shorten the time needed for 

GTAs to become effective teachers in traditional classrooms, and it would also start them 

down that same path earlier for online classrooms. 

                                                
1 Additionally, Schilb (2001) explores ways that graduate students can improve their pedagogy for teaching 
literature by drawing on their experience teaching writing, so it is conceivable that an advanced pedagogy 
seminar in OWI could also improve not only the teaching of literature face to face but online as well. 
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OWI Preparation Can Promote Reflective Practice 

Having a theoretical foundation is essential for strong teaching, but it is only part of 

the picture. Another prominent idea in the teacher preparation literature is the need for 

teachers to become, in Schön’s (1987) terms, “reflective practitioners” by developing the 

ability to critically examine their professional actions and thus improve future action. 

Burnham and Jackson (2002) make clear the place of a theoretical foundation in this process: 

“professionals ‘reflect in and on action,’ actively and recursively engaging the tensions 

between theory and experience in local contexts in order to solve problems, uncover and 

evaluate tacit knowledge, make and remake theory” (p. 159; see also Hillocks, 1995; Yancey, 

1998). Bamberg (2002) argues that, from a programmatic perspective, “creating conditions 

that promote reflective practice among TAs is no easy task” (p. 150) because it requires 

programs to continue to prepare GTAs throughout their degree programs and because it 

requires administrators and mentors to work closely with GTAs, which can be difficult in 

larger programs with a hundred GTAs or more. She also notes that, from the GTAs’ 

perspective, intense demands on their time and energy while pursuing a degree mean that 

“unless a programs’ practices and conditions foster reflection, little is likely to occur” (p. 

150). Though Bamberg (2002) and Burnham and Jackson (2002) suggest ways to help GTAs 

become reflective practitioners, one thing they do not consider is OWI preparation. 

There is evidence to suggest that OWI preparation and teaching can improve 

traditional instruction by increasing an instructor’s ability to reflect meaningfully on his or 

her practice. McShane (2004) found that teachers moving into online instruction became 

more “critically self-aware” and more conscious of their courses’ “content and processes” 

(pp. 11, 9). The participants in his study adopted more student-centered approaches than 

before teaching online, and McShane proposes that, in addition to participants’ methods, 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 30 

“their teacher self-concept and their beliefs about teaching” (p. 4) changed. In writing 

studies, we have a strong legacy of computers and composition research exploring the ways 

that the adoption of technology in the teaching of writing allow us “to challenge the existing 

assumptions that [guide] our teaching” (Webb Peterson, 2001, p. 361; see also Sidler, Morris, 

& Smith, 2008). Susan Miller (2001), for one, postulates that as we learn to teach in online 

settings, the assumptions we make “about our teaching and identities” become “increasingly 

visible as assumptions” (p. 322, emphasis in original). Meloncon (2007), synthesizing Miller 

and others, takes this idea further by drawing parallels between the act of becoming an OWI 

instructor and the concept of “the stranger’s path,” which she borrows from cultural 

geography. Strangers, she explains, see places differently than residents do, resulting in  

heightened awareness of the surroundings…. In the electronic landscape…educators 
must embark on a new path much like a stranger in the city…. There are similarities 
between teaching in a traditional setting and teaching online. Nonetheless, they have 
the advantage of becoming aware of the nuances of teaching in this new space. (p. 
39). 

Though Meloncon argues that “Any such movement into unexplored territory 

requires one’s self-reflective processes be focused” (p. 49), she does not go so far as to say 

that such focused processes have a recursive effect on one’s face-to-face teaching. Skurat 

Harris, Lubbes, Knowles, and Harris (2015), however, make exactly that point: “We found 

ourselves modifying our F2F practices, ‘taking back’ to the F2F classroom improved 

activities, scaffolding, and feedback” (p. 107). These writers each describe personal 

experiences seeing improvements in their face-to-face teaching as a result of become online 

instructors, and they argue that the rise of OWI represents “a unique opportunity as part of 

reflective practice to take newly re-imagined strategies back to the F2F classroom” (p. 121). 

My own experience echoes these sentiments and provides an additional example. I 

have found that OWI preparation and online writing instruction puts my theoretical and 
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pedagogical choices into high contrast, removing them from their original justification and 

allowing me to more consciously reflect on them. Maybe this is a familiar scenario: After 

several semesters of using a particular classroom approach or activity, I find I often cannot 

remember the original pedagogical reasons I had for developing and using it in the first 

place. This forgetfulness reduces my ability to critically and objectively consider such an 

activity as I contemplate its use in a new teaching context—a new semester, a new group of 

students, a revised set of learning objectives. However, if I attempt to migrate that activity to 

an online course, suddenly its justification (or lack thereof) seem obvious against the new, 

unfamiliar context, enhancing my ability to reflect on my pedagogical foundations for both 

online and face-to-face instruction. Similarly, while researching online course design, I have 

been struck that many of the principles I have encountered—iterative design processes, user-

centered design, social construction as a learning theory (rather than an epistemology), and 

accessibility, to name a few—can apply to or inform my traditional course design, pushing 

me to reflect and re-theorize what I thought I knew about traditional writing instruction (see 

Horton, 2011; Blythe, 2001; Savenye, Olina, & Niemczyk, 2001; Jonassen & Land, 2012; and 

Sydik, 2007 for further information on each of these concepts, respectively). In short, 

teaching online has made me a better face-to-face instructor.  

All of this evidence suggests that if we as a field want to encourage and enable our 

GTAs to be more reflective practitioners in the traditional classroom, OWI preparation 

provides a way to do that. And since we can reasonably expect most of our GTAs to teach 

not only in face-to-face settings but also online, OWI preparation is necessary to help GTAs 

learn to be reflective about their online teaching as well. As discussed above, though online 

teaching environments are generally compatible with contemporary composition theories, 

such approaches must be migrated—translated for use in an online environment. In order to 
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do this effectively, instructors must develop an understanding of the online teaching context 

and OWI-specific theory and pedagogy. While the literature does provide information along 

these lines—and such literature would form the basis of any OWI preparation program—the 

CCCC OWI Committee (2011) admits that “theory and practice specific to OWI has yet to 

be fully developed” (p. 7). Furthermore, the need to help our online instructors engage in 

reflective practice seems even more crucial when we contrast the fact that OWI 

“technologies…are coming at educators fast” (Hewett, 2014, p. 206) against the relative 

slowness of the scholarly research and publication cycle, which ensures that “teacher-training 

resources are not likely to represent the latest thinking in our field” (Leverenz, 2008, p. 43). 

Hewett (2014) makes the case this way: “While a trial-and-error approach is understandable 

in a fast-paced digital world, uncritical experimentation can be useless at best and harmful at 

worst for students” (p. 206). 

Duffelmeyer (2003) shows how reflective practice’s opposite is the result when 

GTAs are underprepared. While Schön describes reflective practitioners as conducting 

“‘frame experiments in which they impose a kind of coherence on messy situations’” in 

order to refine theory and practice (as cited in Bamberg, 2002, p. 149), Duffelemeyer (2003) 

describes new GTAs this way: “Upon encountering dissonance—where expectations and 

reality do not coincide in the FYC [first-year composition] classroom,” young instructors 

“tend to want an ‘authority’ to ‘just tell them what to do’” (p. 296). Her study then goes on 

to show how such a situation is even more likely when the classroom includes unfamiliar 

technology. Providing our GTAs with OWI preparation will enable them not only to reflect 

on and thus improve their own online instruction but it will also prepare them to contribute 

to the theory-building OWI desperately needs. 
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OWI Preparation Increases Marketability and Job Security and Helps Protect Our 

Departments from Unwanted Pressures 

Finally, OWI preparation also can help GTAs as they move into a job market that 

remains difficult, and it can provide increased job security for our graduates as they move 

into regular employment. Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal (2013) remark that the 

“exponential increase” of student enrollment in online courses has caused the recruitment of 

faculty who can meet this demand to be a “major challenge” facing colleges today (pp. 91–

92); GTAs entering the workforce who can show a willingness and expertise to teach online 

therefore have a better chance of securing employment (DePew, et al., 2006). Along these 

same lines, Graupner, Nickoson-Massey, and Blair (2009) argue that in the age of digital 

media, “functional, critical, and rhetorical training in multimodal teaching and research must 

span all aspects of professional development with the graduate curriculum” (p. 14) to ensure 

emerging professionals the best chance of success, while Hauman, Kastner, and Witte (2015) 

make a similar argument for what they call “techno-pedagogy” (p. 50). While OWI 

preparation is not entirely synonymous with what these writers are advocating, its aims are 

similar to and intersect considerably with what they advocate. OWI preparation can help 

provide necessary literacies and competencies that these and other scholars identify as 

necessary in today’s field. 

Additionally, there are intense pressures and potential pitfalls facing our departments 

today as the educational and economic environment shifts. For instance, Samuels (2004) 

outlines several threats associated with the growth of computer-mediated instruction, 

arguing that some changes “often work to undermine the professional status of composition 

teachers” (p. 63). DePew, Fishman, Romberger, and Ruetenik (2006) show how many of the 

things university administrations value about distance education are at odds with what the 
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field of composition values as effective teaching, pushing us back towards Current-

Traditional methods of teaching composition and cutting us off from essential resources. 

Paloff and Pratt (2013) note that “increasingly, institutions are moving in the direction of 

offering prewritten courses that instructors facilitate as a function of the scalability of online 

programs” (p. xv), a situation directly at odds with the CCCC (2013) position statement of 

effective OWI practices. Well-prepared instructors will be better able to navigate these tricky 

waters. 

When our departments and our established instructors are reluctant to engage in 

online learning and the debates surrounding it, we stand to lose out as administrative 

decisions are made without our input. However, as we engage, educate ourselves, and 

prepare the next generation of instructors to embrace online learning, we arm ourselves and 

our departments against institutional pressures. When a strong majority of chief academic 

officers say that online learning is critical to their institutions’ long-term strategies (Allen & 

Seaman, 2014), vying for excellence and engagement in this field can help us ensure funding, 

recognition, resources, and other opportunities for our departments. Preparing GTAs will 

introduce to the market eager instructors who can talk intelligently about their online 

teaching from not only a skills basis but a pedagogical and theory-driven basis and who can 

spearhead trainings and apprenticeships within departments. Such instructors will someday 

be faculty mentors, tenure committee members, and administrators themselves. As Hewett 

& Ehmann (2004) argue: 

Not only do online instructors become stronger educators through professional 
development, but they also become change-agents with the “ability to question, 
challenge, and change operational norms and assumptions” (5). In doing so, they are 
being recognized as genuine collaborators in the development of online teaching and 
learning. In this capacity, trainees positively influence the organization/s for which 
they work. (pp. 22–23) 
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Assessing Our Progress Toward OWI Preparation 

To summarize the conclusions this review has drawn thus far, it has shown that 

adaptation and assessment are essential to keep GTA preparation relevant and to ensure it 

meets its goals. Recently, however, the rise of online learning has altered the composition 

landscape significantly, requiring new adaptation from the field in the form of OWI-specific 

preparation. While that preparation could take many forms—including being offered to 

instructors only at a point where teaching online is imminent—research shows that 

incorporating OWI-specific preparation into existing GTA preparation programs can not 

only promote effective online writing instruction but also will improve traditional instruction 

by further developing GTAs’ theoretical foundations and their ability to engage in reflective 

practice, will make GTAs more marketable, and will help our departments weather shifts in 

the educational landscape.  

The literature makes clear what kind of adaptation should be happening, so the next 

logical question is whether an assessment has been performed to identify whether such 

adaptation is occurring and with what success, something along the lines of what Latterell 

(1996b) provided 20 years ago.  

A review of the literature demonstrates that such an assessment does not yet exist, 

though several studies pave the way by examining closely related topics. For example, the 

CCCC OWI Committee’s (2011) nationwide surveys of online instructors, discussed above, 

provides a nationwide assessment, but teacher preparation is only one of many topics 

covered, and there is no separate treatment or examination of GTAs. Closer to the mark, 

Hauman, Kastner, and Witte (2015) performed “a pilot study that investigates the presence 

of technology-pedagogy preparation for graduate students in PhD-granting rhetoric and 

composition programs in the United States” (p. 46). While on the surface this would seem to 
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be the assessment the field is in need of, as a pilot study the research was limited in scope 

and the conclusions were tentative—the study employed a ten-question survey that asked 

whether programs “required a course in techno-pedagogy” (p. 47) and solicited details about 

such a course, and the authors admitted several issues with their methods that limited the 

impact of the results. Additionally, the focus was not on OWI specifically but on the broader 

idea of teaching writing using technology. Two additional studies, Atkins (2006) and 

McGrath (2008), come close to filling this need; their strengths and weaknesses will be 

discussed extensively in the next chapter as they became important models for my own 

research design. 

Without a widespread assessment to determine how much and what kind of OWI 

preparation is being offered to GTAs, we have no way of knowing whether the field is 

adapting adequately to online learning’s demands. Additionally, the lack of such an 

assessment means that writing program administrators and others involved in GTA 

preparation cannot yet fully know what practices are available to them and how they might 

best be implemented, nor do researchers have the benefit of seeing the big picture of what 

questions about OWI preparation urgently need to be answered. Without an assessment to 

show us where we stand, our progress will be piecemeal and unsure, haphazard and 

necessarily local. This is the need my dissertation is designed to fill, by creating and 

interrogating a map of the field of GTA preparation to teach writing online. In the next 

chapter, I present the methodology of my study, which is designed to address this gap by 

creating and interrogating GTA preparation for online writing instruction. The methodology 

both builds on and accounts for weaknesses in previous research. I’ll also provide a 

justification for how it will answer the needs presented in this chapter. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

In the previous chapter I argued that composition studies must adapt its GTA 

preparation practices to account for shifts in the field due to the rise of online learning and 

that, as a result, writing programs need widespread assessment to determine how much and 

what kind of OWI preparation is currently being offered to GTAs. In this chapter I describe 

my study’s methodology in order to show how it provides the assessment the field stands in 

need of.  

I performed an empirical, mixed-methods study aimed at assessing OWI preparation 

for GTAs by mapping the field’s current research and practice and then interrogating that 

map to identify ways research and practice might be improved. The study took as its main 

inspiration and model Catherine Latterell’s (1996a) dissertation The Politics of Teaching Assistant 

Education in Rhetoric and Composition Studies, itself an empirical, mixed-methods study focused 

on traditional GTA preparation. Rather than directly replicating Latterell’s study, however, I 

used it as a starting place for creating an original research design, one that was more suitable 

to studying the emerging phenomenon of OWI preparation than a replication would be. In 

the following sections, I first review Latterell’s design (1996a) and other models for my 

research and then present the methodology and research design I used in my own study. 

Models for My Research 

In this section I will present and analyze the methods employed by Latterell (1996a) 

as well as Atkins (2006) and McGrath (2008) in order to identify the strengths and 

weaknesses of these models and the ways in which they were adapted for my use in my own 

research. 
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Inspired by Latterell’s Research 

In her dissertation, Latterell (1996a) describes two major goals for her research: first, 

to map the practices and philosophies that constitute GTA preparation and, second, to 

suggest ways of re-mapping that practice to allow for productive revision and to bring 

practice more in line with then-current composition pedagogy and theory. In order to 

achieve these goals, she focuses on three research sites—curricula design, professional 

discourse, and writing program practice—and for each site she employs fitting methods to 

gather her data—content analysis, textual analysis, and interviewing, respectively. Her 

ultimate conclusion is that, by focusing more on skills-based training rather than on theory-

based foundation-building and by promoting conversion to certain teaching approaches by 

using commonplace narratives of teacher development, the composition field was at that 

time failing to serve the needs of its GTAs and was sending unintentional messages that 

didn’t match its stated values. Latterell concludes with several recommendations for how the 

field could overcome these failures and better prepare and socialize GTAs. 

When I encountered Latterell’s (1996a) research early in my own study of GTA 

preparation, my first instinct was to replicate it since nearly 20 years had elapsed since its 

publication and the questions it raises are still relevant. Furthermore, Rickly (2012) argues 

that in writing studies research we should assign greater value to replication, pointing out 

that “by replicating existing research, we know that the design is workable, and we are 

looking to see how the application in different contexts might influence the outcome” (p. 

266). She adds, echoing Haswell (2005), that replication increases rigor, and she specifically 

recommends it as an entry point for “fledgling researchers” (Rickly, 2012, p. 266) like myself.  

Indeed, Latterell’s mixed methods, multi-phase research design produced one of the 

strongest, most perceptive assessments of the field I encountered in my research. However, 
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a close reading of Latterell’s methods and outcomes and a deeper background reading into 

OWI preparation convinced me that replicating her work to study OWI preparation today 

would not be feasible. The main issue is the difference between our respective focuses: I 

cannot begin with the same assumption that Latterell could. At the outset of her research, 

Latterell knew that traditional GTA preparation was well established and had a set of 

standard modes and practices. Her aim, therefore, was to measure the distribution of those 

practices and examine their effects or, as she terms it, the “politics” of GTA education. For 

my study, on the other hand, it was unclear at the outset whether OWI preparation was even 

happening at all; furthermore, there were no well-established modes or practices, and the 

literature on the topic remained sparse (Hewett & Powers, 2007). Because I could not make 

the same foundational assumption as Latterell, my own study focused more on determining 

whether OWI preparation exists, what form it is taking, and where. This difference 

demanded some alterations to the methods I used and to the overall research design. 

Having formed this conclusion, I considered additional models for my research 

design, exploring how I might leverage the strengths of each for my project while avoiding 

their weaknesses and limitations. I present the results of my investigation in the remainder of 

this section. 

Considering Alternate Models 

In my research I discovered two recent studies that came very close to my own in 

scope and purpose. Anthony Atkins (2006) performed a large national survey to discover 

how much and what kind of training was being offered to graduate students and faculty 

members to prepare them for teaching writing with technology, reporting his findings in his 

article “Writing/Teachers and Digital Technologies: Technology/Teacher Training.” The 

rationale for his study—that the rising pervasiveness of digital technologies in our lives and 
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classrooms and the resulting shift in our students’ literacies require specific training, and that 

“we cannot begin to transform our TA technology training procedures until we better 

understand the current state of such training” (“Teacher Training,” para. 1)—was very like 

my own. Similarly, Laura McGrath (2008) did two smaller surveys (one national and one 

local) plus a series of interviews to discover what personal, departmental, and institutional 

preparation for online instruction existed and whether such programs met the desires of 

actual online instructors. Her study is reported in an article titled “In Their Own Voices: 

Online Writing Instructors Speak Out on Issues of Preparation, Development, & Support.” 

McGrath’s rationale also echoed my own; she reasons that “it behooves [us] to pay attention 

to what online writing instructors are saying about their experiences and needs. Staying 

informed increases the likelihood that stakeholders will be ready to participate in decision 

making and to negotiate for appropriate resources and support” (“Introduction,” para. 4).  

Each of these articles having a focus so similar to my own qualified them as strong 

precedents for my study, especially considering that these addressed OWI preparation 

directly while Latterell (1996a) did not. Their key contribution seemed to be in their 

methods. Whereas Latterell’s central method for mapping the distribution of training 

practices was to analyze “key documents” used in GTA preparation programs from around 

the country, Atkins (2006) and McGrath (2008) both primarily employed online 

questionnaires. This approach makes sense when we consider that OWI preparation is still 

an emerging field yet to be clearly defined or mapped; the people involved in these programs 

are likely more reliable sources of information than key documents such as course syllabi and 

GTA handbooks, which may not directly address OWI at this early stage. 

Though methodologically a questionnaire is a suitable approach to studying OWI 

preparation, I saw severe limitations in how each author deployed their instruments. For 
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example, Atkins (2006) acknowledges problems with his sampling method. He sought 

participants for his questionnaire by posting it to listservs, blogs, and news sites; by emailing 

it directly to faculty and students in target programs; and by distributing flyers at the 2004 

CCCC conference. These methods produced a convenience sample, one that cannot be seen 

as representative of the target population, and it required the response rate to take the form 

of a rough estimate. In addition to these issues, I identified a bigger problem with the validity 

and reliability of the questionnaire. The study attempted to determine whether and what kind 

of training exists, but asking faculty and graduate students to provide this information only 

guaranteed that the study would uncover what kinds of training these participants are aware of 

or recognize as “training.” Though the instrument asked participants about the presence of 

“courses” and “workshops,” it did not solicit information about forms of meaningful 

training that might not fit under these categories. Furthermore, it appeared that some of the 

key terms were not well defined and some questions were worded poorly, allowing for 

answers from different participants to the same question to signify quite different things. 

The open-ended responses that participants gave and which were reported in the article 

often seemed to point to the inadequacy of the question to represent the situation of a 

participant’s particular program. For example, one set of questions asked about whether the 

participant’s program offered courses or workshops to train graduate students to teach with 

technology and whether such offerings were required or optional. Though such questions 

would seem to require a simple yes or no response, Atkins received several “other” 

responses with text-box entries that pointed to more complex real-world situations such as 

this: “Yes and No. We have teaching courses that address use of technology in classrooms 

but rather than having training-for-technology as a specific goal, technology use comes up as 

a subsidiary issue while talking about teaching strategies” (Atkins, 2006, “Courses & 
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Workshops,” para. 8). Lastly, one of the biggest limitations of the study was that the training 

of graduate students, new instructors, and faculty (three terms with overlapping definitions 

in the study) were sometimes conflated and sometimes treated separately. 

McGrath’s (2008) study exhibited similar weaknesses in sampling method, response 

rate, validity, and reliability. Of particular note is that her study, too, assumed that the 

relatively small sample of participants—actively teaching online instructors—were a valid 

source of information about departmental and institutional preparation. Additionally, in the 

national survey portion of the study, all questions were open-ended, and in the local survey 

many were; however, the results section of the article presented much of its data and 

interpretation quantitatively, prompting questions about the researcher’s coding scheme and 

its reliability, neither of which were directly addressed in the article. 

To sum up, these two studies made a strong case for using an online questionnaire 

for investigating OWI preparation, but they also made clear that care must be taken with 

such an instrument to ensure validity and reliability. These studies’ issues with the wording 

of questions, sampling methods, and coding schemes provided insight into how I might 

avoid such issues in my own study. Of particular interest to me were the participants of the 

studies: in order to ascertain how much OWI preparation was happening, Atkins directed his 

instrument to composition faculty and graduate students while McGrath targeted active 

online instructors. While there is some justification for this approach—Atkins, for instance, 

was interested in instructors’ opinions of the preparation they received, not just in the 

preparation itself—for my own focus, specifically on GTA preparation, relying on graduate 

students and faculty would be problematic, as these might not be the most reliable sources 

of information. 
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Strengths of Latterell’s Approach 

Latterell’s approach to studying GTA preparation presented several key strengths 

that could help allay the limitations I found in Atkins’s (2006) and McGrath’s (2008) 

research. For one, Latterell (1996a) approached the mapping of the field from different 

angles using different methods; such an approach provided a much more comprehensive 

picture than could otherwise be found. Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, and Hanson (2003) 

note that there is “wide consensus that mixing different types of methods can strengthen a 

study” because, among other things, “the use of multiple methods can neutralize or cancel 

out some of the disadvantages of certain methods” (p. 211). In Latterell’s work, an essential 

counterpoint exists between her survey of GTA preparation programs and her analysis of 

the published professional literature: the latter gauges what we talk about publically and what 

we therefore say we value, while the former challenges that notion by looking at the 

distribution of actual real-world practice. Neither Atkins nor McGrath employed such a 

technique; though Atkins added interviews to his data collection, the purpose was to 

elaborate on and enhance his questionnaire data rather than to provide an alternate and 

possibly opposing perspective. 

Latterell’s design for her survey also avoided some of the sampling and validity issues 

faced by Atkins (2006) and McGrath (2008). By focusing her inquiry about preparation 

programs on the programs themselves by gathering and analyzing key documents rather than 

by asking participants of those programs about their experiences, she was able to identify a 

clearly defined target population (the 72 programs listed in Brown, Meyer, & Enos, 1994), to 

send her inquiry directly to the administrator in charge of each program rather than blanket a 

listserv with requests for participants (thus avoiding the need to sample the population), and 

to provide an exact response rate (36 programs, or 50%).  
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A further strength of Latterell’s design is that by making the studies both 

independent of yet informed by each other, Latterell allowed herself to work toward her two 

goals of mapping and critiquing simultaneously, applying analysis to her data at multiple 

points and drawing deeper, more insightful conclusions as a result. Overall, Latterell’s 

snapshot of her chosen subject is more complete and compelling than those offered by 

Atkins and McGrath of their respective subjects. And though they, like Latterell, both tried 

to present strong criticisms and suggest changes, their research designs limited their abilities 

to make detailed, discerning criticisms, and their recommendations remain vague as a result. 

Both articles seem to spend more time identifying limitations or avenues for further 

necessary research than they do drawing solid conclusions. As a result, the articles both read 

like pilot studies, tentative first steps toward the assessment that in the field is currently 

needed, the assessment that I provide in this dissertation. 

My Study Design 

Considering the strengths and weaknesses of all these studies, I designed my 

dissertation study as an original research project. Below I first present the overall design of 

the study and then explain and justify the ways in which my design was a departure from 

Latterell’s (1996a). Lastly, I explain the individual phases of the study in detail. 

Overall Study Design 

The purpose of my study was to provide an assessment of current OWI preparation 

for GTAs so that the field can gauge its progress toward meeting its stakeholders’ needs 

amidst a changing educational landscape and make informed changes where necessary. This 

purpose is expressed in the following overarching goals, which closely echo Latterell (1996a): 

1. To map the current state of OWI preparation for GTAs 
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2. To interrogate that map, thus opening space both for the envisioning of new 

pedagogy and practice where too little exists and their revision where they do not 

meet the needs of stakeholders. 

The first goal was largely descriptive and reflected the need for a “systematic 

collection of information” (Walvoord, 2010, p. 2) when performing an assessment, for how 

can we begin to interrogate our research and practice if we do not know what they are? 

Mapping the field not only provided a necessary vantage point for my dissertation’s second 

goal; it offered a valuable resource to all who are currently engaged in GTA preparation.  

The second goal allowed for analysis and critique; it offered the opportunity for 

reflection about our research and practice in order to determine where these are effective 

and where these can be improved. Understanding that each GTA preparation program is 

different and is the product of unique needs, constraints, and histories, I focused neither on 

prescribing a specific course of action for the entire field nor on criticizing the practice of 

any one particular program. Rather, I attempted to identify gaps in our research as well as 

places where our practice does not match our understanding of pedagogy or our espoused 

ideologies. 

To guide me in achieving these goals I identified four major research questions, 

detailed in Figure 3.1 below. 
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Goal Research Questions 

Map the 
Field 

1. What is the current state of research into OWI preparation for 
GTAs? 

2. What is the current state of practice for OWI preparation for 
GTAs? 

Interrogate 
the Map 

3. Is the current state of OWI preparation research and practice in 
line with the stated values and goals of the field? 

4. What changes can be made to improve our research and 
practice? 

Figure 3.1. Major research questions of this study. 

 

In order to answer these research questions and achieve the goals of the study, I 

employed a mixed methods sequential exploratory design. In such a design, a qualitative 

phase of research is first done in order to better understand the phenomenon and construct 

an instrument. The instrument is then employed in a second, quantitative phase of research. 

The results of both phases are then interpreted and synthesized together, resulting in a 

deeper and more discerning analysis than could be achieved by using only one or the other 

method on its own (Creswell, 2009). My research design is presented graphically in Figure 

3.2. 
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Figure 3.2. My dissertation research design, a mixed methods sequential exploratory study. Adapted from Creswell (2009, p. 209). 

Figure 3.2. My dissertation research design, a mixed methods sequential exploratory study. Adapted from Creswell (2009, p. 209). 
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The qualitative phase of my study was a content analysis of the professional literature 

concerning OWI preparation. This phase answered the first research question by mapping 

the principles, locations, and methods guiding OWI preparation as found in published 

writing about the topic, and it enabled me to construct an instrument for use in the next 

phase. The quantitative phase of my study employed an online questionnaire directed to 

writing program administrators to gather data about the principles, locations, and methods 

guiding OWI preparation that were presently in use in those programs. This phase answered 

the second research question by mapping the distribution of OWI preparation practice. In 

the third phase of research, the results of the previous phases were considered together and 

synthesized in order to answer research questions 3 and 4 and achieve the study’s second 

goal.  

Key Differences from Latterell 

Though Latterell (1996a) provided the original inspiration for my study, my research 

design was significantly different from hers to account for the differences in our respective 

focuses and the insights gained from analyzing Atkins (2006) and McGrath (2008). I explain 

and justify these key differences briefly here and address them in more detail as necessary in 

the sections that follow. 

Because Latterell was studying an established phenomenon, she could proceed from 

the assumption that GTA preparation was happening along well established lines; thus her 

main focus was on critique. She made her first site of study the curricula of GTA 

preparation, determining and critiquing the distribution of practices. She then turned to her 

second site, the professional literature, focusing on critiquing the commonplace narratives 

found there. These studies were methodologically independent of each other and were likely 

carried out simultaneously, allowing Latterell to combine her findings at the analysis phase, 
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each study’s results informing and challenging the other and deepening the overall critique as 

a result. This approach is similar to what Creswell (2009) calls a “concurrent triangulation 

approach” to mixed methods research (p. 213). She then supplemented these results with a 

third research phase, a series of case studies meant to identify features of outstanding GTA 

preparation programs and thus follow up her critique with positive, actionable steps that 

individual programs could make use of to improve their practice. 

My focus on OWI preparation as an emerging phenomenon demanded changes to 

this approach. One of the problems I identified above about Atkins (2006) is that his survey 

questions limited his instrument’s ability to detect the training he was examining. If OWI 

training did not fit the categories of “courses” or “workshops,” participants were likely to 

not recognize or report it. Because OWI preparation is emerging and ill-defined, I stood to 

make the same error, so I switched the order of the sites of my study and performed them 

sequentially rather than concurrently. In this way, my examination of the professional 

literature (now as Phase 1, as opposed to Latterell’s second phase) could help provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of what the curricula (now as Phase 2 and termed “local 

program practice”) might look like. This shift conformed to Creswell’s (2009) description of 

a “sequential exploratory strategy” (p. 212) for mixed methods research. Creswell notes that 

“the primary focus of this model is to initially explore a phenomenon” and that it can also be 

used “to determine the distribution of a phenomenon within a chosen population” (pp. 211–

212), statements which describe the nature of OWI preparation and my research goals well. 

He additionally remarks that a sequential exploratory strategy is often used “when a 

researcher needs to develop an instrument because existing instruments are inadequate” (p. 

212), which was exactly the case here. 
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I also opted not to imitate Latterell’s use of case studies. While supplementing my 

own critique with an examination of local program practices from which actionable 

principles and methods might be drawn was a worthy goal, at this stage of inquiry into OWI 

preparation it was impossible to predict what such programs and practices might look like or 

even whether they existed. Proper case study methodology requires a pre-defined, systematic 

approach to collecting multiple types of data about the cases (MacNealy, 1999), so without 

knowing up front whether I would be collecting data about entire programs, individual 

courses or workshops, or particular methods, it would have been difficult to define a 

rigorous study at this point in time. Rather, I considered my study the initial exploratory 

research that could make such future research possible. 

Phase 1: Content Analysis of the Professional Literature 

My first phase of research was a qualitative study focused on the professional 

literature concerning OWI preparation for GTAs. As explained above, the purpose of this 

phase was to answer the first major research question—listed below with relevant sub-

questions in Figure 3.3—and to enable me to construct an instrument for use in the 

quantitative phase. To those ends, I performed a content analysis of the professional 

literature. The content analysis consisted of five general steps, as described below, followed 

by a discussion of the justifications for these methods. 

1. What is the current state of research into OWI preparation for GTAs? 
1.1. What principles guide effective OWI preparation, at what locations does OWI 

preparation occur, and what methods for OWI preparation exist? 
1.2. What is currently known about these principles, locations, and methods?  
1.3. What gaps in our knowledge remain that could be addressed by future 

research? 

Figure 3.3. Research question 1 and its relevant sub-questions. 
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Step 1: Establish provisional codes. Saldaña (2015) defines Provisional Coding as 

establishing “a predetermined start list of codes prior to fieldwork” and specifies that it is 

“appropriate for qualitative studies that build on or corroborate previous research and 

investigation” (p 168). Because traditional GTA preparation constitutes a precedent and 

model for OWI preparation, I established a set of provisional codes by drawing on key 

works from the traditional GTA preparation literature including Latterell (1996a), Ward and 

Perry (2008), and Wilhoit (2002). I also organized these codes into provisional categories. 

Figure 3.4 displays these codes. 

 

Overarching 
Principles 

• OWI prep should happen in online settings 
• Balance between theory- and skills-based instruction 
• Avoid attempts to convert GTAs to a single approach or theory 
• Time is necessary to build foundation and assimilate learning 

Locations 

• Pre-service orientations 
• In-service practica 
• Teaching methods courses 
• Theory seminars 
• Mentorship and apprenticeship programs 
• Writing centers 

Methods 

• Classroom observation 
• Roleplaying 
• Teaching journals and portfolios 
• Reflective practice 
• Research and publication 
• Writing program administration 
• Microteaching 

Modes 
• Onsite 
• Online 
• Hybrid 

  

Step 2: Identifying the sample. I next examined the literature concerned with 

OWI preparation, focusing specifically on scholarly books and articles published after 2000. 

Figure 3.4. Provisional codes and categories for Phase 1 content analysis. 
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Because there is no readily identifiable corpus of texts for OWI preparation, I used a variety 

of methods to identify as many relevant texts as possible. First, two sources provided a 

broad foundation of texts: my own doctoral exams reading list and the CCCC OWI 

Committee’s (2009) “Annotated Bibliography,” in which the committee “gathered, reviewed, 

and annotated webtexts, articles, and books from 1980 through early 2008.” Second, to 

identify further possible sources I considered the works cited in each text identified in the 

first method, and I additionally used Google Scholar to find subsequent publications that 

cite those same texts. Third, in order to approach this sampling from another direction, I 

additionally searched the CompPile archive for any sources that were not revealed with the 

other methods using various combinations of the search terms online learning, online writing 

instruction, OWI, teacher training, and teacher preparation. All of these methods are consistent with 

what Koerber and McMichael (2008) call “purposeful sampling” as they were intended to 

produce a sample that represents “the variation known to exist in the population or 

phenomenon being studied” (p. 464). Since the purpose of this phase of research was to 

gauge the breadth of the literature, such a sampling approach was appropriate.2 

Step 3: First cycle coding. I then performed a cycle of Holistic Coding using the 

resulting sample. Holistic Coding is characterized by assigning one or more codes to large 

units of text rather than line by line (Saldaña, 2015). Because this was an exploratory study 

meant to map the field in broad strokes, a line-by-line analysis of the texts was not needed. 

Furthermore, the sample consisted of scholarly publications in which the concepts I coded 

                                                
2 After presenting my preliminary results at the CCCC Annual Convention (Grover, 2016), I was invited to 
contribute to the CCCC OWI Committee’s revision of their 2009 “Annotated Bibliography” (Harris, 
Mechenbier, Oswal, & Stillman-Webb, 2017). As a result of the methods I used in this study, I was able to 
contribute several entries to the bibliography that the editors and contributors had not yet discovered. 
Additionally, I confirmed that the bibliography did not present any sources I had not already considered in my 
content analysis. 
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for were, for the most part, explicitly and directly discussed, so a more fine-grained or 

elaborate coding method, such as might be used with interview transcripts, field notes, or 

journals was not necessary. 

Drawing from the provisional codes identified in Step 1, I assigned portions of each 

text one or more codes that represented the major themes touched on. During this cycle, the 

coding scheme continued to be developed, and I added to and altered the provisional coding 

scheme and arrangement of categories as required by what I found in the texts under 

consideration. A few examples will illustrate the nature of these changes. First, the code 

“OWI prep should happen in online settings” became “immersion” and its definition 

broadened, as discussed in Chapter 4. Also, the code “reflective practice” was initially 

contained in the Methods category, but sources in the sample treated it more as a principle, 

so I moved it. Lastly, the codes in the Modes category did not prove to be a significant 

presence on their own because they were never discussed outside the context of another 

code—typically “immersion”—so I scrapped them and instead revisited the concepts of 

onsite, online, and hybrid modalities during the resulting analysis. Figure 3.5 shows the 

completed coding scheme; these codes are defined in Chapter 4. 

Completing this step provided a preliminary answer to research question 1.1, stated 

above in Figure 3.3. 
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Principles 

• Immersion 
• Balance 
• Time 
• Individualization 
• Reflective practice 
• Community 
• Assessment 
• Accessibility 

Locations 

• Pre-service orientations 
• In-service practica 
• Teaching methods courses 
• Mentorships and apprenticeships 
• Writing centers 
• Departmental and non-departmental workshops 
• Traditional teacher preparation 

Methods 

• Classroom observation 
• Roleplaying 
• Teaching journals and portfolios 
• Professional development, research, and publication 
• Exploring technologies 
• Assessment of trainees 

 

 Step 4: Second cycle coding. With the sample identified and the coding scheme 

revised, I then performed a second cycle of Holistic Coding by rereading each text in the 

sample and recoding as necessary to account for changes in the coding scheme that had 

happened in Step 3. 

Step 5: Analyze the data. With the coding complete, the last step was to revisit the 

texts to synthesize the findings for each code to answer research questions 1.2 and 1.3. The 

results of this analysis are presented in Chapter 4. 

Justifications for Phase 1 Methods. With any research involving coding, the 

reliability of the coder is a concern. Did the coder apply the codes consistently and 

accurately across the sample? Did the coder see only what he or she was predisposed to see 

Figure 3.5. Finalized coding scheme for content analysis. 
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in the data? Aware of these concerns, I employed strategies to help ensure I would be a 

reliable coder. The first strategy was to consciously keep the coding scheme under revision 

throughout the first cycle of coding to counteract my tendency to see the data only in terms 

of the provisional codes—though OWI teacher preparation can certainly be and often is 

modeled on traditional teacher preparation’s principles, locations, and methods, it can also 

involve its own, newly created elements, which I endeavored to be open to seeing. The 

significant changes to the coding scheme, discussed above and also in Chapter 4, are 

evidence of my success. Another strategy I used was to deliberately code one source last: 

Hewett and Ehmann’s (2004) Preparing Educators for Online Writing Instruction. This book has 

been so influential and so widely cited that I wanted to be careful not to merely parrot the 

opinions of its writers, to see OWI preparation in the way they present it. By doing so I was 

able to identify more than just the five principles named in the book, and I discovered in 

other sources alternative conclusions drawn about those five principles, which I might 

otherwise not have noticed. Third, the second cycle of coding, performed after the coding 

scheme was fully revised and its terms clearly defined, allowed me to check my own work for 

consistency and to challenge my own preliminary conclusions, resulting in a more reliable 

and discerning analysis. Of course, it must be admitted that these strategies only mitigate the 

potential for mistakes in the research process, so as a final strategy I have made sure that my 

methods are clearly and comprehensively explained and my results thoroughly presented so 

that readers and researchers who might replicate or build on this work can evaluate for 

themselves the strengths of these methods and the accuracy of the results. 

Phase 2: Online Questionnaire Investigating Local Program Practice 

The second phase of the study was an online questionnaire investigating local 

program practice and was meant to answer the second major research question and its sub-
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questions, which are detailed in Figure 3.6. This phase of the research had 4 major steps, 

which I will outline before discussing their justifications in detail.  

 

 

Step 1. Construct the instrument. I constructed the questionnaire by carefully 

considering the results of Phase 1. As discussed above, previous instruments did not account 

for the possible breadth of principles, locations, and methods by which OWI preparation 

might happen and, consequently, may have left us with only a partial picture of what kind 

and how much OWI preparation is happening in programs today. By drawing on the codes 

created and the analysis performed in Phase 1, I was able to construct a more comprehensive 

and discerning instrument that would encourage participants to consider what OWI 

preparation GTAs receive not only in obvious locations such as seminars and workshops but 

also in less obvious ones such as in elements of traditional teacher preparation programs. I 

was also able to more clearly define program elements—which often go by different names 

or have different parameters in different programs—to ensure more reliable responses. 

Figure 3.7 gives an outline of the questionnaire’s topical structure, and the complete 

questionnaire appears in Appendix A. 

  

1. What is the current state of practice of OWI preparation for GTAs? 
2.1. What principles, locations, and methods are being utilized in OWI preparation 

of GTAs? 
2.2. How are these principles, locations, and methods distributed; that is, how 

commonly are each used in practice? 
2.3. How much preparation, on average, are GTAs currently receiving to teach 

writing online? 

Figure 3.6. Research question 2 and its relevant sub-questions. 
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The Phase 1 results also enabled me to ask important, specific questions about the 

practices and principles employed in each of the locations identified in Figure 3.7, thus 

eliciting even more detail from the participants. For example, most sections included 

questions about what activities GTAs participate in as part of the program element in 

question, what allowances are made to enable individualized instruction for GTAs of varying 

backgrounds and interests, how GTAs are encouraged to engage in reflective practice, what 

OWI topics are addressed, how a balance is struck between technology skills-focused 

instruction and pedagogy-focused instruction, how GTAs are assessed or given feedback, 

and how the program element itself is assessed.  

Making the instrument both discerning and comprehensive also made it quite long, 

so, following Couper (2008), I employed several strategies to reduce the burden on 

I. Introduction 
II. Program Overview 
III. Formal OWI Teacher Preparation 

a. Pre-service Orientations 
b. In-service Practica 
c. Teaching Methods Courses 
d. Apprenticeships 
e. Mentorships 
f. Departmental Workshops 
g. Non-departmental Workshops 
h. Fostering Community 

IV. Informal OWI Teacher Preparation 
a. Writing Centers 
b. Professional Development 
c. General Coursework 

V. Traditional (Face-to-face) Teaching Preparation 
a. Pre-service Orientations 
b. In-service Practica 
c. Teaching Methods Courses 
d. Apprenticeships and Mentorships 
e. Teaching Face-to-face or Web-facilitated Courses 

Figure 3.7. Outline of major sections of online questionnaire. 
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participants and to encourage a higher response rate. First, skip logic was employed so that, 

based on participant responses to earlier questions, irrelevant answer choices, questions, or, 

in some cases, entire sections of the questionnaire would be automatically skipped. Second, 

each section of the questionnaire repeated the same questions in the same order as much as 

possible, so that even when sections could not be skipped, the participant would benefit 

from a consistent flow. Third, the number of open-response questions were minimized so 

that participants would not be bogged down by repeatedly being asked to enter text. Fourth, 

the visual design of the questionnaire was carefully composed to promote ease of use and 

readability. I additionally relied on the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.0 to 

ensure that the questionnaire would be accessible to all users, particularly in terms of font 

choice and size and color contrast. Figure 3.8 presents a screenshot of the questionnaire for 

reference. Lastly, I piloted the instrument with three representative users and made revisions 

to the design and the wording of questions and answer choices as appropriate. 

I chose Qualtrics as the software for both building and hosting the instrument online 

because it offered robust tools for achieving the strategies just mentioned as well as adequate 

security to protect the gathered data. 
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Step 2. Identify the target population. The target population for the questionnaire 

consisted of writing program administrators (WPAs) in charge of GTA preparation 

programs associated with American university departments that offer doctoral degrees 

focused on the teaching of writing such as those in rhetoric and composition and 

professional and technical communication. In order to identify this population, I relied on 

two articles: Brown, Enos, Reamer, and Thompson’s (2008) “Portrait of the Profession: The 

2007 Survey of Doctoral Programs in Rhetoric and Composition” and Yeats and 

Thompson’s (2010) “Mapping Technical and Professional Communication: A Summary and 

Survey of Academic Locations for Programs.” From these two articles, I identified 

departments that offer a doctoral degree in a writing-focused area; I then consulted those 

Figure 3.8. Screenshot of the questionnaire. 
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programs’ websites to confirm that they still offered such a degree and that they also allowed 

their doctoral students the opportunity to teach writing classes while earning their degrees, as 

this would be a reliable indicator of the presence of an associated GTA preparation program. 

I additionally used the program websites to identify each program’s current WPA and his or 

her contact information. The result was a final target population of WPAs from 76 

qualifying programs, presented in Figure 3.9.  

Step 3. Distribute the instrument. I applied for and received approval from the 

Texas Tech University Human Research Protection Program (IRB2016-122) as well as the 

Brigham Young University–Idaho Institutional Review Board3 to conduct this research. The 

questionnaire was open for six weeks. Participants were initially recruited by email on the day 

the questionnaire opened. A follow-up letter was sent by mail during the fourth week and a 

follow-up email during the fifth week to encourage a higher response rate (Couper 2008). 

The recruitment materials are reproduced in Appendix B.  

 

 

                                                
3 I gained access to Qualtrics through my employment as an adjunct at Brigham Young University–Idaho. The 
BYU–I IRB gave written consent but did not provide a reference number. 
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Arizona State University 
Auburn University 
Ball State University 
Bowling Green State University 
Carnegie Mellon University 
Case Western Reserve University 
Clemson University 
East Carolina University 
Florida State University 
Georgia State University 
Illinois Institute of Technology 
Illinois State University 
Indiana University at Bloomington 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania 
Iowa State University 
Kent State University 
Louisiana State University 
Miami University 
Michigan State University 
Michigan Technological University 
New Mexico State University 
North Carolina State University 
Northern Illinois University 
Ohio State University 
Ohio University 
Oklahoma State University 
Old Dominion University 
Pennsylvania State University 
Purdue University 
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale 
Syracuse University 
Temple University 
Texas A&M University 
Texas A&M University at Commerce 
Texas Christian University 
Texas Tech University 
Texas Woman's University 

University of Alabama 
University of Arizona 
University of California at Santa Barbara 
University of Connecticut 
University of Hawaii at Manoa 
University of Houston 
University of Illinois at Chicago 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
University of Kansas 
University of Louisiana at Lafayette 
University of Louisville 
University of Maryland at College Park 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst 
University of Memphis 
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor 
University of Minnesota 
University of Mississippi 
University of Missouri at Columbia 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
University of Nevada, Reno 
University of New Hampshire 
University of New Mexico 
University of North Carolina at 

Greensboro 
University of Oklahoma 
University of Oregon 
University of Pittsburgh 
University of South Carolina 
University of South Florida 
University of Tennessee at Knoxville 
University of Texas at Austin 
University of Texas at El Paso 
University of Utah 
University of Washington 
University of Wisconsin at Madison 
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee 
Virginia Tech University 
Washington State University 
Wayne State University 
 

Figure 3.9. Target population. 76 American universities offer doctoral degrees focused 
on the teaching of writing and house GTA preparation programs for students pursuing 
those degrees. The writing program administrators of those programs formed the 
target population for the online questionnaire. 
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Step 4. Analyze the data. At the end of the six-week distribution, I analyzed the 

data to answer this phase’s research questions. The results are presented in Chapter 5. 

Justifications for Phase 2 methods. The methodological choices represented in 

this phase are the result of a careful synthesis of the methods employed by Latterell (1996a), 

Atkins (2006), and McGrath (2008), and as such, they require further explanation and 

justification.  

First, I chose to employ a questionnaire as my instrument, like Atkins and McGrath, 

but I directed it at writing program administrators, like Latterell. While Latterell’s method of 

soliciting and examining key documents relating to preparation programs was a strongly 

valid procedure that avoided many of the issues faced by Atkins and McGrath, such an 

approach relied on the assumption that GTA preparation was largely formalized and thus 

well represented by course syllabi and graduate student handbooks. While Latterell could 

make that assumption safely for traditional preparation in the 90s, the still-emerging nature 

of OWI preparation today made this approach unfeasible for me. OWI preparation might 

not currently take the form of a workshop or seminar; it might merely be the opportunity to 

teach online classes and participate in an informal teachers’ group. If I, like Latterell, had 

solicited materials concerning OWI preparation for GTAs and had received few or none, I 

would not have been able to discern whether that silence definitely meant an absence of 

preparation or whether it signified an absence of formal materials or even a non-response by 

the participant. A questionnaire, on the other hand, allowed me to ask direct questions about 

a wider variety of possible preparation practices (as revealed by Phase 1) and receive both 

definite answers and written commentary. To avoid the validity and reliability issues that 

Atkins and McGrath faced by directing their questionnaires to graduate students and online 

instructors, I opted to direct my questionnaire to writing program administrators. As with 
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Latterell and Atkins, the real subject of my study was local program practice, that is, GTA 

preparation programs themselves. However, since these are not self-aware entities that can 

answer questions, I deemed that their administrators were likely the most reliable and well 

informed sources of program information. Additionally, by querying WPAs instead of 

documents, and by including open-response questions in the instrument, I was able to 

provide a space for participants to share their lore, which North (1987) defines as “the 

accumulated body of traditions, practices, and beliefs in terms of which Practitioners 

understand how writing [or in this case, writing teacher preparation] is done, learned, and 

taught” (p. 22). 

It should be noted, however, that WPAs, as with any human subjects, are not 

absolutely reliable—aspects of preparation could happen outside of their knowledge, 

especially in large programs or those with many parts spread across many venues such as 

writing centers, teaching seminars, and workshops. A WPA could also lie or exaggerate to 

make his or her program look good, even though the results were kept anonymous. A 

second limitation of this approach is that it does not make space for other voices, 

particularly the voices of the GTAs who participate in preparation programs and whose 

opinions and experiences might be quite different from what a WPA reports. As an 

exploratory study, however, this project had to carefully define and limit its scope; I 

encourage future researchers who build on this research to consider those other voices as 

they formulate research questions and designs. 

Second, I expanded the target population beyond just rhetoric and composition 

programs, which formed Latterell’s target population, because the teaching of writing and 

the preparation of writing instructors has itself expanded to include a wider array of 

programs and disciplinary homes. Graduate school offerings in professional and technical 
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communication in particular have multiplied and in many instances are becoming central to 

the teaching of writing in universities. Scholars in these fields draw on and contribute to the 

body of knowledge concerning writing instruction, and in most cases these are housed in 

English departments or have strong ties there (Yeats & Thompson, 2010). The old 

distinctions are falling away as all these writing-focused disciplines cross-pollinate—in fact, 

the degree I am seeking in writing this dissertation is in “Technical Communication and 

Rhetoric” with an emphasis in rhetoric, composition, and technology, itself a cross-

disciplinary degree. Furthermore, these fields have been early adopters and leading 

developers of OWI and the preparing of GTAs to teach writing online, as evidenced by 

anthologies such as Cargile Cook & Grant-Davie (2005, 2013), so their findings are valuable. 

Lastly, by making preparation programs my target population rather than instructors 

or graduate students, I have avoided the difficulties Atkins and McGrath faced with 

sampling and distribution. There is no reliable way to obtain a probability sample of GTAs 

or of online instructors nationwide, and thus generalizing results by claiming that they are 

representative of the entire population is usually impossible (MacNealy 1999). My approach, 

like Latterell’s, was to avoid sampling by sending my instrument to the entire population, 

which in this case was the 76 programs that meet the requirements of my study. Making 

WPAs my target population also allowed me to avoid the problematic distribution methods 

Atkins and McGrath were forced to adopt. Rather than blanket listservs with requests for 

participants, I contacted each WPA directly through email and letter, allowing me to 

determine an accurate response rate. 

Avoiding sampling did not, however, allow me to generalize my results using 

inferential statistics. As I discuss in Chapter 5, because the data represents programs rather 

than people, I could not claim that the data collected from the portion of the population that 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 65 

participated in the questionnaire was representative of the rest of the population in a 

statistically significant way. While people are predisposed to look in act in predictable 

patterns, writing programs have no genetic or social imperative, and I present my results in 

light of the fact that the programs that did not respond could differ from the supposed norm 

in unexpected ways. 

Phase 3: Analysis 

In the last phase of the study, I synthesized the results of both the qualitative phase 

and the quantitative phase in order to answer the two remaining research questions. These 

are presented in Figure 3.10. 

 

To answer question 3, I compared the results of the study to position statements 

adopted by CCCC that describe the field’s values in regards to online and face-to-face 

writing instruction, the preparation of writing instructors, and the treatment of GTAs. For 

question 4, I drew from articles within the teacher preparation literature that present 

heuristics as curriculum development tools, synthesizing their ideas with the findings of this 

study in order to produce a heuristic that WPAs can use to evaluate their current efforts, if 

any, and to plan future actions. The results of this phase are presented in Chapter 6.  

3. Is the current state of OWI preparation research and practice in line with the 
stated values and goals of the field? 

4. What changes can be made to improve our research and practice? 

Figure 3.10. Research questions 3 and 4. 
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Conclusion 

This chapter has analyzed relevant, precedent models for my study and presented its 

research design as a careful synthesis of those models. It outlined the goals and research 

questions of the study as well as the methods that were employed, along with justifications 

of why those methods were appropriate to the situation.  

The following chapters will present and discuss the results of the three phases of the 

study: Chapter 4 presents the results of Phase 1, the content analysis of the professional 

literature; Chapter 5 presents the results of Phase 2, the online questionnaire examining local 

program practice; and Chapter 6 presents the results of Phase 3, the combined analysis of 

the other two phases. 
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Chapter 4 

Phase One 

This chapter presents the results of the first phase of my research project, a content 

analysis of the professional literature concerning OWI preparation. The methods for this 

phase of the project were detailed in Chapter 3, which included the selection of a purposeful 

sample, the establishment of a coding scheme, and the coding of the sample. In this chapter 

I synthesize the results of that coding in order to answer the first major research question of 

the study and its relevant sub-questions, listed below in Figure 4.1.  

 

 

Overview of Results 

The first and most obvious result of this analysis is that the “relative dearth” of 

sources related to OWI preparation that Hewett and Ehmann Powers (2007, p. 6) identified 

persists today. While there have been a significant number of publications concerning how 

best to teach writing online, only a small number could be found that were concerned with 

how best to train or prepare instructors to teach writing online. The sample initially included 

dozens of articles and chapters on OWI topics, but many of these could not be coded 

because they did not touch on aspects of OWI preparation, merely OWI itself. While 

1. What is the current state of research into OWI preparation for GTAs? 
1.1. What principles guide effective OWI preparation, at what locations does OWI 

preparation occur, and what methods for OWI preparation exist? 
1.2. What is currently known about these principles, locations, and methods?  
1.3. What gaps in our knowledge remain that could be addressed by future 

research? 

Figure 4.1. Research question 1 and its relevant sub-questions. 
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sources such as these make important contributions informing the content that OWI 

preparation will cover, they were not the focus of this analysis. In the end, my sample 

included just 37 sources—listed in Table 4.1 in Appendix C—but many of these treated 

preparation only in a tangential way, as evidenced by 22 receiving only one or two codes 

(60% of the total) and the overall average being 2.9 codes received per source. Additionally, 

fully half of these sources were published a decade or more ago. Considering that the first 

iPhone was released in 2007, after 19 of these sources were published and even longer after 

they were researched and written, gives some impression of how technology, and thus online 

instruction, has changed during the period being analyzed and how very little of the literature 

was written with technologies like synchronous video conferencing or even social 

networking in mind. 

Even more telling is the number of sources in the sample that directly treated GTA 

preparation as opposed to general faculty preparation. Only three sources—Hult and Meeks 

(2002), Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005) and Cargile Cook (2007)—were found that 

specifically describe OWI preparation for GTAs, and all three describe elements of the same 

program at Utah State as it existed in the pre-iPhone era. Furthermore, Cargile Cook, Hult, 

and Meeks (2005) remains an unpublished source; I discovered it cited in Cargile Cook 

(2007), where it was slated for a collection that was never published (I included it in my 

analysis because it was professionally cited and because so few usable sources exist). An 

additional six sources—Duffelmeyer (2003); Hauman, Kastner, and Witte (2015); Hewett 

and Lynn (2007); Kastman Bruech and Racine (2000); Kavaldo (2013); and Savenye (2000)—

discuss GTAs (or writing center tutors) specifically but do not address OWI preparation 

directly; the remainder touch on OWI preparation without mentioning GTAs specifically. 
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Figure 4.2 presents the final coding scheme, which includes 21 codes divided among 

three categories. This scheme indicates, in a general way, the answer to research question 1.1 

by naming the principles that guide effective OWI preparation, the locations at which OWI 

preparation occurs, and the methods used in OWI preparation, as represented by the 

professional literature. The following sections will discuss these three categories of codes—

principles, locations, and methods—and present each individual code in turn, showing how 

they were defined for the analysis and then synthesizing the sources coded for each. In so 

doing I will provide a more complete answer to research question 1.1 as well as answer 

questions 1.2 and 1.3 (see Figure 4.1 above) by discussing what is and is not known about 

each coded concept and identifying directions for future research. At the end of the chapter 

I will draw additional general conclusions about these results. 
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Principles 

• Immersion 
• Balance 
• Time 
• Individualization 
• Reflective practice 
• Community 
• Assessment 
• Accessibility 

Locations 

• Pre-service orientations 
• In-service practica 
• Teaching methods courses 
• Mentorships and apprenticeships 
• Writing centers 
• Departmental and non-departmental workshops 
• Traditional teacher preparation 

Methods 

• Classroom observation 
• Roleplaying 
• Teaching journals and portfolios 
• Professional development, research, and publication 
• Exploring technologies 
• Assessment of trainees 

 

Principles 

I named the first category “principles” because the eight concepts I coded for—

immersion, balance, time, individualization, reflective practice, community, assessment, and 

accessibility—define what effective practice in OWI preparation looks like and apply 

generally across all locations and methods. 

One of the earliest and most widely cited texts on OWI preparation, Hewett and 

Ehmann’s (2004) Preparing Educators for Online Writing Instruction, presents five pedagogical 

principles guiding effective OWI preparation: investigation, immersion, individualization, 

association, and reflection. However, because this book is cited so ubiquitously in the 

literature, and because it is not specifically focused on GTAs, I coded the book last, opting 

Figure 4.2. Finalized coding scheme for content analysis. 
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instead to see what principles arose naturally from my first round of coding so as not to be 

predisposed to see the field only as Hewett and Ehmann (2004) portray it. In the end, all five 

of their principles are represented in my coding scheme, though not all of them go under the 

names they give them—for example, their principle of investigation is included as part of the 

principle I term “assessment.” Additionally, I coded for three principles beyond what 

Hewett and Ehmann (2004) explicitly present: balance, time, and accessibility. Balance and 

time were part of the provisional codes I had drawn from the traditional teacher preparation 

literature, while accessibility was added during the first round of coding. 

Overall, these eight principles were the most well-represented concepts I coded for, 

being discussed in an average of 8.5 sources each. However, few discussions were specifically 

centered around GTAs, so considerable gaps remain in our understanding of how each of 

these applies to GTA preparation rather than to preparation in general. I will define and 

discuss each one in turn. 

Immersion 

This principle holds that OWI preparation should be conducted using the same 

modalities that trainees will use as instructors. Hewett and Ehmann (2004) call this idea 

“immersion” and make it one of five principles they argue should guide any approach to 

OWI preparation, specifying that “teaching online necessitates training online” (p. 11); they 

elaborate elsewhere that “trainees should be immersed in a replicated distance environment 

that mirrors the setting and experiences common to their students” (Hewett & Ehmann 

Powers, 2007, p. 4; see also Hewett & Ehmann Powers, 2005). Their original justification for 

immersion comes from the field of andragogy; they claim that “an immersion-oriented 

training process takes account of what adult learners may need or want from the learning 

sequences presented to them” (Hewett & Ehmann, 2004, p. 11).  
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One of the major benefits of immersion discussed in the literature is that it promotes 

reflection, another principle that I coded for. When trainees are immersed in digital 

environments, they engage in a sort of roleplaying “first from the student’s position as 

questioner and then from the teacher’s position as instructor” (Hewett & Ehmann, 2004, p. 

26), which allows them the necessary critical distance to reflect meaningfully on their use of 

technology in the classroom. Meloncon (2007) explores this concept in the context of 

instructor self-selection, and Kastman Breuch and Racine (2000) and Kavaldo (2013) do so 

in terms of online writing centers. Cargile Cook (2007) provides the most comprehensive 

discussion of immersion as she describes and discusses her fully online teaching methods 

course; for her trainees, immersion not only enables them to learn the necessary technologies 

but to use them in pedagogy-driven ways.  Says she: 

They learn to post by posting, to chat by chatting, and to build an online class by 
actually building one. All of these activities are learned not because prospective 
instructors need to know how to use particular technical tools but because they need 
to meet a pedagogical objective that requires tool use. In this way, prospective online 
instructors are trained in an environment similar to the one in which they will soon 
be teaching, and, as learners, they gain insights into the perspectives of learners in 
their future classes. (pp. 79–80) 

Another benefit noted in the literature is that immersion helps counter the resistance 

and reluctance instructors may feel when first adopting online teaching methods. Writing 

about training tutors for online work, Hewett and Lynn (2007) remark:  

The fear that two people peering at computer screens will never be able to interact as 
instructors and students….needs to be addressed explicitly throughout the training, 
not simply by assurances from old hands but by an immersion process in which 
trainees themselves can see online conferencing in action, note successes and failures 
in conferencing sessions, and develop processes that will help them in their own 
conferencing. (“Training ESOL Instructors,” para. 2) 

While Hewett and Ehmann Powers (2005) recommend that all training, if possible, 

should occur online—even when preparing for hybrid teaching, I discovered two examples 
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of alternative forms of immersion. One comes from Skurat Harris, Nier-Weber, and 

Borgman (2016), who describe a professional development workshop series that does not 

employ complete immersion. In the workshops, faculty first meet face-to-face to discuss 

online teaching before moving to a fully online setting to model being online students; they 

come back together at the end to discuss their experiences face-to-face once more. While the 

authors never discuss the reasons for or implications of patterning the workshop in such a 

way, a reasonable inference could be that allowing for some face-to-face time can help less 

experienced faculty transition more smoothly and comfortably into online learning and 

teaching, thus reducing trepidation and resistance. Whether or not GTAs would benefit 

from a similar structure has not been studied, though such an approach may be impossible 

where instructors are not geographically close. 

The other example comes from Utah State, where GTAs are immersed in technology 

and elements of online learning from their first day as graduate students, forming a sort of 

“learning apprenticeship” (Hult & Meeks, 2002, p. 188; see also Cargile Cook, Hult, & 

Meeks, 2007). In their first semester, GTAs do web-based work as part of the practicum for 

their face-to-face teaching, and in their second semester they are encouraged to begin using 

the school’s CMS to supplement their face-to-face instruction. Additionally, graduate classes 

often incorporate web-based components, and the department offers periodic expert 

demonstrations of online teaching methods. Finally, an online teaching methods course, 

offered completely online, is available but not required for those who wish to teach online 

beginning in their third year. This sort of informal, progressive immersion is likely becoming 

common and widespread as online technologies—email, chatting and texting, cloud-based 

shared drives, course management software (CMS), social media, etc.—pervade even the 
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most traditional courses and programs. Of particular note here is that, aside from Cargile 

Cook (2007), this is the only discussion of immersion that is specific to GTAs. 

Overall, these sources establish the importance of immersing GTAs in online 

training environments, but several questions remain about how best to do this in practice. 

Further research concerning partial immersion or progressive immersion, as demonstrated 

by Skurat Harris, Nier-Weber, and Borgman (2016) and Hult and Meeks (2002), can 

determine better how these models work with GTAs today. Furthermore, most discussions 

of immersion focus on a teaching methods course or workshop scenario that occurs pre-

service; the only mention I could find relating to immersion in an in-service setting is when 

Cargile Cook, Hult and Meeks (2007) note that their weekly, onsite staff meetings serve face-

to-face and online instructors “equally well” (p. 27). This brief mention suggests that in-

service immersion may not be essential, or it could be that immersion in such a case is not as 

important as creating a community that includes both face-to-face and online instructors 

teaching the same course. Therefore, research into how important immersion is in other 

locations—such as in apprenticeships, mentorships, and departmental workshops—and at 

other times—in-service as opposed to pre-service—is needed. 

Balance 

This principle holds that teacher preparation must seek a balance between offering 

GTAs a theoretical foundation and giving them practical classroom skills; this principle is 

common in the traditional teacher preparation literature. For example, one of Latterell’s 

(1996b) major findings was that most teacher preparation programs were focusing on skills-

based preparation at the expense of providing a stronger theoretical foundation. Though she 

calls such an approach “understandable” given the demands on WPAs to “maintain 

consistent standards” (p. 18) across sections, she identifies several unfavorable consequences 
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of doing so and calls for a better balance between both necessities.4 Others such as Hesse 

(1993) and Powell, O’Neill, Phillips, and Huot (2002) explore the difficulty of achieving such 

a balance in teacher preparation due to student resistance to theory and the need to be 

careful not to convert students to a particular theoretical stance. Because this principle is 

nearly ubiquitous in traditional teacher preparation published since Latterell (1996b), I 

looked for it in the OWI preparation literature.  

The first finding of this analysis is that calls for a balance between theory and 

practice are common in the OWI preparation literature, as are evidence of a general failure 

to achieve such a balance. Atkins (2006), for example, claims that one of the most important 

findings of his survey of online writing instructors is that the vast majority of training 

courses and workshops “never mention the theory behind using technology to teach 

writing” (“Introduction,” para. 4). He later concludes that “the discipline has not 

systematically linked teacher training and teacher preparation with the theory behind 

teaching with technology or the new literacies evolving from it” (“Conclusion,” para. 2). The 

CCCC OWI Committee (2011) comes to a similar conclusion, identifying the need for 

training that includes “pedagogy-specific theory and practice” (p. 7) as an emergent theme 

arising from a series of nationwide surveys. A final example comes from Hauman, Kastner, 

& Witte (2015), who performed a survey to find out how graduate students are prepared to 

use “techno-pedagogy,” which relates not only to OWI but to computers and composition 

as well as multimodal composition. They found that one of the major ways techno-pedagogy 

is incorporated into GTA preparation is through the teaching of how to use specific 

                                                
4 See Chapter 2 for a more in-depth discussion of Latterell (1996a, 1996b). 
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technologies (such as Microsoft Word’s commenting function) for use in first-year 

composition courses. However, they expressed this concern:  

Functional literacy is important, and new teaching assistants should be shown how to 
use such tools or functions, but we worry that some teaching assistants are being 
prepared only to use specific tools in specific ways for specific classes and are thus 
lacking preparation in critical and rhetorical literacies—such as how to think critically 
about the use of technology in teaching. (p. 49) 

Beyond calls for balance, I identified two sources that presented the principle in 

action, both of which talk about GTAs directly. The first comes from Duffelmeyer (2003), 

who demonstrates that the introduction of computer pedagogy into teacher preparation 

adds, for many GTAs, “an additional and almost arbitrary layer of stress and uncertainty to 

an already stressful and uncertain teaching experience” (p. 298). She offers detailed case 

examples of GTAs who wish to develop competence before being asked to perform in the 

computer classroom and points to how this desire represents a fall back to a transmission 

model of learning—they want “an ‘authority’ to ‘just tell them what to do’” (p. 296). She 

warns WPAs not to respond by merely cramming more technology training into the early 

weeks of an in-service practicum because doing so can actually “engender more of the very 

dissonance we want to lessen” (p. 298); instead, she recommends that computer pedagogy be 

treated not as an add-on but as an integral part of teacher preparation from the beginning. 

She describes a sort of progressive immersion similar to that of Hult and Meeks (2002; 

discussed above) wherein new GTAs gradually get familiar with elements of technology-

based instruction through activities and readings worked into their first teaching practicum. 

She also ties achieving an appropriate balance to two other principles: establishing 

communities and time, both discussed below.  

The second example comes from the OWI teaching methods courses described in 

Cargile Cook (2007) and Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005). The course is given pre-
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service and is meant both for those who may go on to teach online within the program and 

for those who do or will teach in other programs, so the practical aspects of the course are 

not tied to a particular technology or curriculum, generally reducing the urgency students 

might feel to gather classroom skills for immediate use. Instead, the balance between the 

theoretical and the practical is achieved in the careful selection of weekly readings (both 

practical and theoretical in nature) and in practical projects worked on throughout the 

semester, which offer something against which theoretical ideas can be tested and through 

which they can be explored and better understood. As in Duffelmeyer (2003), the rpinciples 

of communities and time are at play; in the following excerpt, Cargile Cook demonstrates 

how “students’ knowledge develop and deepen” over the course of the semester as a result 

of interaction with peers: 

In the third week forum, a graduate student with one year’s teaching experience 
asked her peers to describe their teaching philosophies and to explain how their 
posted syllabi reflected their philosophies. Because she was a novice instructor, she 
was struggled [sic]to articulate her own philosophy and wanted to hear how others 
were describing themselves. Most students, even those with little or no teaching 
experience, said they preferred constructivist, student-centered learning 
environments. They also noted that when learning in an online environment, they 
depended on well-structured syllabi and assignment descriptions to complete their 
course requirements; they began to recognize these kinds of structures as 
applications of cognitive theory. Several students, like Meredith, who teach young 
learners, said that they also used objectivist strategies to deliver and assess student 
learning. For many students in my online class, this question revealed, for the first 
time, that the assignments and activities instructors require of their students, whether 
online or face-to-face, reflect philosophical and theoretical orientations. In later 
weeks, my online students considered how their technological choices and evaluation 
practices also reflected these orientations. (Cargile Cook, Hult, & Meeks, 2005, pp. 
13–14) 

Overall, the sources coded for this principle make clear that achieving an appropriate 

balance between theory and practice in GTA preparation is complicated by the addition of 

online technology because technology brings a new dimension to an already complex 

relationship. Sources agree that such a balance, however, remains necessary and so far 
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elusive. While the two examples of balance in action both point to establishing communities 

and allowing for time as crucial elements, these examples relate to a limited number of 

locations and methods. Future studies could examine how balance can best be achieved in 

other locations such as pre-service orientations, apprenticeships and mentorships, or 

departmental workshops, or in how it can be achieved across a preparation curriculum that 

uses multiple locations, some more theory-focused and others more practical in nature. 

Additionally, studies examining how particular methods can contribute to achieving a 

balance would be useful. Lastly, studies that expand our understanding of how GTAs resist 

theory and that can tie the findings of, for example, Powell, O’Neill, Phillips, and Huot 

(2002) and Duffelmeyer (2003) directly to OWI preparation would be valuable. 

Time 

This principle holds that GTAs need time—in addition to and separate from 

training—to develop as competent online instructors. One reason for this relates to the 

difficulty of adopting new roles and approaches to teaching. For example, Savenye, Olina, 

and Niemczyk (2001) argue that preparation should be “long-term and sustained,” and 

recommend it should proceed “in small steps, supporting teachers as they develop a sense of 

ownership about their materials, and even the technology” (p. 381). Similarly, Coppola 

(2005), speaking of the new roles teachers adopt in different modalities, discusses the 

difficulty instructors face moving to online teaching; she quotes a colleague: “‘It takes time. 

An online professor is not born; they evolve…and it takes a long time’” (p. 98). Rice (2015) 

additionally recognizes that “improving the quality of teaching online” across an entire 

program also “takes a great deal of time” and that troubleshooting what is hindering 

progress “may require a sort of triangulation of understanding that may not be necessary in 

onsite, face-to-face modalities” (p. 408). 
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A second reason time is necessary relates to the difficulty of mastering the theoretical 

and pedagogical concepts required by online teaching. Hewett and Ehmann Powers (2007) 

lament that much online teacher preparation involves a “sink-or-swim attitude” that “comes 

from a problematic assumption that teaching and learning online involves skills that are 

transparently or automatically transferred from traditional settings” (p. 4). Marshall (2016) 

argues the need for time even more explicitly:  

Even experienced teachers have significant learning curves in developing expertise in 
the new pedagogies. In a three-hour or even a three-day workshop, instructors can 
do little more than achieve a level of basic competency in online pedagogy; it takes 
“an average of four years and may take a further five years to achieve expert status.” 
(p. 51) 

A GTA-specific example of needing time to come to understand theory comes from Cargile 

Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005). The previous section on balance includes an excerpt 

describing how the trainees in Cargile Cook’s online teaching methods course developed 

greater ability to connect the theoretical and practical over the course of the semester, 

providing at least a limited example of how GTAs need time to process and understand 

pedagogical and theoretical ideas. The example also suggests that establishing strong 

communities among GTAs may reduce the amount of time needed to develop as competent 

instructors. 

Duffelmeyer (2003) adds an important dimension to these reasons as she examines 

the training of GTAs to teach in computer classrooms. She points out that “although 

seasoned instructors are able to interpret [enthusiastic stories of successful technology use] 

in balanced and realistic ways, to new TAs the same accounts seem to present a bar that is 

set too high from the beginning” (p. 297), which can result in resistance and an unwillingness 

to engage with the theoretical at the expense of the practical. She recommends that trainers 

reassure GTAs that “it is OK to go slowly with implementing technology into their teaching, 
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as they settle into their new community of practice” (p. 306). In a similar vein, the teaching 

methods course presented by Cargile Cook (2007) was carefully constructed to allow her to 

model the difficulties the students might one day face and thus avoid the type of high-bar 

stories Duffelmeyer (2003) warns about. Cargile Cook describes keeping a public reflective 

journal while teaching the course: “In it, I expressed my concerns or insights about the 

course syllabi, the organization, and student work, in general. In doing so, I documented my 

experiences as an online instructor and modeled the teacher perspective of the process for 

my students” (p. 62). She also deliberately chose a CMS she was unfamiliar with to “more 

effectively replicate and model the experiences of beginning online instructors, who often 

must work with CMS with which they are unfamiliar” (p. 62).  

Overall, these sources make the case that GTAs need time to develop as competent 

online teachers, but they do so in a largely indirect way. There are currently no studies that 

examine this principle, specifically and in detail, as it relates to GTAs, their adopting of new 

roles, their coming to understand sometimes difficult new theory and pedagogy, and the role 

community plays in facilitating such development. Future publications could take a 

descriptive approach like Hult and Meeks (2002), presenting and reflecting on the 

arrangement of a successful program, or they could be modeled on previous studies in 

traditional teacher preparation such as Wendy Bishop’s Something Old, Something New (1990), 

which provides a precedent for how such a study might be conducted. 

Individualization 

This principle holds that OWI preparation should “be tailored to meet the needs of 

individual participants” (Hewett & Ehmann, 2004, p. 14), and my analysis uncovered not 

only reasons why individualization is important but also several examples of how it can be 

achieved as well as a challenge to doing so. 
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One reason individualization is important is that the trainees in any preparation 

program have varied backgrounds, degrees of experience, comfort levels with technology, 

and opinions about the viability of teaching online (Savenye, 2000; Hewett & Ehmann, 2004; 

Cargile Cook, Hult, & Meeks, 2007). In order to meet such varied learning needs—which 

“can be exaggerated in online situations” (Hewett & Ehmann, 2004, p. 15)—programs must 

work to accommodate individuals. Additionally, trainees in OWI preparation are adult 

learners who, more than young learners, tend to have “a self-motivated or -directed self-

concept where responsibility rests with the learner for applying the learning to decisions and 

life goals” (p. 11). Thus, allowing for individualized instruction encourages “ownership of 

the material and of the learning process” and “makes the experience count more highly for 

the learner” (p. 16; see also Kastman Breuch, 2015).  

Many sources describe ways individualized instruction can be implemented; the 

common theme among them is a reliance on a student-centered, social constructionist 

pedagogy. For example, Hewett and Ehmann (2004) argue that training requires human 

interaction rather than merely software-based assessment or interaction, and they 

recommend that care be taken to allow multiple learning styles and preferences to be 

accommodated in training situations, e.g., by “recognizing that some people have a 

preference for group learning and team discussion, while others prefer to work individually” 

(p. 16). 

Describing an online teaching methods course offered in an education department 

but open to all majors, Savenye (2000), notes ways that she eschews traditional lectures and 

instead focuses on helping students make their own connections between readings, 

discussions, and other materials. Says she: “Students are expected to explore topics of 

interest to them, to share the results of their learning with their course colleagues, and, in 
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conjunction with the instructor, to tailor the course assignments to further their own 

learning goals” (p. 43). Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005) offer even more detail about 

their teaching methods courses, which are OWI-specific, and describe choosing course 

topics and readings to meet the varying needs of the trainees, from novice to experienced 

and from optimistic to skeptical about online learning. Like Savenye, they used discussions 

to proactively encourage trainees “to develop their own threads and to consider how they 

might apply these theories and practices in their own diverse teaching and training 

situations” (p. 11). They also describe allowing trainees to “use and experiment with a wide 

variety of [online teaching] tools” and “to establish their own course sites” (p. 14) in order to 

complete course projects. This allowed trainees to follow their own interests and needs, but 

it also enhanced learning for everyone as they shared and discussed their results, tying this 

principle to the principle of establishing communities, discussed below. The authors explain: 

“Allowing students to use the learning environment of their choice exposed all of us the 

advantages and disadvantages of each of the virtual spaces and provided all of us with a 

broad view of what technologies were available and what they could do” (p. 17).  

Additionally, Hult’s version of the course included a case study assignment wherein 

trainees observed other online classes and shared weekly posts about their observations; 

trainees could choose any class in any discipline. One particular benefit she notes is that 

trainees who were skeptical about online instruction’s potential “were able to see the 

differences between the courses they were observing and what was possible in a learner-

centered course such as the one they were participating in themselves” (p. 19). In contrast, 

Cargile Cook’s version of the class was focused around each trainee developing a course 

website ready to deliver a course. By allowing each trainee to choose the type of course he or 

she wished to develop, Cargile Cook allowed for extensive individualized instruction: 
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“Students like Maria and Allison who were already teaching college courses chose a course 

they wanted to teach in the future; students in corporate settings like Ben worked on training 

courses” (p. 23). She even reported that one student “planned to propose the course [she 

developed] for state-wide delivery for students who attended schools without faculty to 

teach honors classes” (p. 21). 

Two sources mention mentorships as a program location related to this principle. 

While Hewett and Ehmann (2004) remark briefly that mentorships are a natural fit for 

individualized instruction, Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal (2013) go deeper, revealing 

through an analysis of their Mentor2Mentor program that matching the right mentor with 

the right protégé5 is critical. They describe an audience analysis process wherein prospective 

mentors and protégés are interviewed to discover their knowledge of three key domains: 

online pedagogy, online design and delivery tools, and department and institutional 

requirements. They then carefully pair protégés with mentors who can provide support in 

the needed domains, paying attention as well to temperament to produce well-functioning 

teams. 

Individualization does introduce at least one challenge. Hewett and Ehmann (2004) 

recognize the fact that individualized instruction increases workload and time requirements 

for trainers and suggest “streamlining and systematizing communicative channels” by using, 

for example, learning contracts and a “clear, goal-oriented timeline for training completion” 

(p. 17). Cargile Cook (2007) also recognizes the time involved in allowing for 

individualization in a community-focused setting. For both the instructor and the students, 

the enormous amount of text generated in her mostly asynchronous teaching methods 

                                                
5 Their word is “mentee.” 
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course became onerous to read; in response to this, she suggests ways of better managing the 

workload in future iterations of the course. 

These sources convey considerable knowledge about this principle and how it can 

best be applied; however, as with the other principles examined so far, the flaw in our 

knowledge is that it is based on only a few sources that describe a few locations and 

methods. How individualization can best be achieved in other locations—such as in pre-

service orientations, in-service practica, or departmental workshops—and when using the 

various methods presented below are questions that future research can answer. 

Additionally, research that investigates and publications that describe individualization in a 

GTA-specific context would be useful. 

Reflective Practice 

This principle holds that OWI preparation programs must enable and encourage 

GTAs to engage in reflective practice, which I defined in Chapter 2 as the ability to critically 

examine one’s professional actions and thus improve future action. Speaking of traditional 

teacher preparation, Fulkerson (2002) calls reflective practice “a recurring leitmotif” (p. xiii), 

and Wilhoit (2002) traces its rise and impact, noting that “if new TAs learn to reflect on their 

teaching practices, assess the effectiveness of their teaching, and consider alternative 

pedagogies that might improve the instruction they offer their students, they will continue to 

grow as teachers throughout their careers” (p. 21). Given the prominent role promoting 

reflective practice plays in traditional teacher preparation, I expected it to get a thorough 

treatment in the OWI literature. That, however, was not the case.  

The biggest discussion of promoting reflective practice comes from Hewett and 

Ehmann (2004), who make “reflection” one of their five foundational principles for OWI 

training and focus their discussion on how assessing and giving feedback to trainees can be 
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“approached as an opportunity for critical reflection” (p. 21; see also Hewett & Ehmann 

Powers, 2005). They specifically note that, in their experience, instructors at all levels desire 

feedback—including graduate students—and that “clearly stated reasons for, and 

expectations about, regular assessment” as well as “individualized contact” (p. 21) help to 

calm any anxiety traineers may feel about being evaluated. They additionally identify several 

approaches that have worked for them to promote critical reflection in trainees; these 

include “metacognitive activities for trainees; open-ended commentary on trainee work; a 

rubric that assesses teacher-student interactions from qualitative and quantitative 

perspectives; and, when available, student feedback” (p. 22). They give examples and 

prompts throughout the book to help the reader adopt similar techniques. 

Hewett and Ehmann (2004) also remark that allowing for professional development 

can enable reflection, to the point that trainees become “genuine collaborators in the 

development of online teaching and learning” (p. 23); however, they do not specify how this 

is so, nor do they offer any details on how this might work for GTAs specifically. 

Outside of Hewett and Ehmann (2004), I found only a few practical examples of 

promoting reflective practice; the most extensive one comes from Cargile Cook (2007). The 

major project trainees completed in her teaching methods course was to develop an online 

course of their own; along the way they wrote weekly reflective journal entries about the 

experience. She specifies how the journals promoted reflection: 

For students, personal journals document the evolution of their own thought 
processes, through episodes of problem definition and resolution. These journals, 
when codified in the online class archive, allow students easily to track their decisions 
and develop rationales for the courses they will eventually create. Because their 
journals document their thinking along the way, prospective online instructors can 
identify decisions they make as they create their first online courses, and they can 
articulate the reasons for their decisions. (p. 80) 
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Additionally, trainees shared their journals in the online space, and Cargile Cook herself kept 

a public reflective journal about how the course was going (described in detail above, under 

“Time”). These acts promoted even deeper, community-based reflection opportunities:  

By using reflective activities such as personal journals and participating in journaling 
activities, course instructors can shed further light on being in the position of the 
teacher, calling attention to pedagogical and technological problems that may arise 
during an online class…. By reading the course instructor’s journal as well as their 
peers’ journals, students can see alternative methods for solving problems and 
perhaps find better solutions than they anticipated on their own. (pp. 80–81) 

I also found three indirect examples of promoting reflective practice. Cargile Cook 

(2005) offers a five-step reflective model for developing a pedagogy-driven online course, 

one that makes careful and conscious use of online technologies. While she does not present 

this in the context of preparing GTAs to teach, her model could be easily adapted for use in 

a teaching methods course or other preparation program location to help GTAs plan 

courses reflectively. Similarly, Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005) present a reflective 

process for planning a teaching methods course like theirs; the process consists of four 

“decision points” to consider along with discussions of how the authors approached them 

for two different iterations of the same course. Their article could also be adapted to model 

or discuss reflective practice with GTAs. Lastly, in a study concerning online whiteboard 

usage in tutoring, Hewett (2006) suggests that “reflective experimentation that later is shared 

and openly discussed with other experienced and novice online instructors” (p. 24) would 

make a good activity to help trainees effectively practice synchronous tutoring. 

Something in common among all these sources is that they generally talk about 

reflection as it might happen in the pre-service phase of preparation. Future studies could 

supplement this focus by looking at how best to encourage reflection once teaching begins, 

e.g., in an in-service practicum when the stakes are higher and GTAs may be swamped and 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 87 

therefore less likely to engage in a theory-driven critical examination of their classroom 

practices. Additionally, in these sources, reflective practice is discussed with little or no 

mention of scholars like Schön (1987), who originally developed the theory, or Hillocks 

(1995) and Yancey (1998), who popularized their use in writing studies; future studies could 

draw on these and other sources to remediate the theory for OWI and design studies that 

can more discerningly examine how GTAs do or fail to engage in meaningful reflection.6 

Community 

This principle holds that GTAs thrive when they are part of a community and that, 

therefore, OWI preparation programs should work to foster communities among their 

trainees and administrators. This principle is more or less ubiquitous, if often implicit, in the 

traditional teacher preparation literature, and I likewise found multiple references to it in the 

OWI literature. As a whole, however, our understanding of this principle as it applies to 

GTA preparation remains limited because few sources address it directly. 

Most of the discussions of community-building I found were not specific to GTAs. 

For example, both Takayoshi and Huot (2009) and McGrath (2008) conclude from survey 

data that instructors, mostly experienced faculty in these cases, rely heavily on colleagues for 

help transitioning into online instruction. Said McGrath (2008), “Informal mentoring and 

networking…appears to be one of the most common (and, according to respondents, 

useful) strategies employed by novice online teachers” (“Training, Support, and 

Development,” para. 4). Similarly, Meloncon and Arduser (2013) present the concept of a 

community of practice (CoP)—“a group of people who share a concern for something they 

                                                
6 Wilhoit (2002) offers a brief overview of reflective practice’s provenance in writing studies, and Pytlik and 
Liggett’s (2002) anthology includes several chapters on the topic. 
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do and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly” (p. 74)—and argue that CoPs “are 

particularly useful for online course development because they provide ongoing support that 

can alleviate many of the curricular and institutional challenges online instructors face” (p. 

74). However, the CoP they describe and, consequently, the discussion that follows both 

focus on established instructors rather than GTAs. In this same vein, Skurat Harris, Lubbes, 

Knowles, & Harris (2014) offer a second practical example of a CoP consisting of online 

instructors, though again here none of the community members are GTAs and the concept 

of a CoP is never mentioned directly. In all of these cases the importance of community in 

the development of online instructors is established, but how such communities can best be 

established among GTAs remains unclear. 

Duffelmeyer (2003) offers a useful exception to this trend though her article does 

not focus specifically on OWI. She identifies several difficulties GTAs face when learning to 

teach in computer classrooms and when encountering computer pedagogy for the first time. 

Like Meloncon and Arduser (2013), she presents the concept of a CoP as one way of 

overcoming these difficulties. She argues that when CoPs are established early in the 

preparation process, they can help GTAs view computer pedagogy as more than an 

“arbitrary add-on” (p. 307), and suggests several methods of promoting the formation of 

CoPs including establishing a listserv for new GTAs; regularly breaking up into groups for 

in-service practicum meetings and assignments; and encouraging GTAs to form small 

groups to informally share information, attend each other’s classes, and experiment in 

unoccupied computer labs together. While there are no sources that specifically bring 

Duffelmeyer’s work into the OWI realm, Cargile Cook (2007) and Cargile Cook, Hult, and 

Meeks (2005) do present practical examples of communities of GTAs, though neither article 

directly theorizes the community aspects of the courses. As discussed above, both articles 
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describe the positive results that arise from employing student-centered pedagogies that 

encourage sharing among trainees in OWI teaching methods courses. Cargile Cook (2007) 

reports one trainee’s opinion about the effect being linked to a community had on her 

experience: “The student discussions in the forums, emails, and synchronous chat sessions 

can squelch [the] feeling of being alone. I have found these discussions and chats to be very 

rewarding and encouraging” (p. 65). 

A final mention of community-building comes from Hewett and Ehmann (2004), 

who, in contrast with the sources already presented, center their discussion of “association” 

on the trainer/trainee relationship. They argue that human interaction and support is a 

necessary component of training and can come from “the online presence of a respectful, 

knowledgeable, and experienced team of trainers who provide the adaptive feedback that 

novice online instructors need to develop and hone their own skills, as well as their 

confidence in online teaching” (p. 19). They suggest three strategies for enabling such a 

human connection in an online environment: creating a “cyber-watercooler” space where 

trainers can synchronously chat with trainees, creating a “facilitator network” modeled on 

special-interest group listservs such as the WPA-L or W-Center list, and “allowing for both 

planned meetings and spontaneous opportunities to talk with the program director through 

online media” (p. 20).  

Because most of these discussions of community are tangential to OWI preparation 

or to GTA experience, much remains to be studied. Though we know fostering community 

is important, studies are needed that examine how communities can best be established 

among GTAs and their trainers in locations beyond just teaching methods courses, as well as 

how communities can be maintained as GTAs move from pre-service to in-service 

preparation and even once they leave to teach in other programs. The concept of CoPs 
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seems especially useful for GTA preparation, and future studies could use Meloncon and 

Arduser’s (2013) thorough discussion of both its characteristics and its differences from 

other collaborative formations as a starting place for more GTA-focused research.  

My wider reading on this topic revealed another potentially useful tool not 

mentioned in the literature analyzed here, the Community of Inquiry (CoI) theoretical 

framework. As explained by Garrison (2011), one of the originators of the concept, the 

“framework represents a process of creating a deep and meaningful (collaborative 

constructivist) learning experience through the development of three interdependent 

elements—social presence, cognitive presence and teaching presence” (p. 22). Though it can 

be applied to all learning, the framework was specifically developed to help facilitate effective 

online learning, and in many ways it is a corollary to the idea of a CoP, the former existing 

primarily among learners and the latter among practitioners. Because GTAs occupy that 

space between learner and teacher, between pre-service and in-service, perhaps both CoIs 

and CoPs—or some as yet undescribed hybrid—are necessary in OWI preparation. 

Assessment 

This principle holds that OWI preparation programs should engage in ongoing 

assessment of their practices. My analysis revealed two key reasons for this: (1) local 

assessments can lead to improved local practice, and (2) sharing such assessments can 

improve the understanding and application of effective OWI training principles across the 

field (Hult & Meeks, 2002; Hewett & Ehmann, 2004; Hewett & Ehmann Powers, 2005; 

2007; Hewett & Lynn, 2007).  

While calls for assessment abound, there are indications that it is not happening as 

often as desired. Hewett and Ehmann Powers (2007), for example, bemoan the “relative 

dearth” of OWI-focused literature and claim that it “highlights the need for attention to 
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issues relating to online training and professional development” (p. 6); presumably, this 

includes the sharing of assessments and what can be learned from them. More directly, 

Atkins (2006) concludes from his survey of faculty and graduate students in rhetoric and 

composition doctoral programs that GTA preparation programs have “little to no 

assessment of training practices as they relate to technology” (“Introduction,” para. 4).  

Despite these findings, there are several sources that offer valuable suggestions and 

examples of how assessments might be conducted and used. For example, Hewett and 

Ehmann Powers (2005) advocate an approach that identifies specific questions in advance 

and adopts a “systematic, empirical research strategy,” and they offer a list of suggested data-

collection methods as well as an eight-step “investigative training cycle” that incorporates 

regular assessments into training, making its improvement an iterative process 

(“Investigation”; see also Hewett & Ehmann, 2004). They also tie the assessment of 

individual trainees to the assessment and improvement of the program, arguing that when a 

trainee engages in critical self-reflection, which assessment enables, he or she becomes “a 

contributor in the online learning environment, giving to it as much as one receives from 

working in it” (Hewett & Ehmann, 2004, p. 22). 

More concretely, Savenye (2000) offers an extensive description of the ways her team 

piloted, assessed, and revised their teaching methods course, detailing not only the 

evaluation methods used and the changes made but also some key failures in their 

methodology, and Cargile Cook (2007) provides an additional example of how a teaching 

methods course provides fertile ground for assessment and reflection due to the fact that 

much of the course is automatically, digitally archived. Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal 

(2013), speaking of a mentorship program, describe how they use periodic interviews of 

both mentors and protégés to gather data for assessing the program and conclude that 
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“assessment allows our program to address its weaknesses and nurture its strengths, which in 

turn builds its reputation and ability to recruit” (p. 110). They particularly note the difficulty 

of recruiting experienced online instructors to be mentors and the role good marketing, 

based on good assessment, plays. Additionally, Hult and Meeks (2002) show how the 

assessment of online classes can contribute to understanding how to improve OWI 

preparation:  

We assess our web-based classrooms each semester. Ongoing assessment efforts take 
place on several levels. Before widely offering a course online, we establish test 
classes. Portfolios and student evaluation forms from traditional and Web-based 
courses are compared. From these investigations, we are determining (1) how best to 
adjust the Web-based classes for better instruction and (2) how best to instruct the 
future on-line instructors. Only through assessment, evaluation, and rigorous TA 
preparation will we be able to improve the teaching and learning occurring in Web-
based classrooms. (p. 192) 

Adding to this idea, Cargile Cook and Grant-Davie (2005b) extensively discuss methods for 

online course and instructor evaluation though they do not explicitly comment, as Hult and 

Meeks (2002) do, on the impact such assessments can have on GTA preparation.  

While the sources analyzed make a strong case and suggest many methods for 

programmatic assessment, as in all the principles discussed so far, there is a need for sources 

that touch on additional locations, identifying the best assessment methods for each and 

modeling the process. 

Accessibility 

The rise of online education has prompted a rise in awareness of accessibility, that is, 

the design of course elements, activities, interfaces, and assignments to be universally usable 

regardless of differences among users. Accessibility is such an important concept in online 

education that the CCCC OWI Committee made it the first and “overarching” principle in 

its “Position Statement”: 
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The primary ideas driving the OWI Principles outlined in this document are inclusivity 
and accessibility. Hence, OWI Principle 1 supersedes and connects to every principle 
in this document. In particular, the Committee believes that the needs of learners 
with physical disabilities, learning disabilities, multilingual backgrounds, and learning 
challenges related to socioeconomic issues…must be addressed in an OWI 
environment to the maximum degree possible for the given institutional setting. 
(CCCC, 2013, p. 7) 

Given accessibility’s central place in OWI, it follows that it should play a role in 

OWI preparation as well; thus I included it in my analysis to see how the topic has been 

addressed in the literature.  

The only direct reference to making OWI preparation accessible that I found comes 

from Kastman Breuch (2015), who directly connects the CCCC OWI Committee’s principle 

to OWI preparation: “While OWI Principle 1 does not address training specifically, 

accessibility issues in the development of accessible Web-based content have a critical 

implication for training” (p. 350). She specifies that not only should accessibility be a part of 

a preparation program’s content so that instructors will be able to provide fully accessible 

online writing courses but, additionally, “these accessibility issues can and should be applied 

to OWI training environments so that instructors have full access to training materials and 

experiences” (p. 351). Any additional references to accessibility I found were related only to 

the content of preparation, not its form. 

However, even though calls for accessible preparation are not widespread, those 

sources that are meant to help instructors create accessible online classrooms or help 

program administrators know what accessibility topics to include in their preparation 

programs can also naturally help administrators create accessible preparation programs since 

the principles are the same in all cases. Given this overlap, then, there seems to be ample 

sources to help preparation programs achieve this principle. It is beyond the scope of this 

analysis to synthesize each and every publication concerned with accessibility in OWI, since 
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such publications generally make few or no direct comments specific to OWI preparation; 

however, I will mention some notable examples for the reader’s consideration: CCCC (2013) 

and Hewett (2015) on general accessibility; Oswal and Meloncon (2014) and Oswal (2015) 

on students with disabilities; Hewett and Lynn (2007), St. Amant (2007), and Miller-Cochran 

(2015) on multilingual and international students, and Gos (2015) on nontraditional students. 

All of these sources deal with accessibility in OWI specifically and can point the reader to 

abundant additional resources from both within and without writing studies. 

Despite these considerable resources, the field would still benefit from publications 

directly addressing accessibility in OWI preparation for GTAs. Even publications that 

merely review and synthesize information from the sources listed above would be useful in 

drawing more direct attention to this issue and making those resources more readily 

accessible to program administrators, and publications reporting how issues of accessibility 

are applied to real-world preparation programs would be even better. For example, one 

common theme among accessibility writing is the need to make accessibility a focus from the 

very outset of planning a product rather than an add-on addressed at the end of the 

development cycle; publications discussing how this is done in practice would be quite 

valuable to the field.  

Conclusions about Principles 

As I mentioned in the introduction to this section, these principles were generally 

well represented in the literature, and significant conclusions about the nature and 

application of each one could be drawn from the existing research. However, in all cases, 

there was little information tying these principles directly to GTA preparation, revealing the 

necessity that these principles continued to be studied in that context and that program 

administrators share their experiences and findings with the community. 
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Locations 

The locations category contains seven codes representing the major components an 

OWI preparation program might include: pre-service orientations, in-service practica, 

teaching methods courses, mentorships and apprenticeships, writing centers, departmental 

and non-departmental workshops, and traditional teacher preparation. 

In order to identify the possible locations at which OWI preparation can occur, I 

first looked to the traditional teacher preparation literature. In his essay “Recent Trends in 

TA Instruction,” Stephen Wilhoit (2002) identifies four locations for traditional teacher 

preparation: pre-service orientations, in-service practica, apprenticeship and mentorship 

programs, and writing centers. Catherine Latterell’s seminal work (1996b) repeats some of 

these locations and adds a discussion of teaching methods courses and theory seminars to 

this list; I condensed these last two into a single code as my examination of the sample 

revealed that these were never distinguished between in the literature. The sample also made 

it apparent that departmental and non-departmental workshops play a key role in OWI 

preparation and traditional preparation programs can also be a site for OWI preparation, so 

I also coded for those locations.  

In this section, the gaps in our knowledge become more manifest as the average 

number of sources coded for each location was only 2.1. 

Pre-service Orientations 

I defined a pre-service orientation as a meeting or series of meetings that occurs 

(usually just) before a semester begins and that offers new or experienced GTAs training and 

preparation for the coming semester’s teaching responsibilities. Orientations can last from a 

single day to several weeks. 
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Unfortunately, none of the sources in the sample mentioned OWI-specific pre-

service orientations; therefore, no conclusions can be drawn about orientations at all. 

Assuming that pre-service orientations are a useful and practical form of OWI preparation 

and that they are actually employed somewhere, the field would benefit from articles 

describing how they are done at various institutions. Details could include how long they are, 

what methods they employ, what concerns and challenges are experienced by the 

participating GTAs, how such things are addressed, and so on. Additionally, how 

orientations are informed by and inform the principles discussed above would be valuable. 

In-service Practica 

I defined in-service practica as a set of meetings that occur while GTAs are currently 

teaching and that provide assistance and direction for their current teaching responsibilities. 

They may be regularly occurring (e.g., once a week) or held only when needed, may be 

required or optional, and may be offered for credit or not. Often practica go by names such 

as workshop, proseminar, colloquium, or staff meeting. 

I found only two mentions that fit this definition, both from Utah State and both 

very brief. Hult and Meeks (2002) describe having weekly meetings for GTAs who are 

teaching online for the first time. They refer to these as “support groups” and note that early 

meetings serve to answer basic, immediate questions such as “What do I do when no one is 

posting the assignments?” while later meetings focus on deeper principles of online 

instruction such as developing a classroom presence (p. 189). Moving in this way from 

classroom practice toward more theoretical concerns is a pattern that traditional preparation 

often follows, and it may be an effective way to achieve the principle of balance discussed 

above; however, there are not enough details in the article to draw any firm conclusions 

about this. Ultimately, Hult and Meeks (2002) remark that these meetings are “very helpful 
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to the new on-line instructors because, as they teach in an on-line environment, questions 

arise for which no amount of traditional classroom experience can prepare them” (p. 189). It 

is unclear what modality these meetings occur in, whether they are held face-to-face or 

online, synchronously or asynchronously, or in some combination of these options.  

In a later article about the same program, Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005) 

describe the weekly staff meetings of the writing program as combining both face-to-face 

and online instructors. They note that “issues of online teaching come up often, but more 

often the online teachers are experienced pros and can easily adapt the new teaching ideas 

presented by their peers to the online environment” and that “it’s hard to distinguish the 

online teachers from the face-to-face teachers in these discussions” (p. 27). It is unclear what 

the relationship is between these staff meetings and the “support groups” described in the 

prior paragraph, whether they occur simultaneously and, if so, how they supplement each 

other. What is clear, however, is that combining face-to-face and online instructors is 

possible at Utah State because virtually all their online instructors are also face-to-face 

instructors residing in Logan. This is by design, as the authors express their belief that “when 

our online teachers move away, and yet continue to teach online for us, they don’t have the 

benefit of the exchange of ideas at staff meetings” (p. 28). 

Because there are published descriptions of only this one program’s approach to the 

in-service practicum, it is difficult to draw any conclusions at all about what merely serves 

the program’s particular needs and context and what is generalizable. Additionally, whereas 

these authors felt geographically distant instructors could not participate in the practicum, 

online synchronous communication technology has advanced considerably since that time, 

so new publications might address whether or not distance continues to be a concern and 

whether face-to-face and online instructors can be combined effectively in a practicum.  
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Publications can also address how existing practica are informed by and inform the 

principles discussed above and can describe what modalities—online or face-to-face, 

synchronous or asynchronous—and methods they employ and how successful they are. 

Teaching Methods Courses 

I defined teaching methods courses as graduate courses that are offered for credit 

toward a degree and that have as their topic the theory and practice of teaching writing. 

Though such courses may relate to or discuss what is happening in GTAs’ current teaching, 

current teaching is not the primary focus of the course as it would be in an in-service 

practicum. A GTA might take a teaching methods course before, during, or after a particular 

teaching assignment, depending on program requirements, or he or she might take the 

course in relation to teaching he or she hopes to do after graduation.  

My analysis revealed three examples of teaching methods courses discussed in the 

literature, making this one of the best represented locations for OWI preparation. Savenye 

(2000) describes repeated iterations of an early “Teaching with Technology” course offered 

through the education department at her university but open to graduate students in any 

program, while Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005) describe courses offered at Utah 

State—one by Hult and one by Cargile Cook—which are repeatable and “consciously 

designed…to complement one another” (p. 4). Cargile Cook (2007) further describes her 

course in her article “Immersion in a Digital Pool.”  

All three of these sources have already received considerable attention in the 

Principles section above, indicating that they are each a good source of information on ways 

to design a teaching methods course that follows the principles of effective OWI 

preparation. For example, all three courses are described as being delivered fully online, and 

each uses a variety of technologies, class activities, and assignments to achieve a student-
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centered learning environment that serves the learners’ needs. Of particular value is the 

approach taken in Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005) of identifying four “decision 

points” involved in planning such a course and then encouraging the reader to think through 

his or her own situation in relation to each before reading about how Hult and Cargile Cook 

each approached them in designing their own courses. 

It is clear from these sources that teaching methods courses are a common and 

pedagogically robust form of OWI preparation. It seems likely that the reason they are 

common is that they require few if any additional resources to provide, being part of the 

graduate curriculum, and they provide ample time and space to achieve the balance between 

skills and theories that administrators need. Because they are so useful, more publications 

describing more teaching methods courses would be valuable to the field. The most recent 

course described in this analysis is now a decade old and, as a result, has little to say about 

synchronous class meetings or video conferencing software and how such can be 

incorporated into the curriculum, so new publications exploring how teaching methods 

courses approach current technology and institutional needs are needed. Additionally, as it 

becomes more and more likely that GTAs taking teaching methods courses have already 

taken a number of online courses themselves as undergraduates, publications reconsidering 

how GTAs engage with online pedagogies and technologies would be useful. 

Mentorships and Apprenticeships 

In my study, I defined a mentorship as an arrangement wherein a GTA works closely 

with an experienced instructor while teaching a similar class on his or her own; an 

apprenticeship, on the other hand, occurs before a GTA teaches a class on his or her own.7 

                                                
7 Publications rarely follow this definition, however. Instead, the term mentorship is used almost exclusively, 
probably because its connotation of both participants being peers and having equal footing is in keeping with 
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In either case, the instructor with whom the GTA is paired can be a faculty member or a 

more experienced GTA, and the mentorship or apprenticeship can last for any amount of 

time, though they are typically at least a semester long. My analysis revealed two brief 

mentions of the importance and utility of mentorships and apprenticeships as well as one in-

depth discussion of a mentorship program. 

The first mention comes from Hewett and Ehmann (2004), who remark that pairing 

“each trainee with an online mentor or individual trainer who then coaches that trainee 

throughout the program” (p. 16) has been a useful technique in their program. The second 

comes from the CCCC OWI Committee’s (2011) nationwide surveys of OWI instructors; 

they found that “peer mentoring” was seen by participants of the surveys as being the most 

helpful form of preparation they had engaged in (pp. 12, 34). While both sources argue for 

the value of mentorships and apprenticeships, neither case provides details of how such 

mentorships or apprenticeships are arranged and administered, and neither is specific to 

GTAs. 

In contrast, Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal (2013) describe in detail their 

Mentor2Mentor program, though this source too is not concerned with GTAs. The program 

the authors describe is focused on helping new online instructors at a 2-year technical college 

design, deliver, and evaluate their first online courses. Of particular interest is the description 

of how they match mentors with protégés based on an assessment of participants’ 

knowledge in three domains as well as how they use the program to ensure their 

department’s online offerings meet institutional and accreditation requirements. Additionally, 

                                                
the general spirit of seeing GTAs and other less experienced instructors as nonetheless valuable contributors 
and not in any way subservient, as the term apprentice connotes. When a publication’s use of these terms does 
not agree with my own definition, however, I follow the publication’s usage. 
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the program enables participants to engage in meaningful assessment of their course design 

decisions; GTA-focused programs could model this process to help GTAs become more 

reflective practitioners.  

Given how mentorships and apprenticeships are perceived as being an important 

and effective form of OWI preparation, more research is needed that is specific to GTAs. 

Publications might distinguish between mentorships and apprenticeships and explore how 

each can best be designed, and they may answer questions such as the following: What are 

the advantages or disadvantages to pairing GTAs with more experienced peers versus faculty 

members? What modalities—online and face-to-face, synchronous and asynchronous—

work best for mentorships and apprenticeships, and how is this informed by and does it 

inform the principle of immersion? What other methods and activities beyond those 

described in Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal (2013) are useful in mentorships and 

apprenticeships? What other locations work well in concert with mentorships and 

apprenticeships as part of a larger preparation program? And lastly, how does being the 

mentor help GTAs in their preparation? 

Writing Centers 

Because the connection between preparing GTAs for classroom instruction and 

preparing them for tutoring in a writing center or writing lab has long been recognized 

(Wilhoit, 2002), I searched the literature for references to a similar connection between 

online instruction and online writing centers (OWCs) and online writing labs (OWLs). While 

I did find a considerable number of sources concerned with tutoring writing online, many of 

them focused on OWC work (see, for example, Hewett & Lynn, 2007; Kastman Breuch & 

Racine, 2000; Kavaldo, 2013; Martinez & Olsen, 2015; and Rilling, 2005), none of them 

referred directly to OWC work as a form of OWI preparation, nor did any discuss possible 
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crossover between these areas. For this reason, I did not include any of these sources in 

Table 4.1 (see Appendix C) under “Writing Centers”; however, some of these are discussed 

in other sections of this chapter. 

Research that explores the connections between OWC preparation and OWI 

preparation are needed in order to establish best practices concerning GTAs being prepared 

for OWI in an OWC. What skills transfer from the OWC to the online classroom, and how 

can preparation best encourage that transfer? Does working in an OWC help GTAs better 

understand certain theories useful to OWI, and if so, which ones? Does it reduce the time 

needed to effectively step into one’s role as an online instructor and employ pedagogical 

theory within the classroom? Does it enable GTAs to engage more effectively in reflection 

and reflective practice? 

Departmental Workshops and Non-departmental Workshops 

I define departmental and non-departmental workshops as meetings—sponsored 

either by the department or program or by another department or office within the 

university, respectively—wherein instructors gather to learn about a pre-determined topic 

from someone with expertise on that topic. Workshops can occur independently or as part 

of a series or conference. 

The consensus among sources analyzed is that non-departmental workshops are 

almost always tool-oriented, meaning they focus on showing instructors how to use a 

particular technology such as a CMS (Atkins, 2006; Anderson et al., 2006; Marshall, 2016). 

Anderson et al. (2006), looking nationally, found that a “hands-on approach” (p. 74) was 

very common in such workshops, and Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal (2013), looking 

locally, praise the individualized instruction provided by their school’s faculty development 

personnel; however, no source reported that non-departmental workshops are sufficient on 
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their own. On the contrary, Atkins (2006) argues, “University sponsored workshops are 

necessary and valuable, but those workshops should be supplemented by departmental 

workshops where pedagogy and theories of using technology are addressed (“Introduction,” 

para. 3). 

Unfortunately, only one source I analyzed even mentioned such departmental 

workshops. Hult and Meeks (2002), in discussing how their department establishes “the 

context in which [online] instruction can flourish” (p. 187), note that they provide 

workshops each semester on OWI-specific topics which are supplemented by workshops 

offered by the Faculty Assistance Center for Teaching on making “better use of technology 

in their classrooms” (p. 187). No mention is made of the frequency of these workshops, 

their topics, whether they are offered online or face-to-face, whether they occur 

synchronously or can be viewed asynchronously, whether they offer a hands-on approach, or 

whether they engage in the individualized instruction praised by Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-

Monreal (2013). Additional publications are needed that elaborate on how programs have 

employed departmental workshops and how those workshops relate to these issues. 

Traditional Teacher Preparation 

This final code in the locations category recognizes that OWI preparation can and 

does happen as part of traditional teacher preparation (see Wilhoit, 2002, for an overview of 

current preparation locations and methods as drawn from the professional literature). While 

it was beyond the scope of this analysis to examine literature that deals primarily with 

traditional preparation, I did code for it when I saw it in the sample. Therefore, the two 

sources discussed below are certainly not the only ones that can inform OWI preparation 

using traditional preparation methods; they are merely the only ones I found within the 

sample. 
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In the first, Hult and Meeks (2002) describe how their traditional teacher preparation 

helps to prepare their GTAs for future OWI by immersing them in elements of online 

learning and instruction from the time they enter the program; this “learning apprenticeship” 

(p. 188) is discussed in detail above as part of the “Immersion” section. 

Second, Hauman, Kastner, and Witte (2015) conducted a broad survey and found 

that a fair number of traditional teacher preparation programs do include, in a limited 

manner, what they call “techno-pedagogy,” which includes preparing instructors to teach 

with technology, though not necessarily online. The survey results pointed to required and 

optional teaching methods courses, practica, and department- and non-department-

sponsored activities as the main locations where techno-pedagogy was taught. However, the 

authors caution against relying only on traditional preparation to show GTAs how to teach 

with technology: 

Functional literacy is important, and new teaching assistants should be shown how to 
use such tools or functions, but we worry that some teaching assistants are being 
prepared only to use specific tools in specific ways for specific classes and are thus 
lacking preparation in critical and rhetorical literacies…. (p. 49) 

Based on these two sources—one very early and the other very recent—and current 

trends in education, it seems likely that GTAs in general are getting a significant amount of 

experience with various online technologies as part of their coursework and teacher 

preparation. Many, if not most, graduate courses now include some online components, and 

the same can be said for the first-year composition courses that GTAs teach. Today, the use 

of a CMS even for a face-to-face class is not rare, and other tools such as discussion boards, 

blogs, messaging software, and more are regularly employed and discussed in the literature. 

However, we would benefit from additional publications detailing how programs today 

engage in such preparation, establishing modern, immersive learning apprenticeships and 
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going beyond the mere functional literacy that Hauman, Kastner, and Witte (2015) warn 

about. Because enhancing traditional teacher preparation is perhaps the quickest way to 

include OWI preparation and requires the fewest additional resources, research in this area is 

crucial.  

Conclusions about Locations 

What is clear from the generally scant coverage for these locations is that each of 

them have clear advantages for contributing to effective OWI preparation. While the 

teaching methods courses location was the most extensively covered and may be, in practice, 

the most common location for OWI preparation, on its own it is certainly not enough to 

meet the need of the field to create a well-prepared workforce. The next phase of this 

research, presented in chapter 5, will examine whether actual local practice follows the 

imbalance seen in the literature, but in either case there is a clear need to expand our 

research and publishing to discover and establish best practices as they relate to the locations 

of OWI preparation. In addition, descriptions and assessments of programs that combine 

one or more of these locations, if such exist, are essential to see how various combinations 

of locations—a teaching methods course followed by an in-service practicum or a 

mentorship, for example—can lead to effective preparation and reduce the amount of 

preparation any one component need cover. 

Methods 

The methods category contains six codes representing the major activities and 

assignments that might be used within the locations identified above to encourage GTAs’ 

development as confident, competent instructors: classroom observation; roleplaying; 

teaching journals and portfolios; professional development, research, and publication; 

exploring technologies; and assessment of trainees.  
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While the number and types of methods available for teacher preparation are, of 

course, technically limited only by WPAs’ imaginations, several standard methods are 

commonly used across the field and are recognized for their utility, as evidenced by Wilhoit’s 

(2002) synthesis of the literature for traditional preparation. Realizing that OWI preparation 

is likely to have similarly standard preparation methods, I drew from Wilhoit (2002) and 

others to establish provisional codes and then allowed the publications encountered in my 

first round of coding to expand those codes to reflect what I found. In the end I made 

several changes to the provisional codes to better represent the methods and terminology I 

found in the sample—for example, I made “classroom observation” specifically refer to 

GTAs observing other classes and included GTAs being observed part of “assessment of 

trainees,” and I added a code for “exploring technologies” because it was represented in the 

literature so consistently. 

As with the locations codes, there are significant gaps in our knowledge; the average 

number of publications receiving each code was 4.3. 

Classroom Observation 

I defined classroom observation as when a GTA observes another instructor’s class 

meeting and reflects on the experience. 

The only example of classroom observation as a preparation method came from 

Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005). In it, Hult describes a requirement of her online 

teaching methods course wherein trainees must observe another web-based course and write 

“weekly web journal posts reflecting on what they had seen in the course and how it 

connected with what they were reading about ‘best practices’ in online pedagogy” (p. 19). 

One particular benefit she notes is that trainees who were skeptical about online instruction’s 

potential “were able to see the differences between the courses they were observing and 
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what was possible in a learner-centered course such as the one they were participating in 

themselves” (p. 19). Additionally, sharing and responding to each other’s journals helped 

create a community of inquiry in which the trainees were able to more fully develop their 

thinking about online instruction:  

They also provided for dialogue among students who were observing classes that 
were similar in content but different in application. They came away from these 
observations, reflective journals, and case studies with a fairly strong opinion about 
what was effective in online pedagogy and what was not effective for a particular 
group of students and a particular content area. They realized very quickly that it 
didn’t matter if a course had the most whiz-bang technology or the latest in 
courseware; what mattered was that the teacher understood how to use the available 
tools, like forums and chats, to foster a sense of community. (pp. 19–20) 

While Hult’s assignment description offers a compelling case for classroom 

observation’s effectiveness, several key features should be noted. First, the assignment she 

describes is prolonged, a case study rather than a single observation. Second, it is not clear 

whether trainees were observing all class meetings, both synchronous and asynchronous—

though given when the article was composed, synchronous meetings were likely text-based 

and infrequent. Lastly, Hult allowed her trainees to observe any online class, not just writing 

classes. Given these distinct features, the fact that Hult’s description dates from more than a 

decade ago, and the absence of any other descriptions in the literature, it is clear that more 

research must be done in this area. Such research could describe and discuss the best way to 

conduct other versions of this assignment: single observations instead of repeated ones, 

observations of other online writing courses instead of courses in other departments, 

observations of both asynchronous and synchronous class meetings and meetings using 

other specific teaching methods and technologies, and so on. Additionally, specifically tying 

such activities to the principles discussed above would ensure that when an activity is 
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adopted into a new program it can be done so in such a way as to preserve the applicability 

of those principles in the activity’s new context. 

Roleplaying 

Roleplaying is a commonly used technique in teacher preparation wherein a trainee 

plays out a scenario, usually adopting the role of a teacher, in order to practice particular 

skills and techniques in a low-stakes environment. In my analysis, I distinguished between 

roleplaying as a discrete, deliberate activity and roleplaying as an ongoing situation; the latter, 

such as when trainees adopt the role of a student while taking an online teaching methods 

course, I treated as a form of immersion rather than roleplaying. Even working within this 

clarified definition of roleplaying, I identified three major types of roleplay discussed in the 

sources: roleplaying as a student, roleplaying as a teacher or tutor, and discussing narrative 

cases as a form of roleplay.  

The literature included two examples of trainees taking on the role of online students 

during discrete activities. Skurat Harris, Nier-Weber, and Borgman (2016) describe a training 

workshop in which faculty become online students for a series of activities early in the 

training: 

Harris intentionally creates a series of activities which faculty must navigate through 
an overly (and unnecessarily complex) online course design (e.g., multiple tabs 
leading to confusing content, large blocks of written text, poorly written or overly 
wordy instructions, etc.). In addition, faculty are asked to complete poorly 
constructed small group projects which include examples of busywork that do not 
reflect course goals. As a final insult, Harris limits her interaction with faculty 
members, not answering emails, participating in discussion boards, or responding to 
student inquiries. (p. 30) 

By forcing faculty to experience poor course design, Harris enables them to better reflect on 

the effects their own course design decisions will have, and the authors claim that this 

experience is more effective than merely reviewing and discussing such course designs face-
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to-face. Kastman Breuch and Racine (2000) come to a similar conclusion after describing an 

activity wherein writing center tutors submit documents to their own writing center. In their 

opinion, roleplaying as a student or client is the best method to learn some things: 

Although tutors can learn strategies for commenting during tutor training sessions, it 
is difficult to learn the various nuances of dialogue from strategies alone. Tutors 
should be aware of ways in which dialogue can shift in unique interactions between 
tutors and online clients. For this reason, we believe that one of the best training 
opportunities administrators can offer is to insist that tutors first enter online 
tutoring as clients of their own online writing centers. (p. 253) 

These two examples make a strong case for the importance and utility of roleplaying as an 

online student on the grounds that doing so enables trainees to better empathize with their 

own future students or clients. However, neither of these examples are GTA-specific, so 

additional research exploring how GTAs can best roleplay as students would be valuable. 

Sources also presented roleplaying activities in which trainees acted as teachers and 

tutors. As part of the activity described by Kastman Breuch and Racine (2000) above, for 

example, the trainees posing as clients have their writing evaluated and commented on by 

others who pose as tutors, and then the clients evaluate and comment on that feedback, 

creating a roleplaying cycle that encourages both reflection and the development of 

community, two principles of OWI preparation described above. Hewett (2006) suggests a 

similar use of roleplaying for synchronous tutoring done with online whiteboards, and Part 

II of Hewett and Ehmann’s (2004) Preparing Educators for Online Writing Instruction contains 

dozens of potential roleplay scenarios or “simulations,” each thoroughly discussed, for both 

asynchronous and synchronous interactions.   

Coppola’s (2005) exploration of how typical teacher roles—cognitive, affective, and 

managerial—are affected when instructors shift to online education shows both the 

importance of this kind of roleplay and the limitations of the extant examples: 
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The cognitive role, which relates to mental processes of learning, information 
storage, and thinking, shifts to one of deeper cognitive complexity for virtual 
professors. The affective role, which relates to influencing the relationships between 
students and the instructor and the classroom atmosphere, required instructors to 
find new tools to express emotion, yet they found the relationship with students 
more intimate. The managerial role, which deals with class and course management, 
requires greater attention to detail, more structure, and additional student 
monitoring. (p. 97) 

On the one hand, playing the role of an online instructor or tutor allows trainees to try out 

their new roles in a low-stakes environment that aids reflection because other trainees can be 

involved in observing and then discussing the outcomes of the activity. Given the 

complexity of role shifts that Coppola (2015) is describing, practicing before performing 

seems essential. On the other hand, none of the activities nor the role shifts described above 

are GTA-specific, so additional research is needed to determine how GTAs experience these 

role shifts differently than do established instructors and how roleplaying activities can best 

accommodate those differences.  Additionally, the development of roleplaying activities that 

can specifically address cognitive, affective, managerial, and any other roles GTAs might 

experience would be of value. 

A final type of roleplay is found in the use of narrative cases, “real or realistic stories 

about teaching problems used for discussion and problem-solving” (Anson, Jolliffe, & 

Shapiro, 1995, p. 24). Kastman Breuch (2015) describes such an activity, in which trainees 

are presented with a teaching scenario and are then asked to discuss how they would 

respond to the scenario if they were the instructor in the course. Though the activity is not 

discussed as an example of its type—rather, it is presented as one specific part of a larger 

preparation program—the idea of using such scenarios has some backing from the 

traditional teacher preparation literature. Anson, Jolliffe, and Shapiro (1995) argue that 

narrative cases “directly address the dilemma of balancing theory and practice in teacher 
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preparation” (pp. 24, 26) by placing trainees in a situation with a great deal of context; this 

potentially ties their use to the principle of balance, discussed above. Additionally, the use of 

narrative cases could provide a way to more specifically address Coppola’s cognitive, 

affective, and managerial roles in OWI preparation. Therefore, additional research 

developing activities using narrative cases for OWI preparation would be a valuable 

contribution to the field. 

The sources reviewed throughout this section have made clear the importance and 

utility of roleplaying as a method for OWI preparation, and I have identified areas for future 

research and publication for each type discussed above. One final gap requiring additional 

research, however, comes from the fact that I found no examples in the literature of 

teaching demonstrations or micro-teaching, which is a common practice in traditional 

preparation (see, for example, Baker & Kinkead, 1994). Publications that present methods 

for the effective use of teaching demonstrations in both synchronous and asynchronous 

settings as well as how best to discuss such activities with trainees afterward would be useful.  

Teaching Journals and Portfolios 

In traditional teacher preparation, a teaching journal comprises a series of written 

entries reflecting on the experience of teaching, while a teaching portfolio often contains a 

teaching philosophy statement as well as “classroom materials, course evaluations, and self-

reflective essays” (Wilhoit, 2002, p. 21). Producing such documents can help GTAs make 

valuable connections between classroom practice and composition theory and engage in 

reflective practice, and they also can aid WPAs as they assess GTAs’ progress as instructors 

(Wilhoit, 2002). While these are a very common method used in traditional preparation, I 

found only two references to journals and portfolios in the OWI literature. 
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The first example comes from Kastman Breuch (2015), who presents a training 

exercise in which instructors are asked to write an OWI-specific teaching philosophy 

statement as they begin to consider how to migrate their existing writing course materials 

and approaches to an online setting. She points out the benefit of such an activity: “Teaching 

philosophy statements are an excellent starting point for any OWI training for they ask 

participants to articulate their pedagogy first and then specify how they might practice that 

pedagogy through OWI” (p. 356). This exercise is not presented as one specifically meant 

for GTAs, however, and it is unclear what changes would be necessary to make it effective 

for such a group, given that their existing writing course materials and pedagogical 

foundations may be less well developed than established instructors.  

The second example is from Cargile Cook (2007). The final project in the teaching 

methods course she describes is the development of an online course ready for distribution, 

which could be seen as a type of teaching portfolio. Additionally, trainees write and share 

weekly journal entries of their progress, which is a type of teaching journal, though one 

reflecting on the development, not the teaching, of a course. As discussed repeatedly above 

in the principles section, Cargile Cook’s assignment promotes immersion, reflection, 

individualized instruction, and—because the journal entries are shared and discussed among 

the trainees—community, making a strong case for the value of such an activity. 

What seems to be missing here is any use of teaching journals and portfolios in an 

in-service setting, which is how they are typically used in traditional preparation. Both 

examples analyzed describe pre-service training activities, so future publications might fill 

this gap by examining their use among GTAs who are currently teaching online. 

Additionally, tying their use to specific locations such as mentorships and apprenticeships or 

in-service practica may reveal more about using them effectively to promote reflection. 
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Professional Development, Research, and Publication 

In this code I included opportunities to accept administrative positions related to 

OWI, to give workshops or conference presentations either locally or professionally, to 

perform research either with a faculty member or with other departmental support, and to 

publish research in either local or professional venues. I also tried to remain open to 

anything else that might fall under this code that I had not explicitly anticipated. 

Unfortunately, only three sources received this code, and each approaches it in a way 

that is only tangential to GTA-specific preparation. First, Hewett and Ehmann (2004) 

mention professional development as being important to their principle of reflection; they 

argue that professional development allows trainees to “become change-agents with the 

‘ability to question, challenge, and change operational norms and assumptions’” (p. 23) 

within the preparation program or other organizations; however, the authors never specify 

what that professional development might consist of. Elsewhere they specify that they view 

their trainees as “collaborators” (p. 8) in investigating and improving the training they 

provide, but again it is unclear what that collaboration means in terms of professional 

development, research, or publication. 

The second source receiving this code was Jaramillo-Santoy and Cano-Monreal 

(2013). In describing their mentoring program they recognize that the amount of time and 

energy mentoring takes is significant and discuss ways they appropriately compensate their 

mentors. Among other things, they point out that “participation in the program is applied to 

meet yearly professional development requirements” and they report working on “a 

certification system to recognize the skills faculty have acquired and applied” (p. 110) within 

the program. While this example is decidedly not GTA-specific, the idea of offering GTAs 
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professional development credentials and certifications, which can encourage them in their 

work and make them more marketable once they leave a program, is a sound one.  

The last source receiving this code is Rice’s (2015) chapter on “Faculty 

Professionalization for OWI.” While he works to develop a more useful professionalization 

model by drawing metaphorically from iterative, agile software design, his conclusions have a 

clear application only to programs populated by faculty, not by GTAs. Therefore, 

publications describing how to apply his model to GTA-specific programs and giving details 

of how professionalization is accomplished is necessary. 

Beyond these three sources, many questions remain that future research and 

publication can address. For example, what skills do GTAs need to develop before serving 

administrative positions or as mentors within an OWI program, and what skills can they 

develop through serving? What administrative positions exist for GTAs, what duties do they 

involve, and how best can that service embody the principles of effective OWI preparation 

discussed above? What professional development opportunities exist outside of OWI 

programs—conferences, workshops, etc.—and how have programs enabled GTAs to 

participate in those opportunities? What research and assessment projects within OWI 

programs have or could GTAs meaningfully participate in, and what publication 

opportunities exist? And lastly, in what locations can professional development best occur 

and how?  

Exploring Technologies 

While any immersive preparation program will use technology extensively—a 

teaching methods course might take place entirely online, for example—for this code I 

specifically looked for technology use as part of a deliberate, distinct activity within a larger 

program or location. Not surprisingly, I found this to be a thoroughly discussed topic. 
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One of the difficulties with exploring technologies in OWI preparation is that it can 

be hard to focus on the principles that guide their use and instead focus on the nuts and 

bolts of using a particular piece of software (Anderson et al., 2006); in other words, this 

activity is closely related to the principle of balance, discussed above. Encouragingly, many 

of the sources analyzed push against the tendency to focus on skills over pedagogical 

principles in one way or another. For example, at the outset of Preparing Educators for Online 

Writing Instruction, Hewett and Ehmann (2004) specify that they will not be discussing specific 

software, arguing instead that trainers “must first identify pedagogical principles for training that 

supercede specific technology platforms and then choose training methods adaptable to 

specific platforms” (p. 5). Hewett and Lynn (2007) follow this lead and add that focusing on 

the modality a technology affords (synchronous or asynchronous) is more important than 

the details of a particular platform; however, they concede that nobody “feels comfortable 

with any computer program without using it extensively, and extensive use may in itself 

convince trainees that online conferencing is right for them” (“Training ESOL Instructors,” 

para. 2). In this they seem to imply a limit to the utility of modeling specific technologies and 

instead reinforce the importance of immersion as preferable to tool-training. 

Many of the sources follow these ideas by providing examples of activities that opt 

for immersion over tool-training and focus on pedagogical principles over software 

instruction. For example, Cargile Cook’s (2007) OWI teaching methods course, discussed 

extensively above, is built around the idea of using technologies in order to get familiar with 

them. The major project of the course is for trainees to develop their own OWI course and 

website, which encourages broad experimentation with a variety of CMS and other software, 

and trainees record and reflect on their progress throughout the semester with public 
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journals. Cargile Cook shows that, by additionally reading and discussing each other’s 

journals, the trainees get a better sense of the pedagogical implications for their choices. 

A second example comes from Kastman Breuch (2015), who presents an activity in 

which pairs of trainees peer review each other’s writing using various online modalities and 

media: “text-only, audio-only, video-only, or multimodal” (p. 375). She ties this activity to 

roleplaying and reflective practice: “Using these media from the student position enables 

immersion into the technology and a pedagogical strategy that can lead to more introspective 

reflection about one’s OWI activities, purposes, and perceived optimal outcomes” (p. 365). 

This concept is further demonstrated in an activity sequence described by Skurat Harris, 

Nier-Weber, and Borgman (2016). In the sequence, “faculty discuss what they feel are best 

practices for online discussion using multiple tools to facilitate online discussion” (p. 32). 

Small groups first use collaborative word processing software to brainstorm ideas before 

moving to an asynchronous discussion board to discuss relevant readings. Next they return 

to their small groups and discuss their original document using synchronous video software, 

and finally each individual writes a reflection about the whole experience. These activities all 

help make trainees familiar and comfortable with particular software while keeping the focus 

on the pedagogical principles that guide their use. Additional examples of similar activities 

can be found in Kastman Breuch & Racine (2000), Cargile Cook, Hult, and Meeks (2005), 

Hewett (2006), and Kastman Breuch (2015). 

Another method of exploring technology in OWI training comes from modeling, 

wherein an instructor demonstrates to trainees the use of a technology. As with the activities 

discussed above, the danger here would seem to be on privileging tool-training over 

immersion and a focus on pedagogical principles, but the two sources that mentioned 

modeling seem to deliberately work against that tendency. First, Hult and Meeks (2002) 
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describe the practice of having department experts do demonstrations of how they use web-

based tools in their instruction; these demonstrations happen as part of the traditional 

teacher preparation program and are part of the “learning apprenticeship” (p. 188) described 

above in the section on immersion. While these demonstrations are not described in detail, 

the focus does not seem to be on training GTAs to use the software but rather on exploring 

the possibilities of technology use in writing instruction generally; the authors say that the 

demonstrations are “very persuasive” in convincing GTAs of “both the pedagogical and 

practical reasons to use computers” (p. 189) in their instruction. In other words, modeling is 

used more as a marketing tool than as training. Second, Cargile Cook (2007) explains that in 

the OWI teaching methods course she taught she deliberately chose to use a CMS with 

which she was less familiar. She reasons that her inexperience with the CMS would “more 

effectively replicate and model the experiences of beginning online instructors” (p. 62), 

making the course itself a model of teaching the kind of course the trainees were being 

prepared to teach. 

While exploring technology was by far the most well represented method analyzed, 

there are still questions that future research can address. For one, though these sources do a 

good job addressing the principle of balance, less attention is paid to the concept of local 

versus general preparation. On the one hand, focusing on the pedagogical principles that 

inform and guide the use of a particular piece of software is important, but if GTAs become 

familiar only with the software used in the program in which they are receiving training, will 

they be well prepared to use other software favored or required by other programs, and will 

the pedagogical principles learned in relation to one software transfer adequately to other 

software? Studies following GTAs as they move into the workforce and encounter new 
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technologies can help answer these questions and thus inform the best practices concerning 

exploring technology use. 

A second issue concerns this method’s relationship to the location of departmental 

and non-departmental workshops. Most sources cited for that location imply that workshops 

are usually concerned with learning particular software, so additional research exploring how 

to promote the principle of balance in that location with this method is necessary to ensure 

that workshops remain effective. 

Lastly, the principle of accessibility plays a larger role for this method than with the 

others because technology use is one of the primary reasons accessibility becomes an issue. 

The only mention of accessibility as it relates to this method that I found comes from 

Savenye (2000). In discussing an early iteration of a teaching methods course, she describes 

her concerns about showing trainees how to use technologies in a web-only course, and she 

reports experiencing issues with trainees being able to access video and audio clips and other 

online resources used in the class. Additional and more contemporary sources that pick up 

this thread and examine how accessibility concerns can be approached in OWI preparation 

would be valuable.  

Assessment of Trainees 

For this code I specifically looked for sources that addressed the assessment of 

trainees or the providing of feedback to help them improve their practice. Some methods 

discussed above—specifically roleplaying and exploring technology—make mention of 

assessment that occurs as part of the activities described, usually in the form of feedback 

from peers. For this code, therefore, I focused on sources that did not relate to other 

specific methods. 
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Hewett and Ehmann (2004) make clear that assessing trainees and providing them 

feedback on their progress is essential to helping them progress as instructors. They tie this 

need to the principle of reflection, noting that “when evaluation, or assessment, is 

approached as an opportunity for critical reflection, it can become a way for trainees to 

participate in an ongoing discussion about the nature of online teaching and learning with 

the ultimate aim of improving practice” (p. 21). However, they note that many trainees 

“express initial anxiety and apprehension about receiving performance assessment” and 

suggest that “clearly stated reasons for, and expectations about” assessment practices as well 

as “individualized contact” (p. 21) can help ease such concerns. Elsewhere they specify that 

such individualized contact should include human feedback rather than just software-driven, 

automatic feedback; they clarify: 

We have had trainees complete skills-based exercises and simulations, but these 
exercises receive human, not computer-based, feedback and support. Building on 
this notion of human guidance, individualization requires that trainers understand 
each trainee as a learner with prior background knowledge and abilities to learn new 
skills. It also requires that the trainee demonstrates what he or she already knows and 
can do, thereby giving the trainer opportunity to tailor feedback and guidance with 
that knowledge and ability in mind. (p. 15) 

The connection of this method to the principle of individualization is also seen in Cargile 

Cook and Grant-Davie (2005b), who argue the importance of using multiple sources of data 

to guide assessment and who advocate treating each assessment situation as unique and thus 

requiring differing approaches and methods. 

As for what these approaches and methods could be, each source coded elaborates 

on one or more. Hewett and Ehmann (2004) describe in limited detail the use of 

“metacognitive activities for trainees; open-ended commentary on trainee work; a rubric that 

assesses teacher-student interactions from qualitative and quantitative perspectives; and, 

when available, student feedback” (p. 22) as methods they use for promoting reflection 
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through assessment. Kavaldo (2013), writing about training online writing center tutors, 

explains that she tutors her tutors, responding electronically to their work just as they 

respond electronically to their clients. Her article presents actual text from her interactions 

with one tutor over a year along with Kavaldo’s reflections on the experience. Cargile Cook, 

Hult, and Meeks (2005) say that instructors in their program are assessed each semester 

through student evaluations and by supervisors who “‘visit’ each classroom by lurking 

online” (p. 28), though no additional details about either method are given. The most 

extensive discussion of assessment comes from Cargile Cook and Grant-Davie (2005b), 

though their article is not specific to GTAs and instead discusses the evaluating of online 

writing instructors and courses generally. They present ideas and guidelines for how to 

generate and use both formative and summative evaluations from “students, peers, 

administrators, outside experts, or instructors themselves” (p. 232), going into detail about 

such topics as writing effective questions for student evaluations, developing a plan for 

dealing with the potentially overwhelming “richness and complexity” (p. 239) of an online 

course archive, and helping instructors reflect meaningfully on their work. 

Because these sources either offer little detail or do not focus on GTAs, many 

questions remain that future publications can address. For example, Hewett and Ehmann’s 

(2004) and Kavaldo’s (2013) methods seem applicable to GTAs who are in the pre-service 

phase of preparation, but further details and descriptions about how they can best be 

employed are needed. Likewise, Cargile Cook and Grant-Davie’s (2005b) methods are suited 

for in-service applications, but more information about how they can be adapted for use 

with GTAs is necessary. Additionally, as Cargile Cook and Grant-Davie (2005b) recognize, 

in-service assessment is not only used to help instructors improve; it is also typically used to 

inform programmatic and personnel decisions. Research exploring this potential conflict as it 
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relates to GTAs can help ensure that assessment and feedback are used appropriately and 

effectively by all stakeholders in a program. Similarly, assessment in teaching methods 

courses effects both trainees improvement but also grades and thus credit towards a degree, 

which is another conflict that research can address. 

Conclusions about Methods 

The above discussion of methods makes it clear that these are not consistently 

represented in the literature. Roleplaying and exploring technologies were each well 

represented, but the other methods, such as teaching journals and portfolios, were scarcely 

mentioned despite being commonly used in traditional teacher preparation. Remediating 

these methods for use in OWI preparation should be a focus of future publications so that 

administrators need not reinvent them for use in every single program, so that as a field we 

can build on our knowledge rather than repeatedly, individually recreate it anew. 

Additionally, paying more attention to how methods can best be employed specifically in the 

pre-service and in-service phases of preparation will enhance their use. 

It should be acknowledged here that another gap in our knowledge consists of 

methods not yet developed or shared publicly. While online writing instruction draws much 

of its pedagogy and practice from face-to-face instruction, migrating and remediating as 

necessary, it also “needs its own study, theories, and practices” (CCCC OWI Committee, 

2011, p. 2). Why should OWI preparation be any different?  

Conclusion 

This content analysis answers the first research question and its sub-questions and, in 

doing so, makes three significant contributions to this study and to OWI preparation. First, 

it enumerates the principles, locations, and methods at work in OWI preparation as 

represented in the professional literature. Second, it synthesizes what the literature has to say 
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concerning these principles, locations, and methods, not only centralizing what is known but 

also creating new knowledge by putting disparate sources with their individual observations 

and findings in close contact. Third, it identifies dozens of questions that have yet to be 

answered in the professional literature, providing an outline of those parts of the map that 

have yet to be explored.  

Another thing made clear by this analysis is the need for more and more varied 

voices in the literature. As evidenced by the citations included in this chapter and the sources 

listed in Table 4.1 (see Appendix C), the dominant voices currently informing the OWI 

preparation literature are those of Beth Hewett and Kelli Cargile Cook and their 

collaborators. While their contributions to our knowledge are invaluable and form a strong 

foundation from which to expand our understanding, as a field we are at risk of having 

tunnel vision when so much of our practice is informed by so few viewpoints. New voices in 

the literature will open needed new dimensions of thinking and avenues of inquiry as they 

approach the questions raised by this study from their own unique ideological, pedagogical, 

and institutional backgrounds. 

 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 123 

Chapter 5 

Phase Two 

This chapter presents the results of the second phase of my research project, an 

online questionnaire investigating local program practice for OWI preparation. The methods 

for this phase of the project were detailed in Chapter 3 and included the creation of the 

instrument, the identification of a target population, and the distribution of the instrument. 

In this chapter I analyze the data produced by the online questionnaire in order to answer 

the second major research question of the study and its relevant sub-questions, listed below 

in Figure 5.1.  

 

 

The chapter is divided into six major sections to present and discuss the extensive 

results of the questionnaire. The first section, “Response Rate and Representing the 

Population,” describes the responding sample and discusses the difficulties in generalizing 

the results about the sample to the general population. The second section, “Online and 

Hybrid Offerings and Instruction,” details the involvement GTAs have with teaching hybrid 

and online courses today, providing context for the rest of the results. The next three 

sections, “Locations,” “Methods,” and “Principles,” present the main findings of the 

2. What is the current state of practice of OWI preparation for GTAs? 
2.4. What principles, locations, and methods are being utilized in OWI preparation 

of GTAs? 
2.5. How are these principles, locations, and methods distributed; that is, how 

commonly are each used in practice? 
2.6. How much preparation, on average, are GTAs currently receiving to teach 

writing online? 

Figure 5.1. Research question 2 and its relevant sub-questions. 
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questionnaire as it relates to the research questions given in Figure 5.1. These sections will be 

recognized from their presence in the previous chapter; however, the change in their order 

from there reflects the focus in the questionnaire on locations as the entry point from which 

to best understand local program practice. The final section, “Conclusion,” summarizes the 

overall findings and reiterates the answers to the research questions given throughout the 

chapter. 

Response Rate and Representing the Population 

Out of a target population of 76 programs, I received 24 completed responses for a 

response rate of 32%. When considering whether this is an adequate response rate, it is 

important to recognize that the entities represented by the data are not people but programs. 

Unlike people, writing programs have no norms around which they are arrayed in even 

distributions and bell curves; whereas people are genetically and culturally predisposed to 

look and act in predictable patterns, the same cannot be said for writing programs. Across 

the country, writing programs are the result of their local contexts, and they differ widely in 

size, focus, methods, and so on due to their particular needs, resources, and administrators. 

No one program or approach is considered “normal,” and there are no natural laws that 

draw each program towards such a norm and prevent outliers; on the contrary, writing 

programs can essentially change in any way at any time, unlike humans, who cannot grow 

new appendages at will. 

Statistically speaking, this variability means the focus of this analysis must be on 

describing the programs about which data was collected rather than on inferring what other 
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programs must be like based on the responses in this sample.8 In other words, there is no 

guarantee that the sample of 24 programs described in this chapter is representative of the 

total population of 76 programs, and there is no way to calculate meaningful confidence 

intervals to show statistical significance. 

Having said that, however, I will note two things. First, because writing program 

administrators share their successes, failures, and research at conferences and in the literature 

and because universities share similar structures and, therefore, create similar institutional 

pressures and affordances, writing programs and their approaches to teacher preparation do 

tend to have similar features across the country, as found by Latterell (1996b) and Brown, 

Enos, Reamer, and Thompson (2008) in their respective surveys of programs as well as 

Wilhoit (2002) in his survey of the literature. As I expressed above, this tendency is not of 

the same sort that predisposes humans to have ten fingers and ten toes; it is merely 

coincidental, yet it exists. Second, the sample from which I collected data does appear to be 

representative of the total population in some key ways. For example, the distribution of 

schools within the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education’s scheme for 

level of research activity in the sample is similar to the distribution in the population, as 

shown in Figure 5.2. Additionally, 20% of the population is made up of schools identified in 

Yeats and Thompson (2010) as including graduate degrees in technical or professional 

communication (15 of 76 schools), while a similar percentage of the sample, 25%, is made 

up of such schools (6 of 24 schools). 

                                                
8 Though I did not engage in sampling, opting instead to send the questionnaire to the entire population (as 
described in Chapter 3), I refer to the resulting group of participating programs as the “sample” to distinguish 
it from the larger population. 
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On the other hand, however, some disagreement exists between the sample and the 

population. While participants of this study reported their programs as having, on average, 

29.1 total GTAs pursuing doctoral degrees, including 13.6 focusing on rhetoric and 

composition (see Table 5.1 below), Brown, Enos, Reamer, and Thompson (2008) report an 

average of 57.8 total doctoral students and 17.6 with a rhetoric and composition focus. This 

substantial difference between the population and the sample could indicate that the sample 

does not accurately represent the population, but it could also be attributable to the wording 

of the question, which asked about “graduate teaching assistants” rather than graduate 

students. Additionally, the difference could be attributable to the inclusion of technical and 

Figure 5.2. Distribution of target population and sample according to Carnegie 
Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. The population for this study was 
determined using Brown, Enos, Reamer, and Thompson (2008) and Yeats and 
Thompson (2010) (see Chapter 2). The schools’ classifications were then verified at the 
Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education website, 
carnegieclassifications.iu.edu. For the sample, participants were asked to identify their 
school’s Carnegie Classification. 
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professional communication programs in the sample, for which I could find no enrollment 

data, or to incomplete or incorrect responses by participants.9 

 

Table 5.1 

Average Number of GTAs Reported by Programs in Sample 

Degree Emphasis GTAs 

Master’s 

Rhetoric and Composition 5.0 

Technical or Professional Communication 0.9 

Other Emphasis 11.3 

Subtotal 17.2 

Doctorate 

Rhetoric and Composition 13.6 

Technical or Professional Communication 0.5 

Other Emphasis 15.0 

Subtotal 29.1 

Total 46.3 

Note. Three of the 24 participants did not answer the question. 

 

A final, general concern with the sample needs to be acknowledged: while the target 

population consists of writing programs, the actual respondants were people. Though they 

                                                
9 For example, distinguishing between rhetoric and composition- and technical and professional 
communication-focused GTAs is no mean feat since no standard definitions of these terms exist and all 
manner of overlap occurs. This is perhaps best evidenced by my own degree, which is administered by the 
Technical Communication and Rhetoric program of the Department of English and boasts an emphasis in 
Rhetoric, Composition, and Technology. 

Additionally, the data do not distinguish between a response of zero and a non-response in any individual 
category, so the average likely skews low (I did, however, count as a non-response instances where the 
participant reported zero GTAs in every category). 
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each were explicitly asked and did express confidence in their ability to answer questions 

about the programs they help administer, it is possible that their knowledge was not 

complete or that they were mistaken about program elements.10  

In conclusion, let me reiterate that I do not argue that my sample is necessarily 

representative of the population, at least not in a statistically demonstrative sense. My focus 

going forward will therefore be on descriptive rather than inferential statistics, that is, on 

describing the programs represented by the data collected rather than on inferring 

mathematically how other programs within the population are likely to look.  

Online and Hybrid Offerings and Instruction 

Of the 24 programs responding, 17 reported that they offer hybrid or fully online 

undergraduate courses (71% of the sample). Sixteen of those programs allow GTAs to teach 

hybrid or fully online courses, which means that, in 67% of the total sample and in 94% of 

the schools that offer hybrid or fully online courses, graduate students are currently 

                                                
10 Of the 24 participants, eight indicated that their schools had “multiple writing programs with separate 
administrations or writing programs with independently functioning divisions” (see Appendix A for full 
questionnaire). Of these, four considered themselves qualified to answer questions about all such 
administrations or divisions, and four opted to answer about only the division they were associated with. 

Figure 5.3. Graphical Representation of the Sample  
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participating in OWI (see Figure 5.3). I will refer to these 16 participant programs that allow 

GTAs to teach online as the “subsample” throughout the rest of the chapter. 

In addition, Table 5.2 shows what courses GTAs are eligible to teach at these 16 

programs and what percentage, on average, of hybrid or fully online sections offered each 

semester are taught by GTAs. Though the percentage reported in the row for “Other 

technical or professional communication courses” is problematic because it represents only 

two programs and very few sections, overall, the data provide a strong indication that GTAs 

are responsible for teaching around a third of hybrid and fully online sections of writing-

intensive courses each semester.  

 

Table 5.2 

Teaching of Hybrid/Online Courses by GTAs 

Hybrid/Online Course 

Programs 
allowing GTAs 

to teach 
(n = 16) 

Total sections 
per semester 

GTA-taught 
sections 

First-year composition service course 15 (94%) 149 57 (38%) 

Second- or third-year composition 
service course, other composition 
courses 

6 (38%) 51 15 (29%) 

Introductory technical or professional 
communication service course 10 (63%) 43 14 (33%) 

Other technical or professional 
communication courses 2 (13%) 4 2 (50%) 

Total  247 88 (36%) 

Note. Column three shows the total number of sections offered across all programs. Parentheses in column 
four show the percentages of the total sections that are taught by GTAs. 
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Two more points help flesh out this picture. The first, shown in Figure 5.4, considers 

when graduate students become eligible to teach hybrid and fully online courses. While only 

one program allows first-year master’s students to do OWI, seven allow second-year 

master’s students to do so, which represents 44% of the subsample and 29% of the sample 

overall. As for doctoral students, seven schools allow them to begin teaching OWI in their 

first year, and that number ramps up to 15 by their third year, which is 93.8% of the 

subsample and 63% of the total sample. 

 

 

The second point involves the other requirements GTAs must fulfill before teaching. 

While 11 of the 16 programs of the subsample required some kind of department-led 

preparation—either participating in a departmental workshop, orientation, or online teaching 

Figure 5.4. Programs allowing GTAs to teach hybrid/online courses by degree and year. 
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methods course or working as an online tutor in a writing center—five of the programs 

allowed GTAs to teach online having only taken a non-departmental workshop or 

orientation (2 programs), having only taught the class face-to-face previously (2), or by being 

“known to Chair to have interest in digital pedagogy through course projects or dissertation 

research” (1). 

These numbers help paint the picture of how widespread OWI has become, even for 

graduate students, and they help to validate my claim that GTAs need OWI preparation 

before they graduate and enter the workforce. Additionally, while individual WPAs must 

decide what is best for their programs’ stakeholders, the data implies that, as a field, we may 

persist in underestimating the amount of preparation needed to enable GTAs to give quality 

online instruction. It could also be that some of these programs with less stringent 

requirements are only just embarking on GTA-led OWI and, as such, are still in the process 

of forming their programmatic policies and requirements.  

Locations 

In this section I will present and discuss the data concerning the locations at which 

OWI preparation happens, how these locations are distributed across the sample, and what 

they generally look like. I have subdivided the section into three major units. The first, OWI-

specific teacher preparation, will present information about pre-service orientations, in-

service practica, teaching methods courses, apprenticeships, mentorships, and departmental 

workshops that are meant specifically to prepare GTAs (and others) for the work of teaching 

writing online. The second unit, informal OWI teacher preparation, will present information 

about non-departmental workshops, writing centers, and general coursework and traditional 

teacher presentation, all places where OWI preparation can occur but where it is not the 

primary goal. The last unit will draw conclusions about these results. 
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OWI-specific Teacher Preparation 

Table 5.3 shows the general distribution of formal training locations—pre-service 

orientations, in-service practica, teaching methods courses, apprenticeships, mentorships, 

and departmental workshops—by showing how many programs of the subsample and how 

many of the total sample include the program locations named; the table also includes one 

informal OWI preparation location, non-departmental workshops, for comparison. As the 

table shows, the only truly common offerings are non-departmental workshops, which are 

not an OWI-specific location at all since they rarely if ever include OWI-specific pedagogy 

(Atkins, 2006; see also Chapter 4). Beyond this, departmental workshops are the most 

common offering, being employed at around half of schools, followed by pre-service 

orientations, which appear at 31% of schools that allow GTAs to teach online. The 

remaining locations are only very sparsely used among the sample and subsample. 

 

Table 5.3 

Numbers of Programs Utilizing OWI-specific Preparation Locations 

Location Subsample 
(n = 16) 

Sample 
(n = 24) Iterations 

Non-Departmental Workshops 16 (100%) 22 (92%) 144 

Departmental Workshops 9 (56%) 11 (46%) 48 

Pre-service Orientations 5 (31%) 5 (21%) 6 

Mentorships 3 (19%) 3 (13%) 4 

Teaching Methods Courses 2 (13%) 2 (8%) 2 

In-service Practica 1 (6%) 1 (4%) 1 

Apprenticeships 1 (6%) 2 (8%) 6 

Note. Subsample refers to those programs in the sample that allow GTAs to teach hybrid/online courses. 
Parentheses give the percentage of the subsample or sample offering each location. Iterations refers to the 
total number of instances of each location; for departmental and non-departmental workshops this number 
refers to the number offered per year. 
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Another way of appreciating the overall sparseness of OWI-specific preparation 

across the sample is to count how many programs use at least one location beyond 

departmental and non-departmental workshops. Of the 16 schools that allow GTAs to teach 

online, only nine of them (56% of the subsample) offer an orientation, practicum, methods 

course, apprenticeship, or mentorship, and only four (25%) offer more than one of these. 

From the rest of the sample, only one additional program adds another of these non-

workshop locations, and across the entire sample, there are only 19 total iterations of non-

workshop preparation locations. This makes clear the widespread dependence throughout 

the sample on departmental and especially non-departmental workshops to do the work of 

preparing GTAs for online writing instruction as well as the general sparseness of OWI-

specific offerings. In fact, the offerings among these non-workshop locations are so scant 

that it is nearly impossible to identify trends or patterns across the sample because there are 

too few iterations to compare meaningfully. Nevertheless, I will next briefly describe what 

the results say about each of these locations. 

Pre-service orientations. The questionnaire defined pre-service orientations as a 

meeting or series of meetings that occur usually just before a semester begins and that offers 

new or experienced GTAs training and preparation for the coming semester’s teaching 

responsibilities. Orientations can last from a single day to several weeks, and in situations 

where there are very few OWI instructors, a pre-service orientation could even consist of 

one-on-one meetings or other informal events. 

Five programs reported offering pre-service orientations. As described above, the 

small number of iterations and the wide variability among them makes generating statistical 

trends difficult, so instead the unprocessed data is presented in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 below. An 

additional orientation is offered by Program 5, but because it consists only of ad hoc, face-
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to-face, one-on-one meetings between the program administrator and anyone in the 

department interested in online teaching, I did not include it in the tables. 

 

Table 5.4 

Orientation Information 

  Courses 

Program Requirement Intro comp Other comp Intro TC Other TC 

1 required X  X  

2 required X X X  

3 required X  X  

4 required X    

5 optional X  X X 

Note. Intro comp = First-year composition service course; Other comp = Second- or third-year composition 
service course; Intro TC = Introductory technical or professional communication service course; Other TC = 
Other technical or professional communication courses. 

 

Table 5.5 

Orientation Length and Mode of Delivery 

  Mode of delivery 

Program Length (hours) Face-to-face Online, 
synchronously 

Online, 
asynchronously 

1 4 100% 0% 0% 

2 10 80% 5% 15% 

3 3 75% 0% 25% 

4 – 10% 0% 90% 

5 8 50% 0% 50% 

Note. Dash indicates a non-response. 
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The average length of these five orientations is 6.25 hours, but with so few iterations, 

the length of Program 4’s orientation could change that average drastically if a response had 

been provided. The same is true when considering how much, on average, of these 

orientations are delivered online. Considering all the orientations equally, it is clear that only 

one is primarily delivered online while one is evenly split between online and face-to-face 

modalities. However, if one could factor in the relative lengths of the orientations, it might 

be found that, hour for hour, more is delivered online than not; the non-response makes 

such a calculation impossible. In light of so little data, little can be said definitively about 

these data points, and no firm trend can be identified. 

In-service practica. The questionnaire defined in-service practica as a set of 

meetings that occur while GTAs are currently teaching. Often these go by names such as 

workshop, proseminar, colloquium, or staff meeting, and they may be regularly occurring 

(e.g., once a week) or held only when a WPA calls a meeting. A practicum is usually required 

but need not be, and it can be offered for credit or not. Furthermore, a practicum 

is distinguished from a teaching methods course or theory seminar by its close relationship 

to GTAs’ current teaching responsibilities. It is primarily a resource for current instructors, 

provided by the writing program, rather than a course offering. 

Only one participant reported offering a practicum. The practicum is for teachers of 

a first-year composition service course and an introductory technical and professional 

communication service course. The practicum consists of a single 4-hour meeting, 

conducted entirely face-to-face and required for one semester, optional thereafter. 

Teaching methods courses. The questionnaire defined teaching methods courses 

as graduate courses that are offered for credit toward a degree and that have as their topic 

the theory and practice of teaching writing. Though such courses may relate to or discuss 
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what is happening in GTAs’ current teaching, current teaching is not the primary focus of 

the course as it would be in an in-service practicum. A GTA might take a teaching methods 

course before, during, or after a particular teaching assignment, depending on program 

requirements, or he or she might take the course in relation to teaching he or she hopes to 

do after graduation. For the purposes of the survey, I considered classes across a 

spectrum—whether they be highly theory-focused or driven more by practical concerns—to 

be teaching methods courses. 

Two programs reported offering such a teaching methods course, one called “Online 

Writing Instruction” and the other “Theory and Pedagogy of Electronic Texts.” Neither 

course is required for graduation, but both are required to be taken while a GTA teaches a 

hybrid or online course. The former is delivered entirely online, with 93% of the course 

being delivered synchronously and the rest asynchronously. The latter is split evenly between 

face-to-face and online delivery, with 10% of the course being synchronously and 40% being 

asynchronously delivered. 

Apprenticeships. The questionnaire defined an apprenticeship as an arrangement 

where a GTA works closely with an experienced teacher for a period of time before teaching 

a similar class on his or her own. The instructor with whom the GTA is paired can be a 

faculty member or a more experienced GTA, and the apprenticeship can last for any amount 

of time, but the instructor must be teaching a hybrid or online course at the time of the 

apprenticeship. 

Two programs reported offering apprenticeships, one from the subsample and the 

other, interestingly, from a program that did not report allowing GTAs to teach hybrid or 

online classes. The former reported that it offers three different apprenticeships, all required 

for one semester before GTAs can teach online courses and all pairing the GTAs with 
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faculty members as opposed to other GTAs. The apprenticeships are for GTAs who will 

teach composition courses at all levels as well an introductory professional or technical 

communication course and another eligible course called “Writing in the Public Sphere.” 

The latter program reported that it offers three different apprenticeships, each pairing a 

GTA with a faculty member and lasting a semester. One is for an unspecified professional 

writing course, one for literature courses, and another for creative writing courses.11 

Mentorships. The questionnaire defined a mentorship as the same as an 

apprenticeship except that the GTA works closely with an experienced teacher 

while teaching a similar class on his or her own. 

Three programs reported offering mentorships (one of them offering two separate 

mentorship opportunities), for a total of four iterations. One program’s mentorship was 

reported to be required during a GTAs first semester teaching first-year composition online 

and pairs him or her with a faculty member. The other four programs were reported to be 

for GTAs teaching not only first-year composition but also introductory technical or 

professional communication courses. All of these are optional, last a single semester, and 

pair GTAs with either a faculty member or a more experienced GTA. 

Departmental Workshops. The questionnaire defined departmental workshops as 

meetings sponsored within the department or program wherein instructors gather to learn 

about a pre-determined topic from someone with expertise on that topic. Workshops can 

occur independently or as part of a departmental series or conference, and they may involve 

                                                
11 It is possible that, despite the wording of the questionnaire, which specified repeatedly that these questions 
referred to apprenticeships related to OWI, this respondent is talking about apprenticeships related to face-to-
face teaching. 
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interaction and experiential learning among trainees or take the form of lectures or formal 

presentations. 

Eleven programs reported offering at least one such workshop per year; the total 

number of iterations was 48. The minimum number of iterations reported by a program was 

one per year (reported by two programs), while the maximum reported was 15. On average, 

these programs offer 4.4 workshops per year. 

Informal OWI Teacher Preparation 

The following locations—non-departmental workshops, writing centers, and general 

coursework and traditional teacher preparation—are all places where OWI preparation can 

occur but where it is not the primary goal. 

Non-departmental workshops. The questionnaire defined non-departmental 

workshops as meetings wherein instructors gather to learn about a pre-determined topic 

from someone with expertise on that topic and that are sponsored by an entity outside the 

department or program. The sponsoring organization might be the university library, a 

teacher development center, or other institutional entity within the university. Workshops 

can occur independently or as part of a series or conference. They may involve interaction 

and experiential learning among participants or they can take the form of lectures or formal 

presentations. 

Twenty-two programs reported that their school provides at least one such non-

departmental workshop per year; the total number of iterations reported was 144. The 

minimum number of iterations reported by a program was two per year (reported by three 
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programs), while the maximum reported was 26. On average, these schools offer 11.1 

workshops per year.12 

Writing centers. Every program surveyed provides GTAs the opportunity to work 

in a writing center or writing lab; of those, 18 require such work at some point during a 

GTA’s tenure in the program (75%) while five make such work optional (one participant 

was unsure). When asked what OWI-related activities GTAs complete as part of their work, 

61% included online asynchronous tutoring, 50% included online synchronous tutoring, 

56% included training specific to online tutoring, and 33% included reading specific to 

online tutoring.13 

These numbers indicate the growing presence of online tutoring in the field, making 

writing center service one of the primary locations at which GTAs can be prepared for OWI 

indirectly. This preparation, however, likely focuses almost exclusively on one-on-one online 

interactions and the pedagogy, skills, and software involved, leaving topics related to 

teaching an entire course untouched. 

General coursework and traditional teacher preparation. Because GTAs can 

become familiar with various aspects of online writing instruction while performing their 

scholarly work as graduate students, I asked about ways in which GTAs might be prepared 

for OWI during their general coursework and involvement with their department. 

Furthermore, because hybrid or online instruction is only rarely a distinct concern for 

                                                
12 Nine programs did not specify how many workshops are offered per year, so the total iterations is 
considerably lower than what is actually offered. The average of 11.1 workshops per year was calculated as the 
average of responding programs only, and if that number is used to estimate the actual number of iterations 
(11.1 workshops per year x 22 programs offering workshops), the result is around 244. 

13 These percentages were calculated out of only 18 respondents because six declined to respond to the 
question. 
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programs—most courses at most schools are delivered in a mixture of modalities, and even 

traditional, face-to-face classes utilize online technology more and more—participants were 

therefore asked about the online technologies that GTAs in their program are likely to 

become familiar with during orientations, practica, teaching methods courses, and 

apprenticeships and mentorships geared primarily toward face-to-face teaching as well as 

during face-to-face teaching itself. 

On average, participants reported that GTAs in their programs take less than one 

hybrid or online course per year, meaning that GTAs’ exposure to hybrid and online learning 

environments in the role of a student is generally minimal, though even one class during 

one’s coursework can provide a foundation for comparison and reflection that otherwise 

might not exist for a GTA teaching or preparing to teach online. 

Table 5.6 summarizes the online technologies that the average GTA in a program is 

likely to become familiar with during his or her general coursework and teacher preparation. 

Though the coverage of many of these technologies is quite high, there is no reason to 

believe GTAs’ use of these technologies is regularly accompanied by explicit discussions of 

the pedagogical implications of their use in an OWI situation, limiting whether this sort of 

informal, indirect exposure to OWI can be considered enough on its own. Several 

participants did, however, tout their department’s focus on technology-enhanced or 

multimodal writing and instruction for face-to-face classes as well as for the graduate 

curriculum.
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Table 5.6 

Numbers of Programs Reporting GTAs Encounter Online Technologies 

 Informal OWI Preparation Locations  

  Traditional Teacher Preparation   

Online Technologies 
General 

coursework 
(23) 

Pre-service 
orientations 

(21) 

In-service 
practica 

(21) 

Teaching 
methods 

courses (17) 

Apprenticeships 
and mentorships 

(13) 

Face-to-face 
teaching (23) 

Percentage 
across all 
programsa 

Course management 
software 23 21 20 15 12 23 97% 

Collaborative 
composing/editing software  22 11 17 13 10 18 77% 

Online discussion board 20 9 16 13 12 19 75% 

File sharing software 23 9 15 12 10 20 75% 

Listserv 21 8 13 9 9 13 62% 

Online presentation software 19 6 11 6 8 15 55% 
Synchronous audio or video 
conferencing software 14 2 8 9 6 8 40% 

Video/Screencast creation 
software 11 5 9 5 7 8 38% 

Synchronous chat software 7 2 4 2 5 5 21% 

Note. Parentheses give the number of responses received for each location. 
aPercentages in this column were calculated as the sum of representation in all locations divided by the total number of programs responding across all locations 
(i.e., the sum of the numbers given in parentheses). 
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Conclusions about Locations 

As far as formal, OWI-specific preparation is concerned, the data make it clear that 

very little is happening among this sample. Though each location was represented at least 

once, the non-workshop locations were represented no more than a small handful of times 

each, and with such a paucity of data, no clear trends emerge about the details of their 

arrangements across the sample. Even among the programs in the subsample, which allow 

GTAs to teach online, preparation efforts seem spotty or not yet well established. 

As for departmental workshops, coverage here is better though the dependence on 

this location over others is problematic. The focus on departmental workshops is natural 

since they are likely the easiest location to arrange and require the least commitment or 

resources, but they also the least likely to effectively incorporate the principles identified in 

the previous chapter, as will be discussed below. Even if programs make the most of 

departmental workshops, there is a concern with the amount of time devoted to OWI 

preparation. The average program that provides departmental workshops offers about 4.4 a 

year; if the average workshop lasts 90 minutes, that provides less than seven hours of 

preparation per year, much of it optional or geared only to GTAs who are or will soon teach 

online courses. If we include all 24 programs in the calculation, the amount of OWI-specific 

preparation provided drops to a little more than three hours per year per program. 

Informal locations for OWI preparation are much more thoroughly covered, but in 

each case there are concerns about the quality or completeness of the preparation given its 

indirect nature. Non-departmental workshops are widespread and are probably regularly 

offered by local experts in online instruction, but as Atkins (2006) argues, such workshops—

even if pedagogy-focused rather than skills-focused—rarely can address writing-specific 

pedagogy due to their general audiences and presenters who likely are not writing instruction 
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specialists. On the other hand, writing centers do seem to be offering considerable OWI-

specific preparation in what is likely a good balance of theoretical foundation and practical 

application, but the preparation is almost certainly confined to the one-on-one aspects of 

OWI. Finally, in their general coursework and traditional teacher preparation, GTAs are 

getting more and more direct exposure to online learning and its technologies, but this 

exposure is likely without a substantial, expert-led consideration of the pedagogical 

implications of such technologies and their uses, leaving GTAs to discover such implications 

themselves. 

Overall it seems clear that too little OWI preparation is happening, especially given 

the amount of GTAs who are already involved in online instruction. 

This assessment is further supported by the participants’ own opinions. The 

questionnaire asked participants to gauge the quality of their programs’ overall preparation 

efforts using a four-point scale; the scale included the options “very inadequately” (1), 

“inadequately” (2), “adequately” (3), and “very adequately” (4). When asked how well their 

department or program prepares its GTAs to teach writing online within the program, the 16 

participants of the subsample gave an average response of 2.81. When asked how well their 

department or program prepares its GTAs to teach writing online after graduating from the 

program, the full sample gave an average response of exactly 2.625.14 Both responses fall 

                                                
14 Amazingly, the total sample, the subsample, and the subset of 8 programs that do not allow GTAs to teach 
online all gave an exact average of 2.625 (I was so stunned by this that I quintuple checked the math and even 
went back to the raw data set to ensure no transcription errors had occurred). Frankly, I don’t know what to 
make of the subsample and this other subset seeing their work as equally less-than-adequate when one is 
actively preparing GTAs and the other is not. Does the active group have no faith in what they do, or does the 
inactive group have an abnormal level of confidence, or is everyone plagued with a pessimistic fatalism that 
nothing really matters? 
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short of adequate, indicating that, on the whole, the participants are not satisfied with the 

amount or quality of the OWI preparation their programs are providing. 

Methods 

In this section I will present and discuss the data concerning the methods at use in 

OWI preparation. Because of the way data was collected, most of the methods are discussed 

together in the subsection “Collected methods”; however, individual subsections follow to 

discuss professional development, research, and publication and assessment of participants. 

A final subsection draws conclusions about this section as a whole. 

Collecting reliable data about methods proved difficult because (1) so few OWI-

specific locations are in use among the sample and (2) many of those locations are so 

variable as to make the data almost meaningless. For example, collecting methods-focused 

data about departmental and non-departmental workshops was futile since each individual 

workshop can be its own unique event, possibly never to be repeated. Also, one participant 

pointed out that individual mentorships “can include any combination of [methods], as best 

determined by dyad,” pointing to how tentative data collected about that location is. As a 

result, the data collected by the questionnaire about methods provides little more than a 

basic picture of their distribution. 

Collected Methods 

Table 5.7 displays the data collected about the distribution of a wide variety of 

methods. As can be seen, the questionnaire expanded on the methods discussed in the 

previous chapter, splitting several up to generate more specific data and adding others as 

seemed appropriate.



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 145 

Table 5.7 

Distribution of Collected Methods Across OWI Preparation Locations 

 Location 

Method 
Pre-service 
orientations 

(6) 

In-service 
practica 

(1) 

Teaching 
methods 

courses (2) 

Apprentice-
ships (6) 

Mentor-
ships (4) Total (19) 

Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 6 1 2 5 3 17 (89%) 

Developing syllabi, lesson plans, and other materials for an 
online course 3 1 2 4 2 12 (63%) 

Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online 
pedagogy 4 1 2 2 3 12 (63%) 

Observing online classes 3 1 0 3a 3 10 (53%) 

Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new 
media, digital rhetorics, etc. 3 0 2 2 2 9 (47%) 

Responding to or grading online student work (actual or 
sample) 2 0 1 2 3 8 (42%) 

Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 2 0 2 n/a 3 7 (37%) 

Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as 
teaching mini-lessons or leading group discussions) 1 0 1 2 3b 7 (37%) 

Keeping a teaching journal 0 0 0 2 2 4 (21%) 

Compiling a teaching portfolio 1 0 0 1 2 4 (21%) 

Note. The percentages in the Total column were calculated as the sum of representation in all locations divided by the total number of location iterations (given in 
parentheses for each location). 
aThe questionnaire read “Attending/observing mentor’s online class” for this location’s response option. 
bThe questionnaire read “Being observed while teaching online” for this location’s response option
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A few general conclusions can be drawn from this data. The first is the rather 

hopeful finding that among the more widely used methods are “Reading/discussing theory 

and practice concerning online pedagogy” and “Reading/discussing theory and practice 

concerning new media, digital rhetorics, etc.” This finding suggests that preparation activities 

are not entirely skills-focused but, instead, that administrators are working to achieve a 

balance between skills and pedagogy. On the other hand, however, “Developing syllabi, 

lesson plans, and other materials for an online course” scored highly, and while this method 

can have a pedagogical focus or lend itself to discussions of theory, one of the best ways that 

happens is in the context of compiling a teaching portfolio—an method which scored quite 

low—which includes a teaching philosophy or other documents that ensure a pedagogical 

engagement with decisions made when creating course materials.  

Professional development, research, and publication 

The questionnaire asked specifically about opportunities to accept administrative 

positions related to OWI, to give workshops on OWI topics, and to act as a research 

assistant on an OWI-related project; the results of this question are summarized in Table 5.8. 

Of particular interest here is that the opportunities offered in the subsample are not 

substantially higher than those for the sample as a whole; in three of the categories the 

percentage of the subsample offering a position is the same or lower than in the total 

sample. Additionally, the average number of different types of opportunities offered by a 

program in the subsample was 1.7 and in the total sample was 1.5. Only one program 

specified any additional opportunities beyond the suggested options, that being the funding 

available from the school’s Office of Distance Learning to attend conferences related to 

online instruction. While these generally low numbers might be more a reflection of 

departmental resources or GTA interest than neglect, the conclusion this data suggests is 
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that GTAs have few established, institutional opportunities for professional development in 

OWI, even in programs that allow them to teach online. 

 

Table 5.8 

Numbers of Programs Offering OWI Professional Development Opportunities 

Positions Open to GTAs Subsample 
(n = 16) 

Sample 
(n = 24) 

OWI-themed workshop presenter 9 (56%) 11 (46%) 

Research assistant on a project related to OWI 7 (44%) 8 (33%) 

Writing program administrator position that works 
specifically with OWI instructors 6 (38%) 8 (33%) 

Technology specialist who trains others 3 (19%) 5 (21%) 

Tech support employee 2 (13%) 3 (13%) 

Media lab employee 0 (0%) 2 (8%) 

Note. Subsample refers to those programs in the sample that allow GTAs to teach hybrid/online courses. 

 

Assessment of Participants 

The questionnaire asked specifically about ways that participants were assessed or 

received feedback on their performance in the OWI-specific locations (excluding 

departmental workshops, as explained in the beginning of this section on methods); the 

results are presented in Table 5.9. 

Within these locations, some form of assessment seems to be happening in 89% of 

cases, which is very encouraging. The questionnaire did not discern the quality or usefulness 

of the feedback given.
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Table 5.9 

Distribution of Participant Assessment Methods Across OWI Preparation Locations 

 Location 

Assessment Method 
Pre-service 
orientations 

(6) 

In-service 
practica 

(1) 

Teaching 
methods 

courses (2) 

Apprentice-
ships (6) 

Mentor-
ships (4) Total (19) 

GTAs receive written or oral feedback from 
instructors/mentors on various activities and assignments 1 0 2 4 2 9 (47%) 

GTAs receive written or oral feedback from 
instructors/mentors on their general performance 2 1 0 1 3 7 (37%) 

GTAs receive written or oral feedback from fellow GTAs on 
various activities and assignments 2 0 2 0 1 5 (26%) 

GTAs receive grades on various activities and 
assignments 0 0 2 1 0 3 (16%) 

No assessment occurs 1 0 0 0 1 2 (11%) 

GTAs produce formal self-assessments 0 0 1 0 0 1 (5%) 

Other 0 0 0 0 1 1 (5%) 

Not sure 1 0 0 0 0 1 (5%) 

Note. “Other” response for mentorships was “It varies from one mentor/mentee relationship to the next.” The percentages in the Total column were calculated as 
the sum of representation in all locations divided by the total number of location iterations (given in parentheses for each location).
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Conclusions about Methods 

Because the questionnaire’s main focus was the locations of OWI preparation and 

because those locations ended up being so sparsely represented across the sample, the 

conclusions that can be drawn about these methods are limited. For example, though the 

findings summarized above indicate that the use of teaching journals and teaching portfolios 

is rare among the sample, this could merely be because only one in-service practicum—the 

location one would naturally expect to see such methods most used—was reported by 

participants. Rather than making pronouncements about what these distributions mean, 

therefore, I present this data as a resource to WPAs considering what methods they might 

employ in their own programs. 

Principles 

In this section I will discuss what the findings indicate about the distribution and use 

of the eight principles identified in the previous chapter: immersion, balance, time, 

individualization, reflective practice, community, assessment, and accessibility. Then I will 

draw general conclusions about these findings. 

Immersion 

This principle expresses the importance of OWI preparation being conducted using 

the same modalities that trainees will use as instructors. The questionnaire generated several 

different kinds of data that contribute to an overall picture of how immersion is employed 

across the sample. 

Table 5.10 compiles the findings about the modes of delivery used in formal OWI 

preparation from earlier in this chapter. On the face of it, the findings seem grim, with 25% 

of the iterations having no online delivery, 25% utilizing mostly face-to-face delivery, and 

25% splitting evenly between face-to-face and online delivery. This leaves only a quarter of 
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iterations privileging online delivery over face-to-face, but two points mitigate this reading. 

One, with so few iterations overall, these proportions could change substantially with the 

addition of only one or two new iterations, so the findings cannot be called a firm trend. 

Two, the synthesis of the literature done in Chapter 4 admits the possibility of partial 

immersion, citing Skurat Harris, Nier-Weber, and Borgman (2016) as an example. It could be 

that the programs profiled here are consciously and conscientiously choosing partial 

immersion for reasons that make sense in their own context. 

 

Table 5.10 

Modes of Delivery for OWI-specific Preparation Locations 

 Mode of delivery 

Type of Location Face-to-face Online, 
synchronously 

Online, 
asynchronously 

orientation 100% 0% 0% 

orientation 80% 5% 15% 

orientation 75% 0% 25% 

orientation 10% 0% 90% 

orientation 50% 0% 50% 

practicum 100% 0% 0% 

methods course 0% 93% 7% 

methods course 50% 10% 40% 

Note. This table presents the mode of delivery of each program location reported by the sample, specifying 
the percentage of the preparation that is delivered in each modality. Locations represented include pre-
semester orientations, in-service practica, and teaching methods courses; data of this kind was not collected 
for apprenticeships, mentorships, or departmental workshops due to the uniqueness of each individual 
iteration of such locations. 

 

Concerning informal preparation locations, Chapter 4 discussed the possibility of a 

progressive immersion, wherein GTAs become familiar with elements of online learning 
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from their first day as graduate students, and it suggested that this sort of informal 

immersion is becoming commonplace as online technologies pervade traditional instruction. 

The results of the questionnaire confirm that idea, as seen in Table 5.6, which shows 

considerable immersion across GTAs’ general coursework, teacher preparation, and face-to-

face teaching. Writing centers contribute to this kind of immersion in a substantial way. 

Across the sample, 60% of writing centers allowed for GTAs to engage in online tutoring of 

some kind, and 75% of programs required writing center service at some point in GTAs’ 

tenure.  

One final point relates to this principle. When asked whether GTAs who were 

teaching online but attending traditional teacher preparation would be allowed to attend the 

preparation using online means (i.e., Skyping into meetings, etc.), only one participant 

indicated that that would be a possibility, handled on a case-by-case basis. For programs 

where little or no OWI-specific preparation is offered, utilizing online technology in 

traditional preparation locations may be the only opportunity for real immersion. 

Overall, the principle of immersion is inconsistently applied across the sample, and 

more study is needed to understand more about the choices made by programs in relation to 

this principle and the effects those choices have on the outcomes of the preparation. 

Balance 

This principle holds that teacher preparation must seek a balance between offering 

GTAs a theoretical foundation and giving them practical classroom skills. For four of the 

OWI-specific preparation locations, participants were asked how they would characterize 

that balance; the results are presented in Table 5.11. Considering that a response of 4.00 

indicates that “Technology skills and pedagogical issues are dealt with the same amount,” 

these results seem strong across the relatively few iterations available. It should be noted, 
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however, that the two highest scores come from the locations with the fewest iterations, 

only one and two, respectively, and that if there were more representation the scores would 

likely be closer to the other locations’, on the other side of the balance. 

 

Table 5.11 

Balance Between Skills- and Pedagogy-focused OWI Preparation 

Location Balance 

Pre-service orientations (7) 3.86 

In-service practica (1) 5.00 

Teaching methods courses (2) 4.00 

Departmental workshops (11) 3.64 

Note. Participants were asked how they would “characterize the balance between technology skills-focused 
instruction and pedagogy-focused instruction” and could answer on a 6-point scale as follows: (1) The entire 
focus is on technology skills, (2) The main focus is on technology skills, (3) Technology skills are dealt with 
slightly more than pedagogical issues, (4) Technology skills and pedagogical issues are dealt with the same 
amount, (5) Pedagogical issues are dealt with slightly more than technology skills, and (6) The main focus is 
on pedagogical issues. Numbers in parentheses specify the number of responses for each location. In all 
but Departmental workshops, this refers to the number of iterations across all participants; for Departmental 
workshops it refers to the number of programs offering at least one departmental workshop per year. 

 

Still, participants’ further commentary on this balance reflected an understanding of 

the importance of not privileging skills over pedagogy. For example, one participant 

commented on the university’s “very robust technology support division,” which allows the 

program to “focus more on pedagogy.” Another participant noted that because the program 

cannot offer “substantial training,” it requires first-time online instructors to use a master 

course shell and in so doing better manages the balance over time: 

Since new instructors have the course they will first teach already built for them, 
discussion focuses around “why” the course is designed in such a manner (aka, 
topics about online pedagogy). Once they’ve taught a course once, they can then 
build their own course. That is when more questions about technologies emerge.   
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It is encouraging to see that the need for a balance between theory- and skills-

focused preparation, which Latterell (1996a, 1996b) argued so emphatically for, seems to be 

well understood even in fledgling OWI preparation programs. However, the big picture 

tempers these results. As shown in the Locations section above, the OWI-specific offerings 

are meager across the sample, and as a whole the focus seems to be on non-departmental 

workshops and incidental, informal OWI preparation that occurs as GTAs go about their 

other academic business. These locations cannot strike the appropriate balance since they 

rarely if ever address OWI pedagogy directly, in effect leaving GTAs to make the necessary 

connections between their theory and their practice on their own. 

Time 

This principle holds that GTAs need time—in addition to and separate from 

training—to develop as competent online instructors due to the difficulty of adopting new 

roles and approaches to teaching and the difficulty of mastering the theoretical and 

pedagogical concepts required by online teaching. No direct data was collected concerning 

this principle, and the conclusions that can be drawn indirectly from the data are tentative. It 

should also be remembered that this principle relates not only to what is achieved during 

GTA preparation but also to the GTAs continued development as he or she enters the job 

market. 

As shown in Figure 5.4, at programs where GTAs can teach online, they can do it 

starting relatively early in their education. On the one hand, this arrangement increases the 

amount of time they have to develop as instructors while still students, allowing them to 

make more progress toward excellence before entering the job market. On the other hand, 

however, entering the classroom early limits the amount of pre-service preparation they can 

complete and may impact the quality of their teaching while GTAs. Since little is known 
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about the benefits of pre-service versus in-service preparation or the impact of time spent 

within or between such locations, it cannot be said whether entering the classroom at a 

particular stage of one’s education is better or worse. 

Perhaps the only thing that can be said for certain is that more preparation, given 

over a longer period of time, is preferable to less. A robust preparation scheme might, 

therefore, include both a formal pre-service component—such as an orientation or 

apprenticeship—and a formal in-service component—such as a practicum or mentorship. 

Among the sample, only three programs offer this combination of locations. Four more 

supplement one pre- or in-service location with departmental workshops, and two more 

offer a teaching methods course, which can be pre- or in-service but is almost certainly the 

most in-depth and thorough location of all. Fully half of the subsample, eight programs, 

offer only one or fewer locations total. 

Individualization 

This principle holds that OWI preparation should “be tailored to meet the needs of 

individual participants” (Hewett & Ehmann, 2004, p. 14). As with other principles, data was 

collected in a variety of ways and gives a varied picture. 

Among OWI-specific locations, the presence of individualization seems generally 

high. For instance, apprenticeships and mentorships naturally allow for individualization by 

making each pair in charge of their own agenda and progress, within general parameters, a 

point that participants emphasized in their comments. Concerning pre-service orientations, 

in-service practica, and teaching methods courses, the questionnaire used open-ended 

questions to ask participants about ways they enable GTAs with different needs, experience 

levels, and goals for learning to get the most out of the instruction. The results are similarly 

encouraging. For orientations, participants made clear that discussion topics are often guided 
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by the needs of GTAs. One program, which uses a single orientation for instructors of many 

different courses, divides the trainees into “mentoring groups” by individual courses. These 

groups “meet as part of…orientation and required program meetings,” and “topics for 

discussion depend largely on the needs of the group.” 

Teaching methods courses offer similar opportunities for individualization, 

according to participants. One allows trainees to focus their course project on the type of 

writing instruction they value, including writing center work. Another participant describes a 

robust approach to individualization:  

Some students in the course are teaching—or plan to teach—at the college level, 
while others teach or plan to teach at the high school (or, rarely, lower) levels. Some 
are focused on developmental writing or ESL, while others are focused on advanced 
or technical writing. The materials, learning modules, profiles of technology, and 
even selections of readings (I have a set of core required readings and then a menu 
of supplemental readings that students choose from, based on interest) all vary 
considerably by student because of this.  

In contrast to the findings concerning OWI-specific preparation, individualization 

does not seem prevalent in traditional teacher preparation locations. Fifty-seven percent of 

pre-semester orientations and 47% of in-service practica that are primarily for face-to-face 

teaching were reported to also include GTAs who are teaching hybrid or online classes, yet 

only one of these were reported to make any substantial accommodations for those trainees, 

in the form of allowing GTAs to complete projects and assignments in OWI-specific ways if 

desired.  

Overall, the findings concerning individualization in OWI-specific preparation are 

encouraging, but because so little of that kind of preparation is happening across the sample, 

the lack of accommodation in traditional teacher preparation for online instructors is 

particularly troublesome.  
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Reflective Practice 

This principle holds that OWI preparation programs must enable and encourage 

GTAs to engage in reflective practice. The questionnaire gathered information about 

reflective practice in OWI preparation primarily by way of open-ended questions asking 

about ways GTAs are encouraged and enabled to critically examine their past and present 

actions in order to produce better future action. These questions were given in the sections 

on orientations, practica, methods courses, apprenticeships, and mentorships. Out of 19 

possible responses, only two substantial responses were recorded, both concerning teaching 

methods courses. One participant wrote, “We actively examine different mediating 

technologies and the students reflect on their experience thinking about what it would be 

like for both a student and instructor,” and the other wrote “As we examine and use the 

technology, students are asked to think about their experience as both instructors and 

students.” (Other responses indicated that programs were planning on encouraging 

reflection or that they do encourage it but offered no details.) 

Measuring the use of this principle can be approached from another angle. Chapter 4 

specifically identified the methods of roleplaying, teaching journals and portfolios, 

professional development, and assessment of participants as enabling reflective practice. As 

discussed above, however, these methods are among the least well represented across the 

sample (see Table 5.7, for example), with the exception of the assessment of participants. Of 

course, other methods can and do certainly enable reflective practice, so these findings are 

not conclusive. 

Community 

This principle holds that GTAs thrive when they are part of a community and that, 

therefore, OWI preparation programs should work to foster communities among their 
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trainees and administrators. Communities are certainly built during and within preparation 

locations and activities, so to the degree that OWI preparation is happening, we can assume 

that communities are being established among trainees. The questionnaire also employed an 

open-ended question asking about additional ways that programs promote the development 

of a community among GTAs who teach or will teach hybrid or online classes. There were 

several notable responses: 

• We tend to keep the cadre of online teachers small and consistent…. Online 
teachers are all assigned a common office on a floor separate from the main 
GTA offices, and form a kind of pocket community. 

• After each semester, we invite faculty who taught a specific course online to 
meet together to debrief. That information goes back into the revision of the 
“master” course. It also allows for community building. 

• We award summer mini-grants for grad students who wish to develop 
innovative curricular materials. An increasing number of these new courses are 
designed for online instruction. Once approved, they are shared with our 
instructional staff. 

• New online teachers would be given the names of people who had taught online 
before, and they would set up a mentoring relationship that worked for them. 

• We encourage peer sharing of online tips and practices on an informal basis. 
• Hallway communication 

 
The number of notable responses concerning this principle suggests that 

community-building is actively being encouraged in many programs, likely because the same 

methods that work in traditional preparation, where community is equally important, work 

for OWI preparation. 

Assessment 

This principle holds that OWI preparation programs should engage in ongoing 

assessment of their practices. As Table 5.12 shows, out of 19 total iterations of OWI-specific 

preparation locations, only three definitely engage in no assessment at all; the remaining 

iterations relied mainly on interviewing or surveying GTAs about their experience or 

analyzing products produced by GTAs to identify how well the program achieved its goals 
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and how it can be improved for the future. No further data was collected about this 

principle.
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Table 5.12 

Distribution of Program Assessment Methods Across OWI Preparation Locations 

 Location 

Assessment Method 
Pre-service 
orientations 

(6) 

In-service 
practica 

(1) 

Teaching 
methods 

courses (2) 

Apprentice-
ships (6) 

Mentor-
ships (4) Total (19) 

GTAs are interviewed/surveyed about their experience 1 1 1 3 2 8 (42%) 

Products produced by GTAs are analyzed 1 0 1 3 0 5 (26%) 

Other 0 0 0 3 0 3 (16%) 

Not sure 1 0 0 0 2 3 (16%) 

No assessment occurs 3 0 0 0 0 3 (16%) 

Note. All “Other” responses for apprenticeships came from the same program and were “committee review.” These were also the only iterations in the entire table 
that reported more than one method of assessment. The percentages in the Total column were calculated as the sum of representation in all locations divided by 
the total number of location iterations (given in parentheses for each location).
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Accessibility 

This principle holds that the design of preparation program elements, activities, 

interfaces, and assignments should make them universally usable regardless of differences 

among users. While the accessibility of OWI preparation itself was not asked about in the 

questionnaire, participants were asked about topics addressed in various preparation 

locations; one of the topics was “How to produce course materials and activities that are 

accessible to all users.” As shown in Table 5.13, this is a commonly addressed topic, 

implying that program administrators are cognizant of the issue, capable of teaching 

about it, and therefore capable of providing accessible preparation. 

 

Table 5.13 

Program Locations Reporting Accessibility Instruction 

Location Programs 

In-service practica (1) 1 (100%) 

Teaching methods courses (2) 2 (100%) 

Pre-service orientations (6) 5 (83%) 

Departmental workshops (11) 9 (82%) 

Non-departmental workshops (22) 17 (77%) 

Note. Participants were asked to indicate whether “How to produce course materials and activities that 

are accessible to all users” was a topic typically addressed in the locations listed. Parentheses in 

location column give total number of iterations. 

 

Conclusions about Principles 

As with the section on methods, the conclusions that can be drawn about these 

principles are limited due to the locations being so sparsely represented across the sample. 

That being said, I am optimistic about the results detailed here; the principles that guide 
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effective preparation seem to be, on the whole, informing the decisions WPAs make as 

they design their admittedly rare OWI preparation programs. Perhaps we have learned 

from our history. While it took from the mid-nineteenth century to the 1970s to begin to 

offer traditional GTA preparation and then another three decades to theorize our practice 

and identify the principles that should guide it, we seem to be migrating that theory into 

OWI preparation much more quickly. 

Conclusion 

The data presented and discussed in this chapter paint a not-unexpected picture 

of the state of OWI preparation. I personally suspected that GTAs were teaching a 

sizable number of online writing courses while receiving very little formal preparation to 

do so, and the typical response I receive when I have explained my research-in-progress 

to colleagues is something like this: “Well of course the answer to how much preparation 

graduate students are receiving to teach writing online is, essentially, none, I would think.”  

This chapter provides empirical, rather than anecdotal, evidence that our 

suspicions are probably accurate. As far as the respondent programs are concerned, 

GTAs are responsible for teaching around a third of all online sections, but the 

preparation they receive is, on the whole, demonstrably inconsistent and inadequate, 

relying mostly on the least pedagogically robust locations—departmental and non-

departmental workshops. In programs where GTAs do not directly teach online courses, 

OWI-specific preparation is virtually non-existent, and any exposure to technologies and 

skills that could inform future online teaching is indirect and likely not deliberately 

presented or theorized for such use.  

It should be reiterated, however, that these results are limited to describing the 24 

respondent programs only, and no statistical inferences can be made about the remaining 
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programs in the population. That being said, this study has so far offered compelling if 

indirect evidence that the failure to engage in effective, consistent OWI preparation for 

GTAs is widespread. Phase 1 found only a few dozen sources published over 16 years 

that relate to OWI preparation, and only three that specifically discuss OWI preparation 

for GTAs. This phase adds a snapshot of failure among 24 programs that reflect the 

population in some key ways, discussed above, which suggests the likelihood that they 

also reflect a general failure in the population. Consider also that the design of the 

questionnaire promoted the opposite of confirmation bias; though I suspected to find 

little evidence of OWI preparation, the questionnaire prompted respondents to see OWI 

preparation where they might not have recognized it by asking about every location and 

method I could imagine and supplying both detailed lists of possible options and open-

ended response opportunities for locations and methods I did not anticipate (see 

Appendix A). While it is certainly possible that OWI preparation for GTAs is happening 

in places and in ways that this study has not detected, it is more likely that such 

preparation represents the outliers than the general rule. 

An open-ended question asked at the end of the questionnaire provides an ironic 

counterpoint to this picture of general failure. When asked their opinion about “the 

biggest advantages to providing more OWI preparation for GTAs in [their] department 

or program,” all but one of the 16 participants who provided an answer either described 

how OWI preparation would make the GTAs more effective instructors all around or 

noted that OWI preparation would make GTAs more competitive in the job market and 

increase their professional development. Many participants mentioned both of these, and 

several pointed out how these outcomes directly benefit their departments in addition to 
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the GTAs themselves. A recognition of OWI preparation’s benefits does not, therefore, 

correlate with engagement in it.  

This conclusion prompts an additional question: Why, if the benefits of OWI 

preparation are so well understood, do programs not consistently engage in it? When 

asked what their biggest obstacles are to engaging in OWI preparation, almost all 

respondents mentioned one or more of the following factors: that there is a lack of 

institutional/departmental interest or support, that there is a lack of necessary resources, 

or that the department does not offer online courses or does not allow GTAs to teach 

them. These answers, as well as the other conclusions from Phases 1 and 2, inform the 

next chapter’s question of what can be done to improve our practice. 
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Chapter 6 

Phase Three 

This chapter presents the results of the third and final phase of my research 

project, the interrogation of the map created by the first two phases. In this chapter I use 

the data produced by the previous two phases in order to answer research questions 3 

and 4, listed below in Figure 6.1. 

 

 

The chapter is divided into three major sections. The first, “OWI Preparation in 

Relation to the Field’s Values and Goals,” answers research question 3, and the second, 

“How Can We Improve?” answers research question 4. The final section, “Last Words 

and Next Steps,” concludes the dissertation. 

OWI Preparation in Relation to the Field’s Values and Goals 

Phase 1 of this project, described in Chapter 4, determined the current state of 

research into OWI preparation for GTAs, and Phase 2, described in Chapter 5, 

determined the current state of practice. In both cases, the results are underwhelming. 

The professional literature describing OWI preparation methods for GTAs was almost 

non-existent; however, by drawing from tangentially related sources—those that 

discussed OWI preparation but not GTA preparation, and vice versa—I was able to 

synthesize what is known about the principles, locations, and methods used in effective 

preparation and identify dozens of questions that future research can address. This lack 

3. Is the current state of OWI preparation research and practice in line with 
the stated values and goals of the field? 

4. What changes can be made to improve our research and practice? 

Figure 6.1. Research questions 3 and 4. 
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of publishing does not seem to be the result of scholars failing to share their findings; on 

the contrary, local program practice was determined to be similarly sparse, so it is more 

likely there are few findings for program administrators to share in the first place, there 

being few organized, established GTA preparation programs for OWI.  

Having gathered all this data, I now turn to the question of what it means, 

specifically by asking whether the current state of OWI preparation research and practice 

is in line with the stated values and goals of the field. As a standard against which to 

gauge that achievement, I primarily rely on “A Position Statement of Principles and 

Example Effective Practices for Online Writing Instruction (OWI)” (CCCC, 2013), 

which was drafted by the CCCC OWI Committee and subsequently adopted by the 

CCCC Executive Committee. I also cite additional documents when relevant. While the 

“Position Statement” was not written specifically and only with GTAs and GTA 

preparation in mind, this project has already provided significant reasons why GTA 

preparation is a key component of the overall success of OWI. I detailed in Chapter 2 the 

ways that providing GTA preparation—as opposed to providing training only to faculty 

and only when online teaching is imminent—can positively affect the field. Providing 

such preparation, I argued, helps us avoid the implication that teaching writing online 

requires minimal expertise, that such expertise can be quickly and unproblematically 

transmitted from experts to new instructors, and that teaching writing online is not 

valued as highly as onsite instruction. I also detailed the ways that OWI preparation can 

help improve GTAs’ current and future teaching and how it can help protect our 

departments from administrative power structures that are not conducive to effective 

preparation and teaching.  
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These reasons are largely based on the idea that preparing GTAs now will lead to 

better OWI later. However, the empirical finding of Chapter 5 that GTAs are already 

teaching a substantial percentage of online courses—up to a third of offered sections 

among schools in the sample—shows that the need for GTA preparation is more urgent 

than commonly believed. If we as a field truly wish to provide excellent online writing 

instruction as described in the “Position Statement,” working to provide more 

comprehensive and methodical GTA preparation is essential. The remainder of this 

section will deepen this argument by detailing how the principles outlined in the 

“Position Statement” are affected by the lack of OWI preparation research and practice. 

The principles are discussed here in five groupings: preparation, accessibility, instruction, 

institutional pressures, and research. 

Preparation 

The most obvious and direct failure of the field in regards to the “Position 

Statement” is seen in relation to OWI Principle 7: “Writing Program Administrators 

(WPAs) for OWI programs and their online writing teachers should receive appropriate 

OWI-focused training, professional development, and assessment for evaluation and 

promotion purposes” (CCCC, 2013, p. 17). As has been shown by this study, GTAs 

already teach a considerable proportion of online course offerings, yet “appropriate 

OWI-focused training, professional development, and assessment” was not shown to 

exist, even in programs where GTAs do engage in OWI. Evidence of such preparation 

was scant among the professional literature as well as among local program practice. 

Accessibility 

OWI Principle 1, which is designated the “Overarching Principle,” holds that 

“Online writing instruction should be universally inclusive and accessible” (CCCC, 2013, 
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p. 7). The CCCC OWI Committee specifies that they have in mind not only “persons 

with various disabilities and learning challenges” but also “multilingual learners who may 

have a different working knowledge of academic English and/or different cultural 

backgrounds” (p. 8). They further provide nine guidelines to promote universal design 

and 12 examples of effective practices; these guidelines and practices require both 

considerable technical knowhow and theoretical understanding to implement adequately. 

Without adequate OWI preparation, therefore, GTAs are unlikely to be able to fulfill this 

principle’s demands. This is a crucial failure because, as this principle is overarching, its 

application touches on all the other principles in the document. Furthermore, the authors 

specifically tie this principle to two other position statements—“CCCC statement for 

second language writing and writers” (CCCC, 2009) and “A policy on disability in CCCC” 

(CCCC, 2011)—making the impact of this failure even greater. 

Instruction 

Lack of adequate preparation affects instructors’ ability to provide quality 

instruction as defined in OWI Principles 2, 3, 4, and 11. OWI Principle 2, for example, 

directs that “an online writing course should focus on writing and not on technology 

orientation or teaching students how to use learning and other technologies” and suggests 

that, in order to maintain such a focus, “OWI teachers should be provided professional 

development in the institution’s technologies sufficiently in advance of a scheduled online 

course” (CCCC, 2013, p. 11). Furthermore, OWI Principle 3 recommends that online 

instructors “use pedagogical theories and strategies that account for the distinctive nature 

and opportunities provided by the online setting” (p. 12), while Principle 4 adds that 

“appropriate onsite composition theories, pedagogies, and strategies should be migrated 

and adapted” as appropriate. The ensuing examples of effective practice for these two 
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principles represent the tip of a large iceberg, drawing heavily but succinctly from 

volumes such as Hewett (2010) and Warnock (2009); any instructor would need 

significant preparation to become conversant in the concepts represented. An 

understanding of some of these concepts is additionally crucial to implementing OWI 

Principle 11: “Online writing teachers and their institutions should develop personalized 

and interpersonal online communities to foster student success” (p. 23). 

The role of adequate preparation in providing quality OWI is also implied, if not 

directly stated, in other CCCC position statements. For example, the “CCCC Statement 

on Preparation Teachers of College Writing” gives as a principle the following: “In 

preparing graduate teaching assistants to teach writing, graduate programs should provide 

students with varied opportunities to cultivate and apply a theoretically informed writing 

pedagogy” (CCCC, 2015b). It further states, as a requirement of fulfilling this principle, 

that GTAs should participate in and complete “graduate coursework in teaching with 

technology, including learning management systems, and experience with facilitating 

writing courses where students practice multimodal genres of textual production and 

refine their digital literacies.” Similar language is used in “Principles for the Postsecondary 

Teaching of Writing,” which argues that “sound writing instruction extends from a 

knowledge of theories of writing,” which programs promote by “ensuring that instructors 

have background in and experience with” such theories (CCCC, 2015a). Though the 

statement does not mention online classrooms and OWI-related pedagogies specifically, it 

is not hard to see a parallel between the specialized preparation required for effective 

OWI and that needed to help GTAs from other disciplines succeed in the traditional 

writing classroom, as indicated here: 
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Institutions employing graduate students from outside of the discipline of 
Composition and Rhetoric to teach writing courses support development of this 
background knowledge by ensuring students receive sufficient grounding in and 
practice/mentoring with regard to key concepts associated with theories of 
writing. (CCCC, 2015a) 

Institutional Pressures 

A lack of adequate preparation limits individual GTAs’ and the field’s ability to 

combat institutional pressures and create positive work environments, as I mentioned 

above and as I discuss here specifically as it relates to OWI Principles 5, 8, 9, and 12. 

OWI Principle 5 argues that “online writing teachers should retain reasonable control 

over their own content and/or techniques for conveying, teaching, and assessing their 

students’ writing in their OWCs” (CCCC, 2013, p. 15), and the authors explain the 

pressures that work against this as well as the role adequate preparation plays in 

combating these pressures: 

Particularly in first-year writing courses, a tension can exist between 
institutional/programmatic instructional requirements and outcomes and the 
flexibility that experienced educators need to teach effectively.… 

This principle speaks to the larger issue that faces many institutions with 
vast numbers of OWC writing sections. The pressures of these large programs 
lead to unified (and often restrictive) course templates and core syllabi and 
sometimes even more restrictive course shells. These features often are the result 
of programs that rely heavily on contingent faculty; it is well known that 
institutions turn to uniformity of method and materials in lieu of hiring, training, 
and retaining expert, full-time writing teachers. 

Online writing teachers do their best work when they retain some control 
over their courses, and OWI effective practices should be accounted for in 
helping to balance necessary institutional pedagogical goals with teacher flexibility. This 
recommendation (and every listed effective practice for this principle) strongly 
relies on teachers having received the training, professional development, and 
assessment described in OWI Principle 7. (pp. 15–16) 

OWI Principle 8 adds that “online writing teachers should receive fair and 

equitable compensation for their work” (p. 19), and the authors also suggest that first-

time online instructors should receive “additional compensation” (p. 20) due to the extra 
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time and energy involved in developing an online class and making adjustments to one’s 

teaching strategies. While these are all certainly reasonable proposals, they are unlikely to 

be adopted with resistance in the face of shrinking budgets and austerity measures, which 

are often key motivators for schools to engage in online instruction in the first place. 

They are even less likely to be adopted when the instructors are inexperienced in OWI 

and require additional, possibly expensive training before they enter the classroom or 

when the instructors are merely contingent faculty, as online instructors often are, being 

those with the least institutional power and job security. These same pressures make OWI 

Principle 9 a hard sell, that “OWCs should be capped responsibly at 20 students per 

course with 15 being a preferable number” (p. 20), as well as OWI Principle 12, that 

“institutions should foster teacher satisfaction in online writing courses as rigorously as 

they do for student and programmatic success” (p. 24). 

OWI preparation for GTAs combats the pressures that prevent these principles 

from being enacted by allowing GTAs to claim experience and expertise and by giving 

WPAs access to those experiences and to data about the preparation’s exigence and 

efficacy. On the other hand, when we ignore the need for OWI preparation, we imply 

that we do not believe in its efficacy, that we are just waiting for online instruction to 

disappear, like a fad. In one case that I am personally familiar with, online instruction did 

disappear from an English department—only to be placed in a Department of Online 

Learning with its own administrative structures and procedures. An ever-growing number 

of online sections of English classes at that school—upper-division as well as service 

courses—are now taught by adjuncts who are hired almost entirely without the English 

department’s say and who teach from strict course shells neither the instructors nor the 

English department can directly alter. That English department has tried to wrest back 
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some small amount of control over these courses and over the professional development 

of these adjuncts, even while on-campus English majors opt more and more often to take 

crucial classes online because doing so fits better with their schedules and because there is 

a feeling that such courses are easier. 

Research 

OWI Principle 15 focuses on the need for research: “OWI/OWL administrators 

and teachers/tutors should be committed to ongoing research into their programs and 

courses as well as the very principles in this document” (CCCC, 2013, p. 31). This study 

has shown that one focus for the research being called for by the OWI Committee must 

be OWI preparation for GTAs and that, as of now, this focus is not being adequately 

pursued. OWI preparation research is crucial because it enables us to provide better, 

more effective preparation across the field while lowering the bar of entry for individual 

programs and WPAs by giving them access to the mistakes and successes of others. 

Conclusions 

To conclude this section, let me return to the question of whether the current 

state of OWI preparation research and practice is in line with the stated values and goals 

of the field. The answer is manifestly that it is not. This study, conceived as an assessment 

to determine whether the field is adequately adapting to the changes wrought by online 

education, has mapped the current state of OWI preparation by collecting and analyzing 

data about the professional literature and local program practice, and the picture painted 

by that data is one of gross inadequacy.  

How Can We Improve? 

The map created by this study offers a clear picture of what needs to be done: we 

must expand the OWI preparation opportunities that we offer GTAs, and we must make 
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such preparation the subject of research to better understand the principles, locations, 

and methods involved. Two complications prevent me from leaving it at that, however. 

The first is that the field cannot successfully engage in researching OWI preparation unless 

we are actively offering OWI preparation, and the second is the recognition that “the field” 

is not the entity that will enact these solutions—providing and researching OWI 

preparation are actions that must primarily be started within individual writing programs, 

initiated by writing program administrators. For these reasons, my answer to the final 

research question of this study focuses on helping individual programs and program 

administrators to know how to engage in OWI preparation for GTAs. 

To that end, I present here a heuristic that WPAs can use to evaluate their current 

efforts, if any, and to plan future actions. To create it, I first considered two publications 

that present heuristics as curriculum development tools in OWI or teacher preparation: 

Cargile Cook (2005) offers a five-step reflective process educators can use to design 

online writing courses that are pedagogy-driven rather than technology-driven, and 

Yancey (2002) presents a heuristic for designing and reviewing traditional teacher 

preparation programs. I then synthesized these ideas with the findings of my study. My 

own heuristic is presented in Figure 6.2. 
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As Cargile Cook’s (2005) model does, this decision-making process focuses on 

pedagogy before technology, not only because doing so is a sound practice but also 

because it lowers the bar for WPAs who are put off by the idea of OWI preparation 

being a wholly technical, technological enterprise. To paraphrase her reasoning—which 

applies to the creation of an OWI teaching methods course—and apply it to the creation 

of an entire preparation program: By beginning with pedagogical assumptions, this 

Figure 6.2. Heuristic for the design or evaluation of OWI preparation programs for GTAs. 
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process de-emphasizes the search for technological solutions and emphasizes instead 

OWI preparation that places effective teaching and learning, not delivery, as its primary 

concern. This process is designed to be open to multiple teaching styles, practices, and 

assessment strategies, assuming as it does that OWI preparation, like traditional GTA 

preparation, will have a variety of successful models, depending upon the administrator, 

the subject matter, and the goals and descriptors of GTA achievement (see p. 59). 

The remainder of this section will detail the various steps of this decision-making 

apparatus, offering questions and suggestions for WPAs to consider as they use it to 

create OWI preparation programs that respond not only to their programs’ situations but 

also to the needs of the field. As Yancey (2002) puts it, 

Like all educational programs, TA preparation programs constitute a rhetorical 
response to a given local need; they want to be sensitive to such needs. At the 
same time, to design good programs, we must consider not only the local context 
but also the larger rhetorical contexts of writing programs. (p 65) 

For this reason, I reiterate here that OWI preparation is not only for those programs that 

allow GTAs to teach online; it is for all programs with GTAs. 

Identify Needs 

The first step for effective OWI preparation development is to identify the needs 

of the stakeholders that the OWI preparation is meant to meet. As shown in Figure 6.2, 

there are three major groups of stakeholders that a WPA should consider: the GTAs, the 

program, and the field. I have placed these within a circle and in no particular order to 

show that no one group should take precedence over another but instead that the needs 

of all three should be considered together in their natural, interrelating context. 

Graduate teaching assistants. Yancey (2002) points out: “Just as we begin a 

writing course by considering the students who will enroll, we can begin the design of the 
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TA development program by thinking about who the TAs are” (p. 66). In the case of 

OWI preparation, the following questions might be useful to consider. How experienced 

are the GTAs in this program? Are they recent undergraduates or more experienced 

graduate students, on average? What degrees and emphases are they pursuing: rhetoric 

and composition, technical or professional communication, literature, creative writing, 

linguistics? Among the GTAs, what is the general interest in online writing instruction or 

online instruction in general?  

For programs where GTAs can teach online, WPAs should consider what OWI-

related skills—both pedagogical and technical, theoretical and practical—GTAs will need 

in order to excel in that work as well as what experiences with online instruction and 

OWI they typically bring with them to the program. Additionally, Yancey (2002) suggests 

WPAs ask “what kind of fit [is there] between TA demographics and those of the 

undergraduate population” (p. 66) they will serve. For OWI, the answer might relate less 

to the geographic cultural concerns identified by Yancey and more to differences in 

learning styles that online students often exhibit, sometimes by virtue of being adult 

learners or nontraditional students. 

Even in programs where OWI is not an option for GTAs, WPAs should carefully 

consider the future for GTAs outside of the program. What teaching and career goals are 

common among them, and what jobs are they typically placed in after graduation? What 

OWI-related skills might GTAs need in their future work after graduating, and how can 

the program increase their marketability and ability to secure the work they desire? WPAs 

should remember that, for many in our field, OWI is a fact and a necessity, if not 

necessarily an interest, and that GTAs who have no express desire for online teaching 

may still do it professionally at any level of employment—from contingent, part-time 
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positions to tenured, full-time faculty—and no matter their own emphasis within the 

major. 

Program. WPAs must also consider the needs of their programs as well as the 

resources available to them. What is the budget, and what funding can be applied to OWI 

preparation? What physical and technological resources exist such as classrooms, 

computer labs, an online writing center, and software (e.g., synchronous and 

asynchronous communication software and course management software)? What 

personnel are available to help with OWI preparation and what expertise do they have? 

Are there experienced instructors who can act as mentors? What traditional teacher 

preparation is already provided and what room is there in the graduate curriculum for 

more? What kind of pedagogies and approaches to teaching does the department favor 

and want to promote? How can OWI preparation enhance and improve GTAs’ 

traditional or technology-enhanced teaching? What administrative positions and 

responsibilities need to be filled? What are the particular needs of the undergraduate 

students served by the department? What departmental or institutional opportunities or 

limitations exist? 

For those programs that allow GTAs to teach online, WPAs should ask how soon 

GTAs will enter the online classroom, or, in other words, how much time is there for 

pre-service and then in-service preparation? What courses will they teach? What 

technologies and software will they use? What institutional requirements, if any, are in 

place that must be met? Are there other faculty who can benefit from OWI preparation, 

and if so, how can their needs be met? 

Field. Because traditional GTA preparation has become so well established and 

the need for instructors who can teach effectively in traditional classrooms is nearly 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 177 

universal, WPAs rarely must consider the needs of the field when developing traditional 

GTA preparation—those needs largely coincide with those of the program and its GTAs. 

On the other hand, OWI preparation is not well established, yet the need for well-

prepared instructors is high and growing, so WPAs should carefully consider the field’s 

needs regardless of whether their own program has need of GTAs who can teach online.  

As for what the needs of the field are, I would argue that they are analogous to its 

needs concerning traditional writing instruction. We need online writing instructors who 

are well prepared to provide quality, pedagogy-driven instruction and who come to their 

work with a solid foundation that can be built on by professional development and 

experience. We need instructors of all ranks and who can teach not only service courses 

but upper-level and graduate courses. We need WPAs who are experienced in OWI, who 

can offer pedagogically robust OWI preparation and professional development to both 

GTAs and faculty, and who can administer programs that include online instruction. We 

need informed advocates in our departments and administrations who can argue for the 

institutional structures and policies that will enable online instructors to do their best 

work. Lastly, we need to better understand what the field needs and how to achieve it. 

For example, these general needs might vary for different demographics, in different 

regions, and at different types of institutions, but we will not know how until we engage 

in OWI preparation, reflect on our experiences, and share our results. 

Choose Objectives 

Having identified the needs of stakeholders, the next step is to choose what 

objectives the OWI preparation will seek to fulfill. To paraphrase from Cargile Cook 

(2005), WPAs should not think about the technologies, modalities, or methods of 

delivery at this point. Rather, the focus should be on the goals of study: what should 
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students know or be able to do after completing the program (see p. 60). These objectives 

may tend toward the abstract and less measurable, such as articulating the theoretical or 

pedagogical knowledge GTAs will acquire, or they may “be statements of specific, 

observable outcomes” (p. 60), such as identifying the technological tools GTAs will 

master. It may be useful for WPAs to consult the mission statement or list of objectives 

used to guide the program’s traditional preparation efforts and find corollaries for OWI. 

Additionally, browsing the professional literature can help a WPA brainstorm essential 

topics to be covered. Chapter 4 of this dissertation is a good reference, as is Hewett and 

Ehmann (2004), Cargile Cook and Grant-Davie (2005a, 2013), Warnock (2009), and 

Hewett and DePew (2015). 

Design the Program 

Once the objectives for the program have been articulated, WPAs can then work 

to design an OWI preparation program that will meet those objectives, fulfill the needs of 

its stakeholders, and work within the resources that are available. As with identifying 

needs, I have portrayed the aspects of program design—principles, locations, and 

methods—within a circle and in no particular order because of how decisions about one 

will inform decisions about the other two. It does not matter where a WPA begins his or 

her planning; what is most important is that these decisions be driven by the outcomes 

that must be fulfilled. For example, a WPA could begin by choosing methods that appeal 

to his or her teaching preferences and then use those methods to decide on appropriate 

locations before revising those decisions to best incorporate the principles that guide 

effective preparation. Or a WPA might start by identifying locations that will work well 

with available resources before using the principles to help specify the best methods for 

use in each location. If the program’s resources and situation allow considerable freedom, 
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a WPA could even begin with the guiding principles and a blank slate, inventing new 

locations and methods tailored directly to how that WPA envisions the principles best 

enacted. 

It is also at this point that technologies should be considered, but again, this must 

be done in relation to how using certain technologies will help the program achieve its 

objectives. 

Because Chapter 4 already discusses at length what is known about the principles, 

locations, and methods available for OWI preparation, I will not repeat that discussion 

here. Instead, I will offer some suggestions to guide WPAs’ thinking on this topic. 

Decentralized programming. Unlike traditional GTA preparation programs, 

which tend to have a strong sequencing and a clear administrative voice, OWI 

preparation programs may, in many cases, be decentralized and elective, structured 

around loose groupings of opportunities such as a teaching methods course and 

departmental workshops. In such a case, WPAs may need to closely involve others in the 

planning process, for example, the teaching methods course instructor, the administrator 

of a department workshop series or reading group, or the writing center director. This 

group would need to consider together how they will share methods, how they will divvy 

up or overlap on pursuing certain outcomes, and how they will collectively adhere to the 

principles guiding effective preparation.  

Programs allowing GTAs to teach online. In programs where GTAs can teach 

online, WPAs should consider the previous chapter’s suggestions about the timing of 

OWI preparation: that GTAs need both pre-service and in-service support. This advice is 

especially useful in cases where time or resources are not abundant and only a few 

locations can be employed. In such a case, pairing a pre-service location (such as an 
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orientation or apprenticeship) with an in-service location (such as a practicum or 

mentorship) can maximize coverage while minimizing the impact on budgets or the 

curriculum. 

In addition to consulting the literature to find out about existing locations and 

methods, WPAs should remember the advice given to new online instructors to “seek 

opportunities to use their established practices” in online spaces by migrating or 

translating them as needed (CCCC, 2013, p. 14; see also Warnock, 2009, and Cargile 

Cook, 2005). The strategies that work in a program’s traditional preparation program can 

often be remediated for use in OWI preparation, and doing so has the added benefit of 

not requiring a WPA to start from scratch. Additionally, the factors that make a strategy 

work well in traditional preparation—for example, that a strategy accommodates the 

demographic, cultural, or educational background of the GTAs or it aligns well with the 

program’s ideology—are likely to make it work in online preparation as well. 

Lastly, WPAs should be open to developing new locations and methods or 

experimenting with how the principles are applied. Because this is an emerging field of 

study and practice, there is space and a need for invention. 

Programs not allowing GTAs to teach online. In programs where GTAs 

cannot teach online, the focus will almost certainly be on incorporating OWI preparation 

into existing, traditional preparation locations. As this was an underrepresented location 

within the literature and an underutilized location within local program practice, WPAs 

will need to innovate in this area. Having identified desirable outcomes, however, WPAs 

will find such innovations within reach. 

In programs where GTAs cannot teach online but there is a manifest interest in 

the topic or a trend of graduates landing jobs requiring online instruction, providing a 
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teaching methods course may be a good option with a minimal impact on resources. An 

added benefit of providing such a course is that the instructor of the course, which could 

be the WPA him- or herself, will gain valuable experience as an online instructor 

(providing the principle of immersion is followed) and considerable familiarity with 

concepts relevant to OWI preparation. This experience can also help the WPA develop 

confidence and interest in providing additional OWI preparation or even explore offering 

more online courses within the program. Another factor making this location a good 

entry point for WPAs new to OWI preparation is that it is the most well-studied OWI-

specific location, as shown in Chapter 4. 

Including faculty. Though this study has largely considered OWI preparation 

for GTAs separately from OWI preparation for faculty, in practice such a separation may 

be redundant and may strain already scant resources. WPAs should therefore consider 

how GTAs could be included in existing professional development activities for 

department faculty who teach online and vice versa. 

Plan Assessments 

Once the program is designed, it is essential that WPAs also plan out how the 

program will be assessed. In Chapters 4 and 5 I included assessment as a principle of 

effective OWI preparation, but it is so crucial to the process of OWI preparation 

program development that I include it here as a distinct step in the heuristic process. 

Assessment allows the program to be iterative; collecting data on how well the program 

achieves its outcomes informs the next revision so that positive alterations can be made 

year after year; this concept of iterative design is signified by the arrow extending from 

the bottom of the heuristic back to the top.  
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Assessments are typically tied to specific preparation locations, though WPAs 

may also consider evaluating outcomes globally with an exit survey or by interviewing 

participants a year or so after they leave the program. Again, drawing on what works in 

traditional preparation may be key here. In the case of decentralized programs, as 

discussed above, assessment efforts too may need to be correlated to ensure the necessary 

data is collected and shared across the disparate locations. WPAs should also plan to 

periodically reconsider the needs of the stakeholders, which will certainly change over 

time, as well as the objectives of the program, which should change with those needs.  

A second reason why assessment deserves its own step in the heuristic is that it is 

a natural step towards publication. The state of research into OWI preparation was 

shown in Chapter 4 to be entirely inadequate; the field desperately needs WPAs to assess, 

analyze, theorize, and then share their findings about how OWI preparation succeeds or 

fails in actual practice. This heuristic is necessarily tentative and painted only in broad 

strokes in part because so little information exists on the topic of designing OWI 

preparation programs. As more knowledge is created and shared through assessment and 

publication, this model and the body of knowledge it represents will become more 

specific and useful, like Yancey’s (2002), which appears in and in many ways culminates 

“the third [of] a progressive series of volumes addressing teacher preparation in graduate 

English programs” (Fulkerson, 2002, p. xii).  

The heuristic itself suggests several questions not already identified in Chapter 4 

which can be the basis for important future research. For example, what sets of objectives 

are common among programs where GTAs do/do not teach online? How have 

individual WPAs worked through considering the principles, locations, and methods to 

design effective programs? How have they met the challenges of creating a decentralized 
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program? A program that faces a severe shortage of resources? A program that serves 

only few students focused on writing studies? A program that employs and prepares both 

GTAs and OWI faculty simultaneously? How have programs that do not allow GTAs to 

teach online maximized exposure to OWI-related topics and skills within traditional 

preparation and the graduate curriculum? What assessment practices have been useful, 

and how have they been used to generate increased interest, funding, or support for OWI 

preparation in a program?  

Conclusions 

 In concluding this section, let me reiterate that this heuristic is merely an 

apparatus to help WPAs make pedagogy-driven decisions, not a blueprint. Both Cargile 

Cook (2005) and Yancey (2002) argue against the notion that we need a single solution; as 

Yancey puts it, “a common model seems neither possible nor desirable” (p. 63). 

Let me also reconsider my answer to the research question of what changes can 

be made to better our research and practice. I began this section by arguing that changes 

in OWI preparation will primarily come from within individual writing programs, initiated 

by program administrators. While that is true, the field also has a part to play by enabling 

and promoting such actions. It does this when it brings out articles, books, and 

collections; when it sponsors special journal issues; when it accepts conference 

presentation proposals or even chooses conference themes; when it dispenses grants and 

awards that assist in and bring recognition to research and practice being done in this 

area. It also does this by periodically engaging in wider assessments, such as this one, to 

check its overall progress toward its goals.  
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Last Words and Next Steps 

I began this dissertation by arguing that, in the face of online learning’s rapid rise 

in the academy, OWI preparation for GTAs is an essential next step in our adapting to 

the changing needs of the field. I further pointed out that a widespread assessment is 

necessary to determine how much and what kind of OWI preparation is being offered to 

GTAs and, by extension, whether the field is adapting adequately to online learning’s 

demands. Such an assessment would additionally provide writing program administrators 

with crucial information about what practices are available to them and how they might 

best be implemented, and researchers with information about what questions concerning 

OWI preparation urgently need to be answered. This research project has delivered that 

assessment by mapping the current state of OWI preparation for GTAs and interrogating 

the map to determine where our research and practice are effective and where these can 

be improved. 

Phase 1, the content analysis of the professional literature, provided the outline of 

the map by identifying and discussing what is known and not known about the major 

principles, locations, and methods guiding OWI preparation. Phase 2, the online 

questionnaire investigating local program practice, further revealed the terrain by 

determining how and how often those principles, locations, and methods are used in 

actual practice. Finally, Phase 3 synthesized the results to complete the assessment, 

determining that no, as a field we do not live up to our stated values where OWI 

preparation is concerned. It then drew on the study’s results to provide a heuristic tool 

WPAs can use to more effectively find their way through the terrain, that is, to provide 

pedagogically robust OWI preparation to GTAs in their programs and to contribute to 

further research in this area. 
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It is my sincere hope that this assessment will be useful to my colleagues across 

the nation who are engaged in the work of preparing the next generation of writing 

instructors, work that I believe is immensely important because of how the efforts of a 

single WPA are magnified. Whereas a teacher affects the lives of all of the students in his 

or her classes, a teacher educator affects the lives of all the teachers in his or her program, 

who in turn affect all their students’ lives. This might imply that I see myself as a teacher 

educator educator, flattering my own ego with the exponential growth of influence that 

suggests. However, I should point out that the audience for this work is also the group 

that enabled it, the giants on whose shoulders I stand, the teacher educators who first 

prepared me. I find it fitting, rather than flattering, that the project that earns me my 

degree of full fellowship with such company is a project meant to serve them. 
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Appendix A 

Questionnaire 

Introduction to the Questionnaire 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this questionnaire. The purpose of this 
research is to determine how much and what kind of preparation graduate teaching 
assistants (GTAs) are currently receiving to teaching writing online. As a writing program 
administrator in a doctorate-granting program with a writing focus, you have knowledge 
and insights about what goes on in your program or department that are invaluable to a 
field currently in flux.  

This questionnaire covers four major areas: (1) your department and writing program in 
general, (2) any formal, OWI-specific teacher preparation activities currently taking place 
in your program, and (3) any informal OWI teacher preparation that may be happening as 
part of other departmental and program activities, including (4) traditional (face-to-face) 
teaching preparation. Your honest, detailed answers are very much appreciated and will 
contribute to the further development of effective OWI preparation in programs 
nationwide. In fact, pilot participants have expressed that just answering these questions 
has helped them consider ways their own programs can offer better OWI preparation. 

Your participation is voluntary and you can stop at any time. This research has been 
approved by the Texas Tech University Human Research Protection Program (IRB2016-
122). If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call Dr. Kelli Cargile Cook at 
[phone number] or Stephen David Grover at [phone number]. The TTU Human 
Research Protection Program can be reached at [phone number]. 

Instructions 

Most participants will be able to complete the questionnaire in less than 25 minutes, 
though the actual time required will depend on the nature of your program and the 
answers you give. In order to reduce the burden on participants, we've limited the 
number of open-response questions and used the same wording and answer choices as 
questions are repeated in subsequent sections; this will enable you to move more quickly 
through later sections of the questionnaire. 

There is a back button to allow you to go back and change answers if necessary without 
starting the questionnaire over.  

If you exit the survey before completing it and then return using the same browser on the 
same computer within one week, your progress will be saved and you can pick up 
where you left off. Otherwise you’ll be asked to start again from the beginning.  

The questionnaire will be open until [date]. 
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All responses are completely anonymous and no personally identifying information will 
be collected; however, we do ask you to identify your university so that we can determine 
an accurate response rate for the questionnaire. Answering this question is not 
mandatory, however, and since participants may have forwarded this call to or received 
this call from another person, it will not compromise the anonymity of the participant. 
Also, the final results of this questionnaire will be reported only in aggregate form, with 
no individual schools named or linked to other responses, thus preserving the anonymity 
of your program as well. 

Definitions 

The following terms are used throughout the questionnaire: 

• GTAs, or graduate teaching assistants, is the term we adopt for graduate students 
who act as college-level instructors. Your program may call these teaching 
associates, teaching assistants, teaching apprentices, graduate instructors, graduate 
part-time instructors, or another similar term. 

• OWI, or online writing instruction, refers to the teaching of writing in hybrid or 
online settings, as opposed to face-to-face settings, as defined this way: 

o Face-to-face: 1–29% online delivery 
o Hybrid: 30–79% online delivery 
o Online: 80%+ online delivery 

• Teacher preparation is the term we adopt to describe the various programs that 
graduate students participate in before and during their teaching assignments and 
that help them become effective teachers. While these are commonly referred to 
as “teacher training” programs, we prefer the connotation that “preparation” 
brings. When speaking of preparation to teach face-to-face courses, we adopt the 
phrases “traditional teaching preparation” or “preparation to teach face-to-face 
courses,” and when speaking of preparation to teach hybrid or online courses, we 
use the phrases “OWI-specific teacher preparation” and “OWI preparation.”  

Program Overview 

The following questions are intended to gather general information about the writing 
program you administer, its location within your university, and the degree to which 
GTAs are involved in teaching writing online. 

1. Please indicate the university or school you represent. Responses to this question will 
be used only to determine an accurate response rate for this study, and you are not 
required to supply a response. Additionally, responses to this question will only be 
reported in aggregate form (as a statistic indicating the overall response rate), and no 
responses to this question will be linked to any other responses in this questionnaire, 
preserving the anonymity not only of participants but of the programs and schools 
they represent. 
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2. Please indicate the Carnegie Classification of the university or school you represent. 

o Doctoral Universities – Highest Research Activity (R1) 
o Doctoral Universities – Higher Research Activity (R2) 
o Doctoral Universities – Moderate Research Activity (R3) 
o Other (please specify) 

3. While many schools have a single writing program that administers GTAs teaching 
all types of writing courses, at some schools there may be multiple writing programs 
with separate administrations or writing programs with independently functioning 
divisions. For example, at your school, composition courses and technical writing 
courses might be handled separately and might be led by different writing program 
administrators. 

At your school, how is the writing program arranged? 

o There is a single writing program for all GTAs regardless of the type of writing 
course they teach. 

o There are multiple writing programs or writing program divisions, each with their 
own administrators and practices. 

4. Do you consider yourself qualified to answer detailed questions about the writing 
program(s) or divisions? 

5. Please specify the approximate number of GTAs currently teaching in your writing 
program for each degree and emphasis below. 

 
Master's 

Students 

Doctoral 

Students 

Composition and rhetoric   

Technical or professional 

communication 

  

Other areas of study (such as 

literature, creative writing, 

communications, etc.) 

  

 

6. Does your program or department offer hybrid or online undergraduate courses? 

o Yes, we offer hybrid or online undergraduate courses 
o No, we don't offer any hybrid or online undergraduate courses 
o Not sure 
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7. Are GTAs eligible to teach any of the hybrid or online courses offered by your 
program or department? 

o Yes 
o No 
o Not sure 

8. Which of the following types of students are eligible to teach hybrid or online 
courses in your program or department? (Please answer regardless of other 
requirements these students may have to meet before teaching; such requirements 
will be asked about in a later question.) 

q Master's student, first year 
q Master's student, second year 
q Doctoral student, first year 
q Doctoral student, second year 
q Doctoral student, third year 
q Doctoral student, fourth year 
q Doctoral student, beyond fourth year 
q Other (please specify) 

9. What other requirements exist for a GTA to be eligible to teach a hybrid or online 
course in your program? 

q GTA must have previously taught the course face-to-face 
q GTA must have completed a certain departmental workshop or orientation 
q GTA must have completed a certain non-departmental workshop or orientation 
q GTA must have taken an online teaching methods course or similar course 
q GTA must have worked as an online tutor in a writing center or online writing lab 
q Other (please specify) 

10. What hybrid or online courses are GTAs eligible to teach in your department or 
program?  

q First-year composition service course 
q Second- or third-year composition service course 
q Other composition courses (if GTAs can teach, please specify course names) 
q Introductory technical or professional communication service course 
q Other technical or professional communication courses (if GTAs can teach, 

please specify course names) 
q Creative writing courses 
q Other writing-intensive courses within department or program (if GTAs can 

teach, please specify course names) 
q Other writing-intensive courses outside department or program (if GTAs can 

teach, please specify course names) 
q Other courses that aren't writing-intensive (e.g., literature courses; if GTAs can 

teach, please specify course names) 
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11. Of the courses GTAs are eligible to teach, how many hybrid or online sections of 
each course are offered each semester on average, and how many of those sections 
are taught by GTAs on average? 

 

Average total 

number of hybrid 

and online 

sections per 

semester 

Average 

number of such 

sections taught 

by GTAs per 

semester 

First-year composition service 

course 

  

Second- or third-year 

composition service course 

  

Other composition courses   

Introductory technical or 

professional communication 

service course 

  

Other technical or professional 

communication courses 

  

Creative writing courses   

Other writing-intensive courses 

within department or program 

  

Other writing-intensive courses 

outside department or program 

  

Other courses that aren't writing-

intensive 

  

 

12. In your opinion, how well does your department or program prepare its GTAs to 
teach writing online within your program? 

o Very inadequately 
o Inadequately 
o Adequately 
o More than adequately 

13. In your opinion, how well does your department or program prepare its GTAs to 
teach writing online after graduating from your program? 

o Very inadequately 
o Inadequately 
o Adequately 
o More than adequately 
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OWI-Specific Teacher Preparation 

The next several sets of questions ask about ways in which GTAs in your program are 
deliberately prepared to teach writing online, regardless of whether they teach online 
while in your program or after they graduate. 

This is the longest and most involved section of the questionnaire, but you will only be 
asked to answer questions about the following program elements if your program has an 
OWI-specific version of them. Later in the questionnaire you will be asked about similar 
program elements that serve face-to-face teachers or a combination of face-to-face and 
online teachers.  

The general program elements that will be asked about are these:     

• Pre-service orientations   
• In-service practica   
• Teaching methods courses   
• Apprenticeships   
• Mentorships   
• Departmental workshops   
• Non-departmental workshops 
• Fostering community 

Pre-service Orientation. For the following questions, we define pre-service 
orientations as a meeting or series of meetings that occur usually just before a semester 
begins and that offers new or experienced GTAs training and preparation for the coming 
semester's teaching responsibilities. Orientations can last from a single day to several 
weeks. 

In situations where there are very few OWI instructors, a pre-service orientation could 
even consist of one-on-one meetings or other informal events. 

14. Does your program or department offer any pre-service orientations specifically for 
GTAs who will teach online or hybrid courses? (Do not include orientations that 
involve instructors of face-to-face classes, as these will be asked about later.) 

o Yes 
o No 

15. How many different pre-service orientations are offered specifically for those 
teaching online and hybrid courses? For example, many programs have one 
orientation for all GTAs teaching online composition classes and a separate 
orientation for GTAs teaching online technical and professional communication 
courses. 
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16. The pre-service orientation is for GTAs teaching which courses? (Select all that 
apply.) 

q First-year composition service course 
q Second- or third-year composition service course 
q Other composition courses 
q Introductory technical or professional communication service course 
q Other technical or professional communication courses 
q Creative writing courses 
q Other writing-intensive courses within department or program 
q Other writing-intensive courses outside department or program 
q Other courses that aren't writing-intensive 
q Other (please specify) 

17. Is the orientation required or optional for GTAs who will teach online or hybrid 
classes? 

o Required 
o Optional 
o Not sure 

18. How long is the orientation? 

19. On average, what percentage of the orientation is conducted in each of the following 
settings?  

• Face-to-face 
• Online, synchronously (e.g., through live chats or audio/video calls) 
• Online, asynchronously (e.g., through discussion boards) 

20. Which of the following activities do GTAs participate in as part of the orientation? 
(Select all that apply.) 

q Observing online classes 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as teaching mini-

lessons or leading group discussions) 
q Responding to or grading online student work (actual or sample) 
q Keeping a teaching journal 
q Compiling a teaching portfolio 
q Developing syllabi, lesson plans, and other materials for an online course 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
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21. Many of the activities listed above allow for individualized instruction. By 
individualized, we mean that GTAs with different needs, experience levels, and goals 
for learning are enabled to get the most out of the instruction given their personal 
situations. For example, when GTAs are allowed to choose which class to observe or 
what topic to teach in a mini-lesson, they can cater their learning to their interests 
and needs.     

Are there any other ways that you feel the orientation allows for individualized 
learning? If so, please identify and explain. 

22. Many of the activities listed above promote reflective practice. By reflective practice, 
we mean that GTAs are encouraged and enabled to critically examine their past and 
present actions in order to produce better future action. For example, when GTAs 
keep a teaching journal, they naturally engage in reflective practice.  

Are there any other ways that you feel the orientation promotes reflective practice? If 
so, please identify and explain. 

23. What OWI topics are typically addressed in the orientation? (Select all that apply.) 

q How to use course management software (e.g., Blackboard, Moodle) 
q How to use synchronous text, audio, or video conferencing software (e.g., MOO, 

Skype, Adobe Connect, Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q How to use file sharing and collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., 

Dropbox, Google Docs, Microsoft Word comment function) 
q How to use video/screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, 

Adobe Captivate, Prezi) 
q How to produce course materials and activities that are accessible to all users 
q How to migrate face-to-face classroom practices to a hybrid or online 

environment (e.g., choosing asynchronous or synchronous modes for holding 
class discussions) 

q How to apply composition theories to OWI instruction (e.g., using critical 
pedagogy in an online classroom) 

q How to apply instructional design principles and practices to OWI instruction 
(e.g., using an iterative design process when creating/revising a course) 

q How to promote involvement and interaction among students in an OWI course 
(e.g., using a construct such as Garrison's community of inquiry or Wenger's 
community of practice) 

q How to digitally respond to student writing 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
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24. How would you characterize the balance between technology skills-focused 
instruction and pedagogy-focused instruction in the orientation? 

o The entire focus is on technology skills 
o The main focus is on technology skills 
o Technology skills are dealt with slightly more than pedagogical issues 
o Technology skills and pedagogical issues are dealt with the same amount 
o Pedagogical issues are dealt with slightly more than technology skills 
o The main focus is on pedagogical issues 
o Not sure 

25. Please comment further on the balance between technology skills-focused instruction 
and pedagogy-focused instruction in the orientation as defined in the previous 
question. Consider these questions:    

• Why do you or other administrators create the balance that you do?   
• What approach do you or other administrators take to creating that balance?   
• What challenges do you face in maintaining that balance?   
• In your experience, does that balance work towards creating effective OWI 

instructors? 

26. How are GTAs assessed or given feedback on their performance in the orientation? 
(Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs receive grades on various activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on various 

activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from fellow GTAs on various activities 

and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on their general 

performance 
q GTAs produce formal self-assessments 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

27. How is the orientation itself assessed? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs are interviewed/surveyed about their experience 
q Products produced by GTAs during the orientation are analyzed 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 207 

In-service Practicum. For the following questions, we define an in-service 
practicum as a set of meetings that occur while GTAs are currently teaching. Often these 
go by names such as workshop, proseminar, colloquium, or staff meeting, and they may 
be regularly occuring (e.g., once a week) or held only when a WPA calls a meeting. A 
practicum is usually required but need not be, and it can be offered for credit or not.   

A practicum is distinguished from a teaching methods course or theory seminar by its 
close relationship to GTAs’ current teaching responsibilities. It is primarily a resource for 
current instructors provided by the writing program rather than a course offering. 

28. Does your program offer any in-service practica specifically for GTAs who teach 
online or hybrid courses? (Do not include practica that involve instructors of face-
to-face class, as these will be asked about later.) 

o Yes 
o No 

29. How many different in-service practica are offered specifically for those teaching 
online and hybrid courses? For example, many programs have one practicum for all 
GTAs teaching composition classes and another practicum for GTAs teaching 
technical and professional communication courses. 

30. The practicum is for GTAs teaching which courses? (Select all that apply.) 

q First-year composition service course 
q Second- or third-year composition  service course 
q Other composition courses 
q Introductory technical or professional communication service course 
q Other technical or professional communication courses 
q Creative writing courses 
q Other writing-intensive courses within department or program 
q Other writing-intensive courses outside department or program 
q Other courses that aren't writing-intensive 
q Other (please specify) 

31. Is the practicum required or optional? 

o Required each semester of teaching 
o Required only the first semester of teaching; optional thereafter 
o Required only the first year of teaching; optional thereafter 
o Optional 
o Not sure 

Many practica meet for more time and have heavier requirements when most teachers are 
new (often in the fall) and meet for less time and have lighter requirements once teachers 
are experienced (often in the spring). For the following questions, please consider what 
the practicum looks like when most teachers are new. 
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32. How many times per semester does the practicum meet and for how long each time? 

33. On average, what percentage of the practicum is conducted in each of the following 
settings? 

• Face-to-Face 
• Online, synchronously (e.g., through live chats or audio/video calls) 
• Online, asynchronously (e.g., through discussion boards) 

34. Which of the following activities do GTAs participate in as part of the practicum? 
(Select all that apply.) 

q Observing online classes 
q Being observed while teaching online classes 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as teaching mini-

lessons or leading group discussions) 
q Responding to or grading online student work (actual or sample) 
q Keeping a teaching journal 
q Compiling a teaching portfolio 
q Developing syllabi, lesson plans, and other materials for an online course 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

35. Many of the activities listed above allow for individualized instruction. By 
individualized, we mean that GTAs with different needs, experience levels, and goals 
for learning are enabled to get the most out of the instruction given their personal 
situations. For example, when GTAs are allowed to choose which class to observe or 
what topic to teach in a mini-lesson, they can cater their learning to their interests 
and needs. 

Are there any other ways that you feel the practicum allows for individualized 
learning? If so, please identify and explain. 

36. Many of the activities listed above promote reflective practice. By reflective practice, 
we mean that GTAs are encouraged and enabled to critically examine their past and 
present actions in order to produce better future action. For example, when GTAs 
keep a teaching journal, they naturally engage in reflective practice. 

Are there any other ways that you feel the practicum promotes reflective practice? If 
so, please identify and explain. 
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37. What OWI topics are typically addressed in the practicum? (Select all that apply.) 

q How to use course management software (e.g., Blackboard, Moodle) 
q How to use synchronous text, audio, or video conferencing software (e.g., MOO, 

Skype, Adobe Connect, Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q How to use file sharing and collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., 

Dropbox, Google Docs, Microsoft Word comment function) 
q How to use video/screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, 

Adobe Captivate, Prezi) 
q How to produce course materials and activities that are accessible to all users 
q How to migrate face-to-face classroom practices to a hybrid or online 

environment (e.g., choosing asynchronous or synchronous modes for holding 
class discussions) 

q How to apply composition theories to OWI instruction (e.g., using critical 
pedagogy in an online classroom) 

q How to apply instructional design principles and practices to OWI instruction 
(e.g., using an iterative design process when creating/revising a course) 

q How to promote involvement and interaction among students in an OWI course 
(e.g., using a construct such as Garrison's community of inquiry or Wenger's 
community of practice) 

q How to digitally respond to student writing 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

38. How would you characterize the balance between technology skills-focused 
instruction and pedagogy-focused instruction in the practicum? 

o The entire focus is on technology skills 
o The main focus is on technology skills 
o Technology skills are dealt with slightly more than pedagogical issues 
o Technology skills and pedagogical issues are dealt with the same amount 
o Pedagogical issues are dealt with slightly more than technology skills 
o The main focus is on pedagogical issues 
o Not sure 

39. Please comment further on the balance between technology skills-focused instruction 
and pedagogy-focused instruction in the practicum as defined in the previous 
question. Consider these questions:    

• Why do you or other administrators create the balance that you do?   
• What approach do you or other administrators take to creating that balance?   
• What challenges do you face in maintaining that balance?   
• In your experience, does that balance work towards creating effective OWI 

instructors? 
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40. How are GTAs assessed or given feedback on their performance during the 
practicum? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs receive grades on various activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on various 

activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from fellow GTAs on various activities 

and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on their general 

performance 
q GTAs produce formal self-assessments 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

41. How is the practicum itself assessed? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs are interviewed/surveyed about their experience 
q Products produced by GTAs during the orientation are analyzed 
q Outcomes of the GTAs' teaching are analyzed 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

42. How do the practicum requirements and meeting times and frequencies change 
during subsequent semesters or for GTAs repeating it? 

Teaching Methods Course. For the following questions, we define teaching 
methods courses as graduate courses that are offered for credit toward a degree and that 
have as their topic the theory and practice of teaching writing. Though such courses may 
relate to or discuss what is happening in GTAs' current teaching, current teaching isn't 
the primary focus of the course as it would be in an in-service practicum. 

A GTA might take a teaching methods course before, during, or after a particular 
teaching assignment, depending on program requirements, or he or she might take the 
course in relation to teaching he or she hopes to do after graduation. For the purposes of 
this survey, we group all such classes—whether they be highly theory-focused or driven 
more by practical concerns—together under the term "teaching methods course." 

43. Does your program or department offer any OWI-focused teaching methods 
courses? (General teaching methods courses will be asked about later.) 

o Yes 
o No 

44. How many different OWI-focused teaching methods courses are offered in your 
department or program? 
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45. What is the name of the course? 

46. Is the course required to be taken for graduation? 

o Required to be taken by masters students as part of the degree 
o Required to be taken by doctoral students as part of the degree 
o Required to be taken by both masters and doctoral students as part of the 

degree 
o Not required to be taken for graduation 
o Not sure 

47. Is the course required for GTAs to be eligible to teach hybrid or online classes? 

o Required to be taken before GTAs can teach a particular hybrid or online course 
o Required to be taken while GTAs teach a particular hybrid or online course 
o Optional 
o Not sure 

48. Is the course taught repeatedly by a single faculty member or team, or do multiple 
faculty members or teams alternate teaching it? 

o A single faculty member or team teaches the course 
o Multiple faculty members or teams alternate teaching the course 

Because all courses change over time as syllabi are refined, program objectives change, 
and instructors alternate, for the following questions, please answer concerning the 
iteration of the course that you know best. 

49. On average, what percentage of the course is conducted in each of the following 
settings? 

• Face-to-Face 
• Online, synchronously (e.g., through live chats or audio/video calls) 
• Online, asynchronously (e.g., through discussion boards) 

50. Which of the following activities do GTAs participate in as part of the course? (Select 
all that apply.) 

q Observing online classes 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as teaching mini-

lessons or leading group discussions) 
q Responding to or grading online student work (actual or sample) 
q Keeping a teaching journal 
q Compiling a teaching portfolio 
q Developing syllabi, lesson plans, and other materials for an online course 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
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q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

51. Many of the activities listed above allow for individualized instruction. By 
individualized, we mean that GTAs with different needs, experience levels, and goals 
for learning are enabled to get the most out of the instruction given their personal 
situations. For example, when GTAs are allowed to choose which class to observe or 
what topic to teach in a mini-lesson, they can cater their learning to their interests 
and needs.     

Are there any other ways that you feel the teaching methods course allows for 
individualized learning? If so, please identify and explain. 

52. Many of the activities listed above promote reflective practice. By reflective practice, 
we mean that GTAs are encouraged and enabled to critically examine their past and 
present actions in order to produce better future action. For example, when GTAs 
keep a teaching journal, they naturally engage in reflective practice. 

Are there any other ways that you feel the teaching methods course promotes 
reflective practice? If so, please identify and explain. 

53. What OWI topics are typically addressed in the course? (Select all that apply.) 

q How to use course management software (e.g., Blackboard, Moodle) 
q How to use synchronous text, audio, or video conferencing software (e.g., MOO, 

Skype, Adobe Connect, Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q How to use file sharing and collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., 

Dropbox, Google Docs, Microsoft Word comment function) 
q How to use video/screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, 

Adobe Captivate, Prezi) 
q How to produce course materials and activities that are accessible to all users 
q How to migrate face-to-face classroom practices to a hybrid or online 

environment (e.g., choosing asynchronous or synchronous modes for holding 
class discussions) 

q How to apply composition theories to OWI instruction (e.g., using critical 
pedagogy in an online classroom) 

q How to apply instructional design principles and practices to OWI instruction 
(e.g., using an iterative design process when creating/revising a course) 

q How to promote involvement and interaction among students in an OWI course 
(e.g., using a construct such as Garrison's community of inquiry or Wenger's 
community of practice) 

q How to digitally respond to student writing 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
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54. How would you characterize the balance between technology skills-focused 
instruction and pedagogy-focused instruction in the course? 

o The entire focus is on technology skills 
o The main focus is on technology skills 
o Technology skills are dealt with slightly more than pedagogical issues 
o Technology skills and pedagogical issues are dealt with the same amount 
o Pedagogical issues are dealt with slightly more than technology skills 
o The main focus is on pedagogical issues 
o Not sure 

55. Please comment further on the balance between technology skills-focused instruction 
and pedagogy-focused instruction in the course as defined in the previous question. 
Consider these questions:    

• Why do you or other administrators create the balance that you do?   
• What approach do you or other administrators take to creating that balance?   
• What challenges do you face in maintaining that balance?   
• In your experience, does that balance work towards creating effective OWI 

instructors? 

56. How are GTAs assessed or given feedback on their performance during the course? 
(Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs receive grades on various activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on various 

activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from fellow GTAs on various activities 

and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on their general 

performance 
q GTAs produce formal self-assessments 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

57. How is the course itself assessed? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs are interviewed/surveyed about their experience 
q Products produced by GTAs during the orientation are analyzed 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

Apprenticeship. For the following questions, we define an apprenticeship as an 
arrangement where a GTA works closely with an experienced teacher for a period of time 
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before teaching a similar class on his or her own. This is as opposed to a mentorship, 
which we define as occurring while a GTA teaches a class on his or her own.      

The instructor with whom the GTA is paired can be a faculty member or a more 
experienced GTA, and the apprenticeship can last for any amount of time, but for the 
purposes of the following questions, the instructor must be teaching a hybrid or online 
course at the time of the apprenticeship. 

58. Does your program offer any apprenticeships specifically for GTAs who will teach 
online or hybrid courses? 

o Yes 
o No 

59. How many different apprenticeship programs are offered for GTAs who teach 
online and hybrid courses? For example, many programs have one program for 
GTAs teaching composition classes and a separate program for GTAs teaching 
technical and professional communication courses. 

60. The apprenticeship is for GTAs teaching which courses? (Select all that apply.) 

q First-year composition service course 
q Second- or third-year composition  service course 
q Other composition courses 
q Introductory technical or professional communication service course 
q Other technical or professional communication courses 
q Creative writing courses 
q Other writing-intensive courses within department or program 
q Other writing-intensive courses outside department or program 
q Other courses that aren't writing-intensive 
q Other (please specify) 

61. Is participation in the apprenticeship program required or optional? 

o Required before a GTA can teach an online or hybrid course 
o Optional 
o Not sure 

62. How long does the apprenticeship last? 

63. With whom can a GTA be paired for the apprenticeship? 

q A faculty member 
q A senior GTA 
q Other (please specify) 
q Not sure 
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Though each apprentice/mentor pair may operate differently within the program, please 
answer the following questions to the best of your ability about what is commonly done. 

64. Which of the following activities do GTAs participate in as part of the 
apprenticeship? (Select all that apply.) 

q Attending/observing mentor's online class 
q Teaching during part of at least one of the mentor's synchronous online class 

meetings 
q Participating in asynchronous elements of the mentor's online class (e.g., 

moderating or participating in discussion boards) 
q Responding to or grading online student work (actual or sample) 
q Keeping a teaching journal 
q Compiling a teaching portfolio 
q Developing syllabi, lesson plans, and other materials for an online course 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

65. Many of the activities listed above promote reflective practice. By reflective practice, 
we mean that GTAs are encouraged and enabled to critically examine their past and 
present actions in order to produce better future action. For example, when GTAs 
keep a teaching journal, they naturally engage in reflective practice.  

Are there any other ways that you feel the apprenticeship promotes reflective 
practice? If so, please identify and explain. 

66. How are GTAs assessed or given feedback on their performance in the 
apprenticeship? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs receive grades on various activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on various 

activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from fellow GTAs on various activities 

and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on their general 

performance 
q GTAs produce formal self-assessments 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 
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67. How is the apprenticeship program itself assessed? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs are interviewed/surveyed about their experience 
q Products produced by GTAs during the apprenticeship are analyzed 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

Mentorship. For the following questions, we define a mentorship as an 
arrangement where a GTA works closely with an experienced teacher while teaching a 
similar class on his or her own. This is as opposed to an apprenticeship, which we define 
as occurring before a GTA teaches a class on his or her own.      

The instructor with whom the GTA is paired can be a faculty member or a more 
experienced GTA, and the mentorship can last for any amount of time, but for the 
purposes of the following questions, the mentoring instructor must be teaching a hybrid 
or online course at the time of the mentorship. 

68. Does your program offer any mentorships specifically for GTAs who teach online 
or hybrid courses? 

o Yes 
o No 

69. How many different mentorships programs are offered for GTAs who teach online 
and hybrid courses? For example, many programs have one program for GTAs 
teaching composition classes and a separate program for GTAs teaching technical 
and professional communication courses. 

70. The mentorship program is for GTAs teaching which courses? (Select all that apply.) 

q First-year composition service course 
q Second- or third-year composition  service course 
q Other composition courses 
q Introductory technical or professional communication service course 
q Other technical or professional communication courses 
q Creative writing courses 
q Other writing-intensive courses within department or program 
q Other writing-intensive courses outside department or program 
q Other courses that aren't writing-intensive 
q Other (please specify) 
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71. Is participation in the mentorship program required or optional? 

o Required during at least a GTAs first semester of teaching an online or hybrid 
course 

o Optional 
o Not sure 

72. How long does the typical mentorship go on in a formal way? 

o 1 semester 
o 2 semesters 
o 3 semesters 
o 4 semesters 
o As long as the GTA continues to teach online or hybrid courses 
o Not sure 

73. With whom can a GTA be paired for the mentorship? (Select all that apply.) 

q A faculty member 
q A senior GTA 
q Other (please specify) 
q Not sure 

Though each mentor/GTA pair may operate differently within the program, please 
answer the following questions to the best of your ability about what is commonly done. 

74. Which of the following activities do GTAs participate in as part of 
the mentorship? (Select all that apply.) 

q Attending/observing mentor's online class 
q Being observed while teaching online 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Responding to or grading online student work (actual or sample) 
q Keeping a teaching journal 
q Compiling a teaching portfolio 
q Developing syllabi, lesson plans, and other materials for an online course 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
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75. Many of the activities listed above promote reflective practice. By reflective practice, 
we mean that GTAs are encouraged and enabled to critically examine their past and 
present actions in order to produce better future action. For example, when GTAs 
keep a teaching journal, they naturally engage in reflective practice.  

Are there any other ways that you feel the mentorship promotes reflective practice? If 
so, please identify and explain. 

76. How are GTAs assessed or given feedback on their performance in the mentorship? 
(Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs receive grades on various activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on various 

activities and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from fellow GTAs on various activities 

and assignments 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from instructors/mentors on their general 

performance 
q GTAs produce formal self-assessments 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 
q No assessment occurs 

77. How is the mentorship program itself assessed? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs are interviewed/surveyed about their experience 
q Products produced by GTAs during the apprenticeship are analyzed 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure  
q No assessment occurs 

Departmental Workshops. For the following questions, we define departmental 
workshops as meetings sponsored within the department or program wherein instructors 
gather to learn about a pre-determined topic from someone with expertise on that topic. 
Workshops can occur independently or as part of a departmental series or conference. 

Workshops, for our purposes, may involve interaction and experiential learning among 
participants or they can take the form of lectures or formal presentations. 

78. Does your department or program offer workshops or conference presentations on 
OWI-focused topics? 

o Yes 
o No 

79. About how many such OWI-focused workshops occur, on average, each school year 
in your department or program? 
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80. What sorts of topics have been addressed in workshops over the past year? (Select all 
that apply.) 

q How to use course management software (e.g., Blackboard, Moodle) 
q How to use synchronous text, audio, or video conferencing software (e.g., MOO, 

Skype, Adobe Connect, Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q How to use file sharing and collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., 

Dropbox, Google Docs, Microsoft Word comment function) 
q How to use video/screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, 

Adobe Captivate, Prezi) 
q How to produce course materials and activities that are accessible to all users 
q How to migrate face-to-face classroom practices to a hybrid or online 

environment (e.g., choosing asynchronous or synchronous modes for holding 
class discussions) 

q How to apply composition theories to OWI instruction (e.g., using critical 
pedagogy in an online classroom) 

q How to apply instructional design principles and practices to OWI instruction 
(e.g., using an iterative design process when creating/revising a course) 

q How to promote involvement and interaction among students in an OWI course 
(e.g., using a construct such as Garrison's community of inquiry or Wenger's 
community of practice) 

q How to digitally respond to student writing 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 

81. Considering departmental workshops focused on OWI as a whole, how would you 
characterize the balance between technology skills-focused instruction and pedagogy-
focused instruction in the orientation? 

o The entire focus is on technology skills 
o The main focus is on technology skills 
o Technology skills are dealt with slightly more than pedagogical issues 
o Technology skills and pedagogical issues are dealt with the same amount 
o Pedagogical issues are dealt with slightly more than technology skills 
o The main focus is on pedagogical issues 
o Not sure 

Non-departmental Workshops. For the following questions, we define non-
departmental workshops as meetings wherein instructors gather to learn about a pre-
determined topic from someone with expertise on that topic and that are sponsored by 
an entity outside the department or program. The sponsoring organization might be the 
university library, a teacher development center, or other institutional entity within the 
university. Workshops can occur independently or as part of a series or conference.      

Workshops, for our purposes, may involve interaction and experiential learning among 
participants or they can take the form of lectures or formal presentations. 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 220 

82. Are workshops focused on online instruction available at your institution, outside of 
your department or program? 

o Yes 
o No 

83. About how many such workshops occur, on average, each school year? 

84. What sorts of topics have been addressed in workshops over the past year? (Select all 
that apply.) 

q How to use course management software (e.g., Blackboard, Moodle) 
q How to use synchronous text, audio, or video conferencing software (e.g., MOO, 

Skype, Adobe Connect, Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q How to use file sharing and collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., 

Dropbox, Google Docs, Microsoft Word comment function) 
q How to use video/screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, 

Adobe Captivate, Prezi) 
q How to produce course materials and activities that are accessible to all users 
q How to migrate face-to-face classroom practices to a hybrid or online 

environment (e.g., choosing asynchronous or synchronous modes for holding 
class discussions) 

q How to apply instructional design principles and practices to online instruction 
(e.g., using an iterative design process when creating/revising a course) 

q How to promote involvement and interaction among students in an online course 
(e.g., using a construct such as Garrison's community of inquiry or Wenger's 
community of practice) 

q How to digitally respond to student writing 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 

Fostering Community. In addition to the program elements already asked 
about, are there any other ways that you feel your program promotes the development of 
a community among GTAs who teach or will teach hybrid or online classes?  

Examples may include things such as reading groups, listservs, blogs, websites, social 
networks, hallway communication, or any other activity or practice, formal or informal, 
which helps keep instructors connected to other instructors facing similar teaching 
experiences. 

Informal OWI Teacher Preparation 

The next several sets of questions ask about ways in which GTAs in your program might 
be prepared to teach writing online while engaged in activities not usually explicitly tied to 
OWI-specific teacher preparation.      
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The program elements that will be asked about are these:    

• Writing centers   
• Professional development   
• General coursework   

Writing Centers. The following questions ask about GTA participation in a 
writing center (sometimes called a writing lab or other name). 

85. Does your program offer GTAs the opportunity to work in a writing center? 

o Yes, it's required of all GTAs before they teach face-to-face, hybrid, or online 
classes 

o Yes, it's required of all GTAs, but not before they teach face-to-face, hybrid, or 
online classes 

o Yes, but it's optional 
o No 
o Not sure 

86. Which of the following activities do GTAs complete as part of their work in the 
writing center? (Select all that apply.) 

q Face-to-face tutoring 
q Online asynchronous tutoring 
q Online synchronous tutoring 
q Training specific to online tutoring 
q Reading specific to online tutoring 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 

87. How are GTAs assessed or given feedback on their online tutoring performance in 
the writing center? (Select all that apply.) 

q GTAs are observed by directors/mentors as they tutor online 
q GTAs are observed by their fellow GTAs as they tutor online 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from directors/mentors on their online 

tutoring 
q GTAs receive written or oral feedback from fellow GTAs on their online tutoring 
q GTAs produce formal self-assessments 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q Not sure 

Professional Development. The following question asks about professional 
development opportunities GTAs have within the writing program or department. 
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88. What positions within the writing program or department can GTAs hold that 
prepare them for OWI? (Select all that apply.) 

q Writing program administrator position that works specifically with OWI 
instructors 

q Technology specialist who trains others   
q Tech support employee   
q Media lab employee 
q Research assistant on a project related to OWI 
q OWI-themed workshop presenter 
q Other (please specify) 

General Coursework. The following questions ask about ways in which GTAs in 
your program might be prepared for OWI during their general coursework and 
involvement in the program or department.  

89. On average, how often do GTAs in your program take hybrid courses as part of their 
coursework? (Hybrid courses are defined as having 30–79% online delivery.) 

o Never 
o Less than once per year 
o About once per year 
o About once per semester 
o More than once per semester 
o All classes taken are hybrid classes 
o Not sure 

90. On average, how often do GTAs in your program take online courses as part of their 
coursework? (Online courses are defined as having 80% or more online delivery.) 

o Never 
o Less than once per year 
o About once per year 
o About once per semester 
o More than once per semester 
o All classes taken are online classes 
o Not sure 

91. What online technologies is the average GTA in your program likely to become 
familiar with during his or her general coursework and departmental interaction? 
(Select all that apply.) 

q Course management software/Learning management software (e.g., Blackboard) 
q Synchronous audio or video conferencing software (e.g., Skype, Adobe Connect, 

Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q Synchronous chat software (e.g., MOO) 
q Online discussion board 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 223 

q Listserv 
q File sharing software (e.g., Dropbox, Google Drive) 
q Collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., Google Docs, Microsoft Word 

comment function) 
q Online presentation software (e.g., Prezi) 
q Video/Screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, Adobe Captivate) 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

92. Are there any other ways that you feel GTAs in your program are prepared for 
OWI while engaging in informal OWI teacher preparation beyond what the previous 
series of questions asked? For example, are there aspects of the following program 
elements not asked about that, in your opinion, contribute to a GTA’s OWI 
preparation? Are there opportunities beyond these program elements that you feel 
are worth mentioning? 

• Writing centers   
• Professional development   
• General coursework   

If yes, please describe such opportunities below. 

Traditional Teaching Preparation 

The following questions ask about ways in which GTAs in your program might be 
prepared for OWI during traditional teaching preparation program activities and while 
teaching face-to-face classes.     

This is the last major section of the questionnaire. 

The traditional teacher preparation activities that will be asked about are 

• Pre-service orientations 
• In-service practica 
• Teaching methods courses 
• Apprenticeships and mentorships 
• Teaching face-to-face courses 

Pre-service Orientations. For the following questions, we define pre-service 
orientations as a meeting or series of meetings that occur usually just before a semester 
begins and that offers new or experienced GTAs training and preparation for the coming 
semester's teaching responsibilities. Orientations can last from a single day to several 
weeks. 
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93. In your program, what online technologies do GTAs typically become familiar with 
during pre-service orientations for face-to-face teaching? (Select all that apply.) 

q Course management software/Learning management software (e.g., Blackboard) 
q Synchronous audio or video conferencing software (e.g., Skype, Adobe Connect, 

Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q Synchronous chat software (e.g., MOO) 
q Online discussion board 
q Listserv 
q File sharing software (e.g., Dropbox, Google Drive) 
q Collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., Google Docs, Microsoft Word 

comment function) 
q Online presentation software (e.g., Prezi) 
q Video/Screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, Adobe Captivate) 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q My program does not offer pre-service orientations for face-to-face teaching 

94. Which of the following OWI-related activities do GTAs participate in as part of pre-
service orientations for face-to-face teaching in your program? (Select all that 
apply.) 

q Observing online classes 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as teaching mini-

lessons or leading group discussions) 
q Responding to or grading student work in online settings (actual or sample) 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
q My program does not offer pre-service orientations for face-to-face teaching 

95. Do the pre-service orientations for face-to-face teaching offered in your program 
typically also include GTAs who will teach hybrid or online classes? 

o Yes 
o No 
o Not sure 
o My program does not offer pre-service orientations for face-to-face teaching 

96. What accommodations are made for GTAs who will teach hybrid or online classes as 
they participate in these pre-service orientations? For example, can these GTAs 
attend the orientation using an online modality such as Skype, or do they complete 
activities and assignments in OWI-specific ways? 
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In-service Practica. For the following questions, we define an in-service 
practicum as a set of meetings that occur while GTAs are currently teaching. Often these 
go by names such as workshop, proseminar, colloquium, or staff meeting, and they may 
be regularly occuring (e.g., once a week) or held only when a WPA calls a meeting. A 
practicum is usually required but need not be, and it can be offered for credit or not.   

A practicum is distinguished from a teaching methods course or theory seminar by its 
close relationship to GTAs' current teaching responsibilities. It is primarily a resource for 
current instructors provided by the writing program rather than a course offering. 

97. In your program, what online technologies do GTAs typically become familiar with 
during in-service practica for face-to-face teaching? (Select all that apply.) 

q Course management software/Learning management software (e.g., Blackboard) 
q Synchronous audio or video conferencing software (e.g., Skype, Adobe Connect, 

Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q Synchronous chat software (e.g., MOO) 
q Online discussion board 
q Listserv 
q File sharing software (e.g., Dropbox, Google Drive) 
q Collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., Google Docs, Microsoft Word 

comment function) 
q Online presentation software (e.g., Prezi) 
q Video/Screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, Adobe Captivate) 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

98. Which of the following OWI-related activities do GTAs participate in as part of in-
service practica for face-to-face teaching in your program? (Select all that apply.) 

q Observing online classes 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as teaching mini-

lessons or leading group discussions) 
q Responding to or grading student work in online settings (actual or sample) 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

99. Do the in-service practica for face-to-face teaching offered in your program 
typically also include GTAs who are teaching hybrid or online classes? 

o Yes 
o No 
o Not sure 
o My program does not offer in-service practica for face-to-face teaching 
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100. What accommodations are made for GTAs who are teaching hybrid or online 
classes as they participate in these in-service practica? For example, can these GTAs 
attend the practica using an online modality such as Skype, or do they complete 
activities and assignments in OWI-specific ways? 

Teaching Methods Courses. For the following questions, we define teaching 
methods courses as graduate courses that are offered for credit toward a degree and that 
have as their topic the theory and practice of teaching writing. Though such courses may 
relate to or discuss what is happening in GTAs' current teaching, current teaching isn't 
the primary focus of the course as it would be in an in-service practicum. 

A GTA might take a teaching methods course before, during, or after a particular 
teaching assignment, depending on program requirements, or he or she might take the 
course in relation to teaching he or she hopes to do after graduation. For the purposes of 
this survey, we group all such classes—whether they be highly theory-focused or driven 
more by practical concerns—together under the term "teaching methods course." 

101. What online technologies do GTAs typically become familiar with during teaching 
methods courses offered in your department or program and not previously 
reported in this survey? (Select all that apply.) 

q Course management software/Learning management software (e.g., Blackboard) 
q Synchronous audio or video conferencing software (e.g., Skype, Adobe Connect, 

Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q Synchronous chat software (e.g., MOO) 
q Online discussion board 
q Listserv 
q File sharing software (e.g., Dropbox, Google Drive) 
q Collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., Google Docs, Microsoft Word 

comment function) 
q Online presentation software (e.g., Prezi) 
q Video/Screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, Adobe Captivate) 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

102. Which of the following OWI-related activities do GTAs participate in as part of 
teaching methods courses offered in your department or program and not 
previously reported in this survey? (Select all that apply.) 

q Observing online classes 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as teaching mini-

lessons or leading group discussions) 
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q Responding to or grading student work in online settings (actual or sample) 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

Apprenticeships and Mentorships. For the following questions, we define an 
apprenticeship as an arrangement where a GTA works closely with an experienced 
teacher for a period of time before teaching a similar class on his or her own and a 
mentorship as occurring while a GTA teaches a class on his or her own.      

The instructor with whom the GTA is paired can be a faculty member or a more 
experienced GTA, and the apprenticeship or mentorship can last for any amount of time. 

103. What online technologies are GTAs likely to become familiar with during an 
apprenticeship or mentorship for face-to-face teaching in your program? (Select 
all that apply.) 

q Course management software/Learning management software (e.g., Blackboard) 
q Synchronous audio or video conferencing software (e.g., Skype, Adobe Connect, 

Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q Synchronous chat software (e.g., MOO) 
q Online discussion board 
q Listserv 
q File sharing software (e.g., Dropbox, Google Drive) 
q Collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., Google Docs, Microsoft Word 

comment function) 
q Online presentation software (e.g., Prezi) 
q Video/Screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, Adobe Captivate) 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

104. Which of the following OWI-related activities are GTAs likely to participate in as 
part of an apprenticeship or mentorship for face-to-face teaching in your 
program? (Select all that apply.) 

q Observing online classes 
q Roleplaying or discussing sample online teaching scenarios 
q Practicing teaching in online settings (including things such as teaching mini-

lessons or leading group discussions) 
q Responding to or grading student work in online settings (actual or sample) 
q Exploring, presenting, modeling, or discussing technology use 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning online pedagogy 
q Reading/discussing theory and practice concerning new media, digital rhetorics, 

etc. 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 
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Teaching Face-to-face Courses. For the following question, we define a face-
to-face course as one with up to 29% online delivery. Typically, this means the course 
may use course management software (such as Blackboard) or a course website in 
addition to regular face-to-face meetings. Such courses are usually distinguished from 
hybrid courses (30%–79% online delivery) in that they only rarely make use of online 
synchronous or asynchronous class meetings in place of face-to-face class meetings. 

105. What online technologies do GTAs typically use while teaching face-to-
face courses in your program? (Select all that apply.)        

q Course management software/Learning management software (e.g., Blackboard) 
q Synchronous audio or video conferencing software (e.g., Skype, Adobe Connect, 

Blackboard Collaborate, GoToMeeting) 
q Synchronous chat software (e.g., MOO) 
q Online discussion board 
q Listserv 
q File sharing software (e.g., Dropbox, Google Drive) 
q Collaborative composing/editing software (e.g., Google Docs, Microsoft Word 

comment function) 
q Online presentation software (e.g., Prezi) 
q Video/Screencast creation software (e.g., Jing, Snagit, Camtasia, Adobe Captivate) 
q Other (please specify) ____________________ 

106. Are there any other ways that you feel GTAs in your program are prepared for 
OWI while engaging in traditional teaching preparation beyond what the previous 
series of questions asked? For example, are there aspects of the following program 
elements not asked about that, in your opinion, contribute to a GTA’s OWI 
preparation? Are there opportunities beyond these program elements that you feel 
are worth mentioning? 

• Pre-service orientations 
• In-service practica 
• Teaching methods courses 
• Apprenticeships and mentorships 
• Teaching face-to-face and web-facilitated courses 

If yes, please describe such opportunities below. 

Final Thoughts 

107.  In your opinion, what are the biggest obstacles to providing more OWI preparation 
for GTAs in your department or program? 

108.  In your opinion, what are the biggest advantages to providing more OWI 
preparation for GTAs in your department or program? 
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109.  If you have any other thoughts or opinions you'd like to share about OWI 
preparation for GTAs, please share them here. 

  



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 230 

Appendix B 

Recruitment Materials 

This appendix reproduces the initial recruitment email, the follow-up letter, and 

the follow-up email used to invite participants to fill out the questionnaire, as described in 

Chapter 3. 

Initial Recruitment Email 

Dear [name]: 

We are writing to ask your participation in research designed to help determine 

how much and what kind of preparation graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) are 

currently receiving to teaching writing online. As a writing program administrator in a 

doctorate-granting program with a writing focus, you have knowledge and insights about 

what goes on in your program or department that are invaluable to our field. 

Most participants will be able to complete this questionnaire in less than 25 

minutes since it has been designed to skip unnecessary sections based on your responses 

to some introductory questions. The questionnaire will be open until [date], and can be 

access at the following link: 

http://tinyurl.com/owisurvey 

Though your participation is absolutely voluntary, we hope you will consider 

completing the questionnaire as you have been carefully selected because of your unique 

position in the field. Rather than blanket the usual listservs with calls for participants, this 

questionnaire is being sent to less than 100 people, acting writing program administrators 

in doctorate-granting programs with a writing focus. While every effort has been made to 

direct this email to the appropriate party, if this has been sent to you in error, please 
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disregard this email. Or, if you feel someone else at your institution is the proper recipient 

of this request, please feel free to forward this email to that person. 

All responses are completely anonymous and no personally identifying 

information will be collected; however, we do ask you to identify your university so that 

we can determine an accurate response rate for the questionnaire. Answering this 

question is not mandatory, however, and since you may have forwarded this call to 

another person, it will not compromise the anonymity of the participant. Also, the final 

results of this questionnaire will be reported only in aggregate form, with no individual 

schools named or linked to other responses, thus preserving the anonymity of your 

program as well. 

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not 

hesitate to call Dr. Kelli Cargile Cook at [phone number]. 

Sincerely, 

Kelli Cargile Cook 

[email] 

David Grover 

[email] 

Follow-up Letter 

Dear [name], 

We are writing to ask your participation in research designed to help determine 

how much and what kind of preparation graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) are 

currently receiving to teaching writing online. As a writing program administrator in a 

doctorate-granting program with a writing focus, you have knowledge and insights about 

what goes on in your program or department that are invaluable to our field. 
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Most participants will be able to complete this questionnaire in less than 25 

minutes since it has been designed to skip unnecessary sections based on your responses 

to some introductory questions. The questionnaire will be open until [date], and can be 

access at the following link: 

http://tinyurl.com/owisurvey 

Though your participation is absolutely voluntary, we hope you will consider 

completing the questionnaire as you have been carefully selected because of your unique 

position in the field. Rather than blanket the usual listservs with calls for participants, this 

questionnaire is being sent to less than 100 people, acting writing program administrators 

in doctorate-granting programs with a writing focus. While every effort has been made to 

direct this letter to the appropriate party, if this has been sent to you in error, please 

disregard this letter. Or, if you feel someone else at your institution is the proper recipient 

of this request, please feel free to forward this letter to that person. 

All responses are completely anonymous and no personally identifying 

information will be collected; however, we do ask you to identify your university so that 

we can determine an accurate response rate for the questionnaire. Answering this 

question is not mandatory, however, and since you may have forwarded this call to 

another person, it will not compromise the anonymity of the participant. Also, the final 

results of this questionnaire will be reported only in aggregate form, with no individual 

schools named or linked to other responses, thus preserving the anonymity of your 

program as well. 

A similar request was sent to you at your email address; if you’ve already 

participated in the questionnaire as a result of that email, please disregard this letter and 

accept our gratitude. 



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 233 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call Dr. Kelli Cargile Cook at 

[phone number]. 

Sincerely, 

Kelli Cargile Cook 

[email] 

David Grover 

[email] 

Follow-up Email 

Dear [name]: 

We are writing to ask your participation in research designed to help determine 

how much and what kind of preparation graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) are 

currently receiving to teaching writing online. This is the last time we’ll be contacting you 

about this research as the questionnaire will close this [date]. If you’ve already completed 

the questionnaire, please accept our thanks. 

As a writing program administrator in a doctorate-granting program with a 

writing focus, you have knowledge and insights about what goes on in your program or 

department that are invaluable to our field. Most participants will be able to complete this 

questionnaire in less than 25 minutes since it has been designed to skip unnecessary 

sections based on your responses to some introductory questions. The questionnaire can 

be accessed at the following link: 

http://tinyurl.com/owisurvey 

Though your participation is absolutely voluntary, we hope you will consider 

completing the questionnaire as you have been carefully selected because of your unique 

position in the field. Rather than blanket the usual listservs with calls for participants, this 
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questionnaire is being sent to less than 100 people, all writing program administrators in 

doctorate-granting programs with a writing focus. While every effort has been made to 

direct this email to the appropriate party, if this has been sent to you in error, please 

disregard this email. Or, if you feel someone else at your institution is the proper recipient 

of this request, please feel free to forward this email to that person. 

All responses are completely anonymous and no personally identifying 

information will be collected; however, we do ask you to identify your university so that 

we can determine an accurate response rate for the questionnaire. Answering this 

question is not mandatory, however, and since you may have forwarded this call to 

another person, it will not compromise the anonymity of the participant. Also, the final 

results of this questionnaire will be reported only in aggregate form, with no individual 

schools named or linked to other responses, thus preserving the anonymity of your 

program as well. 

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not 

hesitate to call Dr. Kelli Cargile Cook at [phone number]. 

Sincerely, 

Kelli Cargile Cook 

[email] 

David Grover 

[email] 
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Appendix C 

Table 4.1 

This appendix contains Table 4.1, which was referenced in Chapter 4. 
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Table 4.1 

Final Coding Scheme and Distribution 
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 Immersion    X  X         X X X X X   X X   X         X   11 

 Balance  X  X  X X   X  X   X X                      8 

 Time    X  X   X X       X  X     X       X  X     9 

 Individualization    X  X         X X     X           X      6 

 Reflective Practice   X X  X       X  X X                      6 

 Community    X  X    X     X X         X  X       X   X 9 

 Assessment  X  X X          X X X X X X            X      10 

 Accessibility        X   X   X    X   X       X X X      X  9 
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Table 4.1. Continued 

Final Coding Scheme and Distribution 
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 Pre-Service Orientations                                      0 

 In-Service Practica      X             X                   2 

 Teaching Methods Courses    X  X                          X      3 
 Mentorships and  
 Apprenticeships       X        X     X                  3 

 Writing Centers                                      0 

 Departmental and Non-   
 Departmental Workshops X X                 X X    X              5 

 Traditional Teacher  
 Preparation            X       X                   2 

 
 

  



Texas Tech University, Stephen David Grover, August 2017 

 238 

Table 4.1. Continued 

Final Coding Scheme and Distribution 
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 Classroom Observation      X                                1 

 Roleplaying             X  X      X X             X   5 
 Teaching Journals and  
 Portfolios    X                 X                 2 

 Professional Development,  
 Research, and Publication               X     X           X       3 

 Exploring Technologies X   X  X       X  X   X X  X X          X   X   11 

 Assessment of Trainees     X X         X        X               4 

Total Codes Received 2 3 1 10 2 11 2 1 1 3 1 2 3 1 11 6 3 4 7 4 5 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 4 1 1 3 1 1  

 
 


