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- SOME EFFECTS .OF TEACHERS' STYLES OF.DRESS ‘

Does it matter ‘what a teacher wears to class? When .
_ asked, mosf.teachers will offer etrong intuitive opinions.
Researchers, however, have so far all but totally 1gnored

the questlon. This- paper will seek to prOV1de an answer :

which is supported. by research.

THE PROBLEM

'.“'

a Genesis of the Problem

A,

Several years ago the author spoke . WIth a new graduate”'
student who dGSCPlbed one of his class SCSSlonS in a course -’
de51gned_to train teachlng ass;stents. It seems thet the
professor had nade some recomﬁendations regerding the'clothing
which a teacher should ‘wear. Students were advised to don

+

particular types of prgfessional dress and told to shun
-informal modes of dress in order to achieve maximum ethosﬁ
with their'students. The new graduate assistaqtrinquired if
the author knew'of:any experimenf%l evidence to support

that position.

His appetite thus whetfed, the author began to survey

the relevant‘liferature in search of an ‘answer, and discovered
.that there is virtually no direct evidence to support this

position, or any other position, with regard to the effects

of a feacher's-stylé“of dress.




' The author discussed this issue. with his colleagues

and dlscoverOd a d1st1nct division of oplnlon. Some instructors
were conv1nced that a teacper s clothes were of no importance.
They. argued that a "good! teacher can and should rlso above
what sere cons1dercd to be ephemeral and tangentlal aspocts
of the teachlng 51tuat~on.__
Others felt strongly that a teacher s style of dress’

was worthy of concern but they. fell 1nto two oppos1ng |
camps. Some believed that a teacher nceds to ma1nta1n some
distance from- his students and that thlS can, in part,. be
achleved th“ough dressing in a manner unlike the students.
Other instructors. believed that a teacher would be perceiued _
more pos1t1ve1y w1th the extent to which he or she was able

, to relate to the students and that thlS could, in part be
achleved through dress1ng in a 31m11ar manner to them. A

This exploratory study grew out of these discussions.

i
£
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Statement of the Problem

This stucy sought to provide answers to these questions:

1. Are students' reports of their perceptions of the
characteristics of a malé teacher significantlft
affected by his style of dress?

2. Are students' reports of their perccptions of the
characteristics of a femalc teacher significantly

affected by her' style of dress?




3. Do perceptions bascd on oress.seem to operate
similarly for male and female teachers?
4. Are student perceptions.most favorably affected by

- teachers' dress which is very informal, very formal,

or between these two extremes?
5. Do perceptions of certain teache. characteristics
seem to be related to particular styles of dress?

L3 .‘

o - METHODOLOGY

& .
'Since this study was concerned only with the effects

of teachers' ‘dress, it was necessary to find a methodology
which would allow that 81ngle varlable to be clearly

isolated and varied while holdlng all other varlables constalt
In order to achieve this’ condltlon two sets of photographs
were used. . One set was comprlsed of three photographs of a
male teacher; the other was comprlsed of three photographs

of a female teacher. In each set, tne models were shown

from the neck, down in relatively iaformal, moderate, and

formal attire.

A measuring instrument wao employed which allowod
subjects (university under'graduates) to look at the stimulus
Photographs and-then to rate each of the perceived teachers
on five-point rating scales covering ten ~ositive
characteristics of teachers. The characteristics were fair,
sympathetic toward students’ Problems, knowlédéable,
enthusiastic, friendly, flek1hle,'organized, stimulating,

well-preparod for class, and clear.

5
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' Fifty subjects responded to th«: photographs of the
male teacherj another fifty subjects rated: the photographs

of the feﬁale teachef.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Analysis of the Data :

-~

First, mean scores were computed for each dress style,

-

separately for male and female teachers, in terms of each of .
the teacher characterlstlcs which were 1nvcst1gated. Sscond
levels of 81gn1flcance for the deferenccs between means were
derived through the use of a t tast for dependent samples,
In'the pages which follow, tha results bf“thishinVestiga-
tion will be discusscd separately for cach of.tne ten -teacher
characteristics which were studied.
As shown in Tables‘I and II for the mule teachers no
significant dlffcrencc emcrgeq.between styles A (informal) -
and B (moderate); however, malc tcachers dressed in elther

-0of these styles were judged to be.more fair than a teachar
]

L d

dressed in style C (formal).

For fcmales, the teacher dressed in style C (formal)
was also judged to be least fair. The female teachcr in
style A (informal) was pCPCGlVLd to be most fair, and the
score for style B full between the two.oxfrcmcs |

Table I prescnts the mean scorcs whlch were derlved for

this charactsrlstnc.

o | . 6




, , ST
Mean Scores of Students' Perceptions
from the Five-Point Rating Scale
. for the Characteristic "Faip"
/ N .
Teacher ° " - Dress Dress - . Dress

Sex Style A Style B Style C




6

Table II presents the vaJues of t and the levels of
significance for the dlfferences bctween the mean scoreu,fon

this characteristic.

/ 3 Table II

Values of t for Differences Between Mecans
o~ Deperdent Samples for the
Characteristic "Faip"

Teacher L  .
Sex ©  AC . p AB P _BC .. P
M 3.78  £.001 n.s.d. 4.88 001

6.73  .001 4.29 001 - 2,77 (o1

Discussion. As is aléb the case with the other character-

\

istics, fhese impressions would seem to be the resﬁlt of
stercotypes which werec formed by the students' encounters
with their past teachers. It would seem then that based
upon their expcrience these students were inclined to believe
that a teacher who dresses quite formally, whethcr male or .
female, is less 1likely to be fair with them than a teacher
who does’ not.

It is possible that students conceived of the informally
dressed figurcs as CIOSLP to them in age and 1life style. Thig
might have causcd them to feel that they could expeccet greatcr

-empathy from the less formally clad tcachers.

Sympathetic toward studcnts' problems

As Table III indicates,-for both malc and female
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teachers, style A (informal) resulted in the highest ratings
for this characteristic. Tezachers, whether maie or female,

were scored second highest when dressed in style E (moderate)

Style C (formal) resulted in the lowest ratings for this

characteristic.

Table III

Mean Scorcs of Students' Perceptions from the
Five-Point Rating Scale for the Characteristic
"Sympathetic toward students' problems"

n

Teacher Dress _ * " Dress Dress
Sex - _ ' Style A Style B - Style C.

M %23.88 %=3.40. R

X1 X
1 1]
TN D
-,
=

F %X=3.80 . %=3.28

As shown in Table IV, the differences between means

were significant in each case. ) i

Table IV .

Values of t for Differences Bctween Means of
Dependent Samples for the Characteristic
"Sympathetic toward studcnts' problems"

Teacher _
Sex AC P AB P -, BC P




"
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Discussion. These results-make sense when-one remembers

that most students dress in a style which 1s more like* style '
A (informal) than elthep of the others. When perceptlons]

are based solely on dress, it scems reasonable for peop]e

to conclude that someone who dresses in a fashlon s1m;lar
to their own will -be more llkely to. comprehend and better

able to relate to their problems than someone who does not.

[

¢ -

Knowledgable

. As shown.in/Teoles V and VI, "subjécts' estimates of the
extent to which a male -teacher was-knowledgable.increased
-as the . teacher s dress became more formal. The female
teacher dressed in styles B (moderate) and C (formal) was

Judged to be more knowledgable than when dressed in °ty1e A

(1nformal) - S | T .
Table V . ‘ ’
Mean Scores of Students' Porceptlons from the .
. ~Five-Point Rating Scale for the _ v,
, Characteristic "Knowledgable® - ) 3
-

Teacher - Dress Dress N ' Dress
Sex Style A - Style B T Style C
Mo . '%=3.18 X=3.8Y4 R=4.28

, X:3.1uA §:3070 , i""3078
.t ’ . f,

As Table VI shows, the differences between means were
r]
31gn1f1cant for all the comparlsons except that between

o "tylcs B .(moderate) and C (formdl) for the female teachor.

O ¢ “ / . 1”




Table VI

e Values of t for Differences Between Means of
L ' Pependent Samples for' the Characteristic
- '"Knowledgable*, | /

)

1

" Teacher . : ’ s
Sex . AC P AB P “BC -

-
a

. o s, C ’ )
M . -8.56 . .{.001 -5.35  ¢.001 -3.96 (.001-
F -4£33  (:001 -4.07  <€.001 n.s.d. | o

.l')iscussion.'o It may bg that Subjects' guesses about the

age of the varlous teachers entered 1nto th01r evaluatlons.

One subJect confided that when he saw the teacher dressed in -

style A (1nformal) he envisioned a graduate assistant. Style

L]

B (moacrate) he associated with a new assistant professor«\

Style C (formal) caused him to thlnk of a full professor.

If other subjects operated under similar notlons then one

'would expect the most formally dressed .teachers to’ be

perceived as most knowledgable.

-Enthusiastic

As shown in Tables VII and VIII, male. teachers dressed

in style A (informal) and style B (moderate) were nQg

perceived to be significantly diffcrent. . The male tcacherv

dressed in style C (fermal) was judged to be least enthusiastic.

For female feachers, one dresscd in style A (informal) '

was Judged to be the most cnthuslastlc, style B (moderaee)

\ was second, and styie C (formal) produced the lowest ratlnge

\ for enthu51asm.

11




Table VII

Mcan Scores of Students! Perceptions from
the Five-Point Rating Scalc for the
Characteristic 'Enthusiastici

[

Teacher Dress Dress - ._Dréss
Sex - Style A : Style B Style C
- - ) -
M X=3.60  X=3.68 _%=2.92
PO - %=3.96 . %=3.30 X=2.66

As ‘Table VIII indicates, all differences wére significant

except that between styles A (informal) and B (moderaté) for

'the male teacher.
¢
Table VIII

Values ofhc'fov‘Differences Between Mcans of
Dependent. Samples for the’Characteristic

~ "Enthusiastic® . :
—y— R ' . 2
Teacher o _
Sex , AC P ' -AB P BC P /
M 2. Lol T, n.s.d. . 5.26  ¢.001
F oo 7.00  <.001 3.8  .£.001  3.75. -¢.001

Discussion. Perhaps students judged the formally dressed

teachers as ledst enthusiastic beccause they felt that one who

[ B -

- Seems to be rescmved is less likely to display a lively

interest. Possibly a notion of thc teachers gge entered into

the evaluations. Students mayshave felt, based upon their “/.
’ .
past 263&heré,.that ailpae becomes older he is 1less likely to

15
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display vivid enthusiasm. .
‘ . - . ) "
Friendly |
. As shown in Table IX, male and female teachers received
8 ) . 1 . .
the highest scores for this ‘characteristic when dressed in
- style A (informal).' The second highest scoras were obtained
by those dréssed in style B (moderate) Male and fe ale
\teachers dressed in style C (formal) were judged to ¢ least

frlendly

- | B Table IX

Mean Scores of Students' Perceptions from
the Five-Point Rating Scale for the
Characteristic "Friendly"

' Teacher Dress . Dress = Dress

Sex : ~ Style A Style B Style C
Mo R=4.06 %=3.72 ®=2.72
F X=4.16

X-3.42 x=2.74

As Table X 'shows; the difference for males between
\ .
styles A (informal) and. B (moderate) was not significant.

The differences were significant for all other comparisons.




Table X-

Values of t for Differences Betweén Mcans of
Dependent Samples for the Characteristic

"Friendly"
N
S
Teacher ‘ _ P
Sex AC P AB P BC P
M 7 8.62  (¢.001°  n.s.d, 7.30 .00
'F 9,06 ¢.001 4,83 4001  L4.46  +.,001

Discussion. Perhaps tcachers, whether consciously or

not, by the degree to which their dress differs from that of.
their students, indicate the extenf to which they are willing
'to discuss matters not entirely related to the purpose of the
_class.

Eossibly the most formally dressed teacher was ﬁudgéd
to be léast friendly beéause as a teacher seems to be less.
and less like the studbnts, they are less and less llkgly

to approach that teacher with personal matters.

"N

Flexigié
As Table XI shows, for both male and female teachers,

those dressed in style A (informal) were judged to be mos#

flexible, those in style B Smoderate) were second, and those °

dressed in style C were judged to bz least flexible.
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Table XI

Mean Scorcs of Students' Percepticns from
the Five-Point Rating 3Scale for the
Characteristic "Flexible"

Teacher Drecs Dress Dress

Sex Style A Style B Stylr. C
M . x=4.10 i=3.92‘- x=2.54
Foo- %=14.12 X23.16 X=2.46

~ As Table XII indicates, for each comparison the

difference betwcen mean scores was significant.

Table XII

Values of t for Differences Between Means of
Dependent Samples- for the Characteristic |

"Flexible"
Teacher S | '
Sex AC P . AB P BC P
M " 6.61 (.00l 3.89 ¢.001  5.39 001
F .88  ¢.001 5.68 <001  5.19 ¢.001

Discussion. It is possibleitpét the students responded -
thié way beccause their'notion'of“a étereotypic uniform for
a college teacher comes closest to the dress of the style C
(formal) teacher. Perhaps they feltifhat as teachers departed
from that notion, those teachérs were demonstrating greater
individualism,,tolerancé of divergence, and flexibility. of

course, it is quite possible that a formally dres$scd

I5
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instructor could be quite flexible, of that an informally
dressed instructor might be ¢xtremely rigid. Nonetheless,

to the extent to which dress influences perceptions, it secems
that an instructor will more lnkcly bg percelved to be

flex1ble if his dress 1s~1nformdl.

Organized

. *As shown in‘Table XIII, male and female teachers who
dressed in style A (informal) were jﬁdged to be least
organized, -those in style B (moderate) scored seéond, and

those in style C (formal) were judged to be most organized.

Table XIII

Mean Scores of Students' Perceptions from
the Five-Point Rating Scalc for the
Charactcrlstlc "Organlzed'

Teacher ' Dress Dress ; Dress

" Sex \ | ‘ Style A Style B - Style C - -
M ' %X=2.64 %=3.82 Xz, 40
F  %=22.70 ‘ %=3.76 %=l.10

As indicated in Table XIV, the difference between means

was found to be significant for every comparison.




Table XIV

Values of t for leférences Between Means of
Dependent Samples for the Charactcrlstlc

‘ , "Organized"
-‘Teacher . ' ]
Sex T AC P " AB P BC P
M- -§.84  ¢.001 =7.71 {001 -4,32 001
F -10.22 001 - -9.45 4001 -2.40 (.05

Discussion. Perhaps as a teacher increases the formality

of his dress he is more apt to be perceived as aligned with
students' perceptions of an older teacher, who, as:a result
of his greater experience, will more lik:ly appear as well

crganized.

‘Stimulating

This characteristic is the only one of the ten_for
whichvthe significant results showed.a difference in the
- ranking of males and females. As may be seen in Tables XV
and XVI,‘the ma%é'teacher dressed in stylc B (moderate)
was judged té bezsignificantly more stimulating than the
male dressed in style A (informal). Theffemale teacher, on
the other ﬁand, was scored as more stimulating when dressed
in style A (informal) than.style_B (moderate). 1In both cases
the teacher dressed in style C (formal) was perccived as the

least stlmulatlng of the three, though for the male this |

dlfferunce was not significant,




Table XV

Mean Scores of Students' Perceptions from
the Five-Point Rating Scale for the
Characteristic 'Stimulating®

Teachepr B Dress Dress . Dress

- Sex. - Style A - Style B & Style C
M | %=3.20 %=3.66 %=2,86
F x=3.76 x=3.16 X=2,.4Y

As shown in Table XVI, the difference between mean
score’s was significant for all comparisons except that
between theﬁmale_drssed.in style A (informal) and the male
in stvle C (informal). |,

Table XVI®

Values of t for Differegces Between Mcans cf
Dependent Samples for the Characteristic .

“Stimulating"
Teacher , : ~
Sex : - . AC P AB P " BC P
M ns.de - . -2.68 /057 - u.87 001
F | 6.93  4.001  3.83 (001 u.52  {.001

Discussion. Perhaps,the most formally dressed teacher

receivea.thezlowest_sqorés for this characteristic because
students:felt that the life style of thg sty;e C (formal)
teacher was least like theirp own, and hence he or she would o
be least likely té be able ta provide méaningful examplés §
I8
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relévaht’tq the students’ lives.

Well-prepared for class

As shown in Table XVII, the pattern of.results is the
same for both malé and female teachers. Those wﬁo.dressed
in sﬁyle C (formal) were judged to be most well-prepared
fér class, thoée who dressed in style B (moderate) were
next, and those dressed in style A (informal) received.the

lowest scores for this characteristic.

Table XVII

Mean Scores of Students' Perceptions from the
Five-Point Rating Scale for the Characteristic
‘ "Well-prepared for class® :

Teacher Dress Dress | . " Dress
Sex Style A . .- Style B Style C

"M | %=2.78 X=3.90 ‘%=4.38
F x=2,90 7 xX=3.64 x=l,04

As is indicated in Table XVIII, the difference between

mean scores was significant for every comparison.

3
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Tabloe XVTUII

Values of t for Differences Between Means of
Dependent Samples for the Characteristic
"Well-prepared for class®

Teacher

Sex AC P AB . P BC P
M -10.78 . <.001  -7.32 (001 -4.17  <.001
F - 7.17  £001 -6.51  <.001  -3.13 .01

T

Discussion. Perhaps the students felt that a teacher

dressed in style C (formal) would be more llkely to take his

4¥~—~w—~_;~5;b very serlously and consequently would spend more tlme in
preparation for cless. 1In addition, style G (formal) would -
seem to connote an older teacher who, by v1rtue of his years
of expcrlcnce teachlng the material, mlght appear better

preparcd for class than a newer and younger teacher.

Clear .

., -

As 1is shown in Table XIX, both male and femali. teachers

dressed in style B (moderate) recelved the highest scores

for this characterlstlc. ' 'y




~~ R
Table XIX

Mean Scores of Studentz!' Perceptions from
the Five:rPoint Rating Scale for the
Characteristic "Clear"

Teacher ~ Dress Dress Dress .
Sex " Style A St¥le B Style C
- - | - !
M ' x=3.28 x;}.QB ' x=3,36 '
F %=3.26 %=3.56 %=3.48

As may be seén in Table XX, of the ten characteristics
which were eﬁployed in this investigation, this one produced
'Athg fewest significant differences between mean scores.

Al .

‘Table XX

Values of t for Diffcrences Betwecen Means of
Dependent Samples for the Characteristic

] "Clear”
Teacher :
Sex . . AC P AB P BC - P
Mo . noSodol A ) -3..'4'9 ).<001 3036 i <-01
F ,n.S.d. . *2.391 <005 n.S.d.

Discussion. The reasons why the modcrately dreésed”
teachers were judged to be most clear are not appafent.
Perhaps teachers drcssed in style A (informal) suffcred ohl
this trgit because they were perceived to bclleast organized,
knowledgable, and well-prepared for class. Similarly, teachers

dressed in style C (formal) may not have scored well here -

21
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because they wcre felt to be least able to .provide examples

which are reclevant to the students" own lives.

The differcnces which were obtained for this

i

characteristic arec less significant than thosg which were
. » \
obtained for the other characteristic. This ﬁay be seen to

\

suggest that dress is less lmportant as a determlnant of

student perceptions for this characteristic than for the

others., : f - ,'\

S -~ e L. ) !

Y

] ¢’

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

< ) ) .
- Conclusions

. e .
Question lu and Question <. inquired whethcr students!

reports of their pcrccptlons of ‘the charactcrlstlcs of male
and fcmale teachers were °1gn1f1cantly affectcd by the
teachers!' style of dress. The results of tpls study suggest
that both questions can be answered affirmetiyely. |

This investigation sought'to determéne which of ten
perceived teacher charaeteristics couldU%e affccted by dress.
- It-was found that, for both males and females, for every
81ngle characteristic changes in clothlng alone produced a

.significant difference in scorcs between at least two of the

'various stylcs. - \
|
\I . .
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In response to the questions, it is therefore conoluded

that teachers' dress does exert some influence upon students'

'perceptions of teachers' charactebistics.

o

-

Question 3. inqnired whether style of dress seems to.

exert its influence similarly for male and female teachers.

/

Based on the finding of this study the answer to this

Question appears, by and’ large, to be affirmative.

[A

. For the characteristic "sympathetic toward students'

.

problems'; teachers, whether male or female, were Judged

most positively for style A (1nforma1), then sty1=

!

-(moderate), and then style C (formal).

For the characterlstlc "knowledgable" teachers,owhether~

|
b
male or. female,owere rated highest in style C (formal),

then style B (moderate), then style A (1nforma1)

Both male- and female teachers were perceived .to be

\

least "enthuslastic” when dre ;3ed in otyle C (formal).

For the characteristic "friend.y" male and female,teachers i

were rated most' positively when dre:sed in style A (informal),

then style B (modaratz), then style C (formal).

With regard to the characteristic “flexiﬁle“ both male

and female teachers were rated highest in styleiA (informal),

then style B (moderate), then-style C (formal). _

Male and female teachers were perceived to :be most
"organized” when dressed in style C (formal), theh style B
. \

kmoderate), then .style) A (infermal)., .

» ’

-~
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Both‘male and female teachers‘were‘judged to be least
stimulating when dressed in Style C (formal) This =
characteristic, however -also produced the only Significant
difference between the rankings of males and females. The
male teacher dressed in style B (moderate) was Judged to be
Significantly more "stimulating" than when dressed in style A
(informal) - On the other hand, the female was perceived as
s'gnificantly more "stimulating" in style A (informal) than
style B (moderate). |

For the characteristic “well-prepared for class” both

,male and female téachers scored highest when dressed in style

C (1nformal), then style B (moderate), then style A (1nformal)
Finally, for the %tenth and last characteristic "clear"
both male and female teachers scored ‘highest when dressed in

style B (moderate)

Question 4. asked’ whether one of the three dress styles

1nfluences students' perceptions most favorably The answer
to this question is not a 31mple one. No one style of dress

emerges as most favorable overall. Instead,.various styles of

dress cause more positive ratings in terms of some character-

'istics and less positive ratings in germs of other character-

istics. For example, if a teacher chooses to dress in an
extremely informal style he or she would'seemingly enhance
the probability of being percieved as sympathetic, friendly,
and flexible, while Simultaneously decreasing the probability

of being perceived as well organized and well- prepared

24
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It is therefore not'poséiple to recommend'a'p&rticular
style of dress for all teachers. Rather, individual teacners
might determine what sort of image they wouid prefef to project,

//and may then use this 1nformatlon in an attempt to enhance

| the probablllty of achieving tHat desired 1mage. For example,
a teacher who normally dresses very formall ly, and whose students
perceive of her’ as being unfriendly, might decide that she
would like her students to thlnk of her as being more friendly.
Based on the results of this study!vone could suggestwto thls
woman that dressing in alless formal style is one of the )

8trategies available to her.

Question 5. ‘asked whether particulaf styles of dress

seem to be related to dlffcrent ‘perceptions of teachers'
,char<cter1stlcs. ‘The results of this 1nvestigation suggest
that the answer is“affirmative. A male teacher who dresses

very 1nforma11y would seemlngly enhance the probabllltﬁfthat

-4'.

‘he would be percelved as sympathetic toward students' problems,
friendly, and flex1b1e. The male teacher, when dressed in the
meaerate style was judged to be most stimulating and clear.
The mest formally dreesed male teacher was perceived to be

most knowledgable,lorganizea, and well-prepared for class.

The fema1e~teacher'wh6 dressed very informally was

perceived as Jery fair, sympathetic toward‘studente’ problems,
enthusiastic, friendly, flexible, and stimulatin / The female

v teacher when moderately dresscd was judged to bd most clear.




‘ )

Finally,-the female teacher when dressed in the most fornal

style, was thought to be well organized and well prepared

for class, o

IMPLICATIONS
- The questions which this study sought to answer grew. »

- out of a4 conversation during which a new graduate aSSistant

>

1

asked whether teachers' dresé?had any impact upon students.
What can we now tell, this fellow and others like him°
First, the results of thiu study indicate that
students ascribe different. personality characteristiq§ to
teachers based upon the teachers‘ styles of . *ess. Teachers'
dress does have some impact. .
Second,;students' perceptions of the ei%ent to-which.a
teacher possesses,various characteristics _seem to vary as
that teacher is seen in digferent styles. of dress.: If he
chooses to come to class dressed in Jeans and a casual shirt,
all other things being equal, he will increase the
gprobability of being perceived as friendly, flexible and
.sympathetic, while.simultaneously decpeasing the ﬁrobability
of being percecived as knowledgable5 organized, and well-
prepared. The reverse of this is likely to occur should he

decide to come tc class dressed in a suit and a tie.

Crmg
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Thiré,lno one style of dress can be recommended for all
teachers. One reason for thls stems from the fact .that we do
not. yet understand the ways in which perceptlons of dr;ss
interact with other variables. ‘Another reason is that different
styles of dress facilitate the achievement of different.
interpersonal goals. . Therefore, while it mAy be possibleli '
to make.an'intelligent choice of dress for a particuiar"'
c1rcumstance or a partlcular group of students, ‘there is no
best ch01ce to cover all situations. |

We now have some ipformation which allows us to make
p:edictions conéé}ning the potential effects of teachers'
dfeés.‘ It's gross, but the results of this study ought to

encourage .us to probe more deeply.

[
-3
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Table of Mean Scores and Standard Deviations .
. of Students' Perceptions from the Five-Point ‘Rating Scale-

t

- ' ' Teacher Dress Dress ' Dress

Characteristic . Sex Style A Style B Style C
X SD X SD X  SD
! | Fair : -
Y ' ' M 3.42 .88 3.50 .91 2,80 .78
" F 3.52 .70 2.92 .78 2.56 .73
< Sympathetic S . : ’
toward i
students' . - '
problems M 3.88 1.08 3.40 = .86° 2.74 .99
: D F 3.80° .93 3,28 .95 2,60 .67
v Knowledgable _
‘ . - M. 3.18 .92 3.84 .74 4,28 .82
g F . 3.14 .76 3.70 .76 3.78 .86
Enthusiastic ‘ S
M 3.60 1.20 3.68 . .77 .2.92 1.03
F 3.96 1.03 3.30 1.02 2.66 .82
Friendly . , ‘
M 4.06 .93 3.72 .86 2,72 .76
| ' F 4,16 .71 3.42 .86  2.74 .85
Flexible : . ' ;
- v ° M 4,10 1.13 - 3.”2_ W18 2,54 -1.03
"F u.lz ,092 3.16. 077 2.”6 081
Organized
' M 2.64 .90 3.82 .75 4.40 .81
¢
' F 2.70" .79 3.76 .66 4.10 .76
St.imulating ' :
* ' M 3.20 1.05 3.66 .80 2.86 1.1y
‘ : ‘ T 3.76 .98 3.16 .79 2.44 .84
Vlell-prepared o o .
for class ‘
M 2.78 .84 3.90 .84 4,38 .78
F 2.90 .81 3.64 .69 4,04 .90
Cler : A _
‘ M 3.28 1.13 3.96 .88 3.36 1.06
' F 3.26 .69 3.56 .84 . 3.48 .99

-
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