»

. DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 237 885 . ... . . CGO17140 T ¢

AUTHOR- ©+  :-Basow, Susan A.; Distenfeld, M. Suzan

TITLE . Teacher Expréssiveness: More Important for. Males than .
.. °. Females? ' o X :

.SPONS AGENCY Lafayette Coll., Easton, Pa.

PUB DATE Aug 83 -~ Co ' -

NOTE : . 38p.; Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the

American Psychological Association :(91lst, Anaheim,
CA, August 26-30, 1983). - o
PUB TYPE - Reports - Research/Technical (143) --. ~ = =
. Speeches/Cunference Papers (150) S
EDRS PRICE MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. . :
DESCRIFTORS -- Academic Achievement; College Faculty; College. .
. o Students; Evaluation Criteria; Higher Education; '
. . . *performance Factors;-*Sex Differences; *Student
- Evaluation of Teacher Performance; *Teacher
Characteristics; *Teacher Effectiveness

. .ABSTRACT S o :
o Considerable research has documented the positive
effect of teacher expressiveness and warmth on students' evaluations

. of college teachers, but the effect of teacher expressiveness on

. student performance is less clear. To investigate the interaction

_ between teacher expressiveness, teacher sex, and student ‘sex, 121
college students viewed a videotape of a male or female actor giviag.

- a short lecture using either expressive or nonexpressive '
communication. Students then completed a content test and a teacher
evaluation. Results showed that the expressive teacher received the
highest student evaluations using a global evaluation score as well
as five factor scores. The nonexpressive male teacher, in’ particular,
received very low ratings on two factors: organization, and .

“stimulating interest. His students also had the poorest performance
on_the_achievement test. In contrast, students who watched a

nonexpressive female teacher had the highest achievement. '
Differential attention as a function of sex-role appropriate .

. characdteristics were hypothesized as being mediating variables. Male ' .
and female students reacted to the instructors in similar.ways,

- except that female students .tended to view all professors as more
organized than did male students, Future research might do. well to
examine teacher sex in studies of teaching performance and effective

.. teacher qualities.  (Author/JAC) :

v

*******************ﬂ***************************************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* _ from the original document. ook
»*************************************ﬂ********************j************

~




[

- | ; ' Teacher EXpressiveness
: o - :

‘o

Teacher,Expressiveness; More Important for Males than Females?
Susan A. Basow '

M. Suzan Distenfeld

'ED237885

o

LafayettehC011ege : ' f E L

o,

R : o “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCGE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Jodibe bl

70 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

Running head: .TEACHER EXPRESSIVENESS

-

This research was conducted as part of an Honors thesis by L
the second author under tﬁe supervision of the first. Data EnaIysis-

‘was partially funded by an Advanced Research grant from Laf ayette

'

College.
* Al Correspondence should be addressed to Dr. Susan Basow,

Department of Psychology, Lafayette Co]]ege,'Easton, PA 18042.

U.S. DEPARTMENY OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EQUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION '
CENTER (ERIC} : : ' '
XThis document has been reproduced as i . '
vceelvud fiom the person of otganization Paper presented at the neeting Of t}Te
originating it ' .

" Minor changes have been made ((; niprove : : . . .
American Psychological Association, Anaheim,

reproduction qualty.

o
-~
—

SN

ot
<
(42]
(o8 )

Pointe of view ot opinions stated in this docu- -
ment do not necessarily represent oficial NIE : ' ¢ '
_ : August 1983 ' Y

position or policy,

’




Teacher Expressiveness
,
__Abstract

'Male and fema]e colliege students (N= 121) viewed a v1deotape of a
male or fema}e-actor g1v1ng—a short lecture- us1ng either express1ve.“
or nonexpress1ve commun1cat10n. The expressive teacher rece1ved
the highest student eva]uat1ons us1ng a global evaluation score as
wellas f1ve.factor scores. The non_exprcss.ve male teacher, in pai-
ticular,:received Very Tow ratings on twq.factors. Organ1zat1on,
~and Stimulating Interest. His students_a1sd had‘the poorest
performance on'the achievement test. In contrast, students who

watched 2 nonexpress1ve female teacher had the;highest ach1evanent o
D1fferent1a1 attention as a funct1onﬁnf sex- ro]e appropriate ' ‘
 characteristics were hypothesized as being mediating variables.
Ma]e'and.fema1e students reacted to the instructors in similar )
ways, except that female students tended to view all prdfessors' - .' o SR ——
'as-more organized did male students. The_inportance_of ekamjningf
teacher sex in stUdiesbof teaching performance and effective

'teacher,qualities'js emphasized. . . e ' e
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‘ .,Teacher Expressiveness
Teacher Express1veness More Importantmfor“Male§”than*Females?”_f*f““_;“;—
Cons1derab1e_research has documented the pos1t1ve effect of
teacher. express1veness and warmth oh-studenis": evaluat1ons of co]lege -
teachers. This research has 1nvo]veo both laboratory and field stud1es -
(Abrami, Leventha] & Perry, 1982 .Bennett, 1982; Elmore &&LaPo1nte,
1975; Marsh & Ware, 1982 Rub1n, 1981). Indeed,in a series’of studies
by-ware and w1111ams (1975 1977; Marsh & ware, 1982 w11]1ams & Ware,
1977), and others. tPerry, Abvam1, & Leventha] ]979),¢1nstructor
=express1veness has heen found to overr1de the eff&@t of lecture content
on student ev31Uat1ons-—the educat1ona\ seduct1on phenomenon or: the °
. "Dr. Fox erfect";-at ]east‘when no incentives are offered. In a meta-
ana]ysie of these studies, Abrami and colleagues (1982) estimated
the size of the effect at more than;one standard deviatizn in Qloba]
student ratings. o » _ o
Interest1ng]y, the effect of teacher express1veness and warmth
on_student performance is less clear. Some studies (McKeach1e &
Lin, 19715 Ware & Williams, 1975) finda posi-tive'effect ‘whéreas .
~other stud1es (Meier & Fe]dhusen, ]979, W1111ams & Ware, f977) find'
. no effect. Aga1n, high student&mot1vat1on tends to minimize the effect
(Marsh & Ware, 1982). ‘In their meta-analysis, Abrami et al. (1982)
estimated that teacher expressiveness contributes 1ess than one half
.~ - a standard deviation of qui;'results. These same researchers attribute
much of the"inéoneistency 1n;the literature to their finding that
some teacher characteristics such as:expressiveneSS‘simp]y‘affeet.ﬁ
student;ratings more than they affect :student achievement. Thus

the relationship between student ratings and student achieyement




Teacher Expressiveness
varies cons1derab1y In:the best controlied'stUdies;:for‘examp1e
when students are ass1gned randomly to a mu1t1ple -section course
W1th awcommon f1na1-exam, genera11y moderate pos1t1ve correlat1ons

are found (Su111van “& Skanes, 1974). : - | . | g

e . There are many flaws in educat1ona1 seductian research, as d1scussedw:
by Abram1, et al. (1982) but one that has gone relatxve]y unnoted
‘1s the fact that on]y male instructors have been exam1ned Y t
professor sex has’ been found to be an 1mportant variable w1th respect
to the qualities of express1veness and warmth rema]e teachers have vl

been rated as warmer, more cheerfu], more\fr1end1y, and more support1ve'

. then male teachers (Bennettjii982;’Rub1n:*i98ﬂ)T—*A—warmfexpress1ve
female teacher appears to be exoected and.may be viewed as dispjaying
sex;apprOpriate character{stics, whereas a warm expressive male
professor is'unegoegted and'may be'vjewed as_sex‘inappropr{ate.
Therefore, the effects of such qua]ities‘on students‘may differ
for female and male professors. ) ~ .

- No studies have examined teacher expressiveness as a function

of teacher sex per se, a]thougd?few stud1es have exam1ned teacher warmth

as a funct1on of teacher sex. SLgn1f1cant 1nteract1ons have been found,

a]though their prec1se nature is unciear (E}more & | aPo1nte, 1975;

McKeach1e & Lin, 1971). In a f1e1d study, McKeach1e and L1n (1971)

found'that warn teaching styles were ‘related to high student,grades and .

achievement for female teachers in general,’ but effective for male

need .for affiliation. In contrast, Elmore and LaPointe (1975), also in

teachers{on]y uith female students or with male students showing a high™ =~~~ =~



“a field” study, found that when student rat1ngs of - teachers was the dependent

Teacher Expressiveness:

-var1ab1e rather than student ach1evement, there was no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on

between/student -rated teacher warmth and teacher sex. Rather as has been

found in other stud1es, the teachers rated most h1gh]y in warmth received

the most pos1t1ve eva]uat1ons regard]ess of teacher sex. A s1gn1f1cant.

e
S

_1nteract1on did -appear on more than half the twenty questfon§4 “however,” e

when teachers rated then°e1ves on warmth and student’ or1entat1on Genera]lm
fema]e_teachers who rated themselves as warm and as more interested in coursé
content than in the students, received the highest eva]uations, while male

teachers w1th s1m1]ar self- rat1ngs rece1ved the Towest evaluations. Unfortunately

<

the "degree of—correlat1on between- student'rat1ngs and“teacher_selﬁtrat1ngsnwas““.__s

NS
not. g1ven, although the d1fferent paftern of findings suggests that the,

correlation was minimal. ' ' . .
A number of method01og1ca] 1ssues ar1se form these two studies and others

in this area. E]more and LaP01nte (1975) exam1ned teacher eva1uat1ons,

. McK eachie and Lin (1971) exam1ned student ach1evement . It would be.preferable"

4

-for one study to exam1ne the effects of both teacher-sex and teacher : .

9

express1veness on both types of. measures since. the effects may be different
(Abram1, et al. 1982). A re]ated probler is the wide var1ab1]1ty of
questions on any particu}ar teacher rat1ng form and the common finding that”

the effects of teacher sex, teacher warmth, and student sex vary from

one quest1on to another: (E]more and LaPo nte, 1674, 1975). More recent
¢ ' )

rasearch (ceventha1 Perry, & Abram1, 19/7 Marsh, 1983; Marsh &'ware,l
1982) suggests that teacher rating forms should be viewed as multifactorial -

rather than unitary, and only factor scores used.

6
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Other nethodo]og1ca1 prob]ems re]ate to the def1n1t1on of terms. Both
McKeach1e and Lin (1971) and t]more & LaPo1nte (1975) used qu1te var1ab1e '
‘and vague]y def1ned measures of ' warnth" A]though warmth and expre551veness
may be related; the terms need to be operat1ona11y def1ned Even uaboratory

research has not used clear definitions of terms (Abrami,, et al. 1982)

e sﬁ_Another nethodo]og1ca1 prob]em stems from the: nature of- f1e1d research .

1tse1f wh1ch 1eaves many var1ab1es uncontro]]ed--e 9., student needs,"w»
expectations regard1ng the course and the teacher expected grade, etc. -—-al]
of -which may 1nf1uence student ach1evement and eva]uat1ons of professors.
OA““(DuCet e & K1nney, 198235 Leventhal, et a] s 197/, Marsh, 1983) A]though
-_~—~w——1aboratory“research 1ack§ the eco]og1ca1 va11d1ty of f1e1d research, 1t is
" useful to tease out the nature of the etfects of the target var1ab1es
‘(Abrami, et al., 1982): “In a.laboratory study using a written descr1pt1on
of ahco11ege professor, Basow and Howe (1982) found a differentiaT,effect
of teacher expressiveneSSAand student orientation dependent upon the sex
of the. 1nstructor and the part1cu1a@ quest1on asked Inapart1cu1ar,
war;%and eXpress1ve qual1t1es in a male teacher were associated with -
students’ w1111ngness to discuss career p1ans with” that professor but =
with student desire not to take a course with him. |
The effect of teacher sex by 1tse1f on student evaluations is
unc]ear since it. appears to depend upon the uype of quest1ons asked,ll

teacher qua11t1es, and student sex (Basow & Howe, 1982 Bennett 1982
E]more & LaPo1nte, 1974 1975 Kaschak, 1978 1981; Lombardo &

Tocc1, 1979) Fema]e teachers somet1mes are rated ‘more h1gh1y than

male teachers by students of both sexes on a g]oba] raLwng, but only

H
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a .. ’ 7

if descr1bed as h1gh1y competent and/ or warm (Bennett 1982; Basow &

Howe 1932) Female 1nstructors sometimes receive h1gher ratings than =

9

males on quest1ons re]at1ng .to ava11ab111ty outs1de of c]ass prompt

~return of "homework and tests, acceptance of cr1t1c1sms and suggestions, .

| and know]edge if students understood her/him (E]more & LaPo1nte, 1975)

An 1nteract1on between teacher sex'and student sex on student

ratings has_occas1ona11y been found, but the nature of'the interaction

again depends_on the particu]ar question. Male professors have been

rated as more powerfu], effective, concerned, 11keab1e, and exce11ent

than female professors,but predomwnate]y by ma]e students in 1abo£atory

research (Kaschak, 1978 Lombardo & Tocc1, 1979) - Some students show
sane-sex bias on questions relating to w1111ngness to take a course or

discuss career p1ans w1th a part1cu1ar professor, and on quest1ons

'assess1ng teacher 1nterest in students (Basow & Powe, 1982 Elmore

& LaPo1nte, 1975; Kaschak, 1978).

Most'st&dies do not find a main effect for student sex .on teacher

-.eva1uat1ons (Bennett 1982), a1though on specific questions, female

r'been found to be a ‘main effect (Ha]] Braunwa]d & ‘Mroz, 1982), a]though"

students may g1ve h1gher ratings (Basow & Howe, 1982; Elmore &

| LaPointe, 1974,1975).

b

In terms of student ach1evement teacher sex genera]]y has not =

some stud1es (e.g., Gruber & Gaebelein, 1979) find students 1earn Tess .

from women than men. Again teacher qua11t1es and student sex appear

»-~~to~be~important"Variaba1e51~ Sex—differences—in student“achievement—at™ —

the college level are unclear.
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Further exanination"cf the-interact{ons among the variables of

'eacher express1ven=ss, ‘teacher sex, and student sex appears war‘anted
in order to throw 11ght upon how these three var1ab1es might 1nterac»
‘,>/ _1n a c1assroom setting as we]] as to further qua11fy educat10na1 seduct1oni
o research A]though the va]1d1tynof 1ab0ratory scud1es can be ser1ous1y
quest1oned due to differences. in the anount of student exposure to |
| teachers, Tack of. student-teacher 1nteract1on, d1fferent 1ncent1ve a
cond1t1ons, etc.: , 1aboratory stud1es are’ cruc1a1 in order to prov1de :
“1nformat1on regard1ng the process by wh1ch certa1n teacher and student °
" qualities may 1nteract It is.in this context that the present \
"exper{ment was. COnducted | s : ' N
Videotapes of a ma]e and: fema]e actor 1ectur1ng from the same
- scr1pt with e1ther expressive or nonexpress1ve styles was emp]oyed in
| ‘order to control. for such qua’1t1es as 1ecLure content, teacher
attract1veness, and teacher preparedness, all of which qffect teacher S
. eva]uat1onsJ(Kaschak 1981; Lombardo & Tocc1, 1979). It was |
hypothes1zed that« , o o S '
.. (a) Based on educat1ona1 seduct1on research teacher express1venEss
.w0u1d have a strong positive main effect on student eva1uat1ons of
teachers, and a s11ght1y weaker effect on student ach1evement since
it was a 1ow 1ncent1ve situation (Abrami, et al. 1982 Marsh &

Ware, 1982). '(b) Based on field research on teacher °warmth (E]more

A LaPointe, 1975; NeKeachie & Lin, 9971) teacher expressiveness would

interact with teacher sex on student evaluations and achievement

such that the éxpressive female professor would be viewed most




. Teacner«Expnessiueness~
S T 9
,T pos1t1ve1y and the nonexpress1ve ma]e professor 1easthpS1t1ve1y..
| 2..(a ) Teacher sex was not expected to be a ma1n effect on e1ther
student eva1uat1ons (E]nore ‘& LaPointe, 1974 Lombardo & Tocc1, 1979),
~or student performance (Ha11.et a1,,_J982). (b) Howeyer, teacher- sex
was expected tb‘interect'with student~sex on a number ot.duestibns, as -
" well as on overall eva]uat1on Since neither teacher was presented as
- extraordinarily. competent, a b1as aga1nst female teachers by male
students on. overa]] eva]uat1ons was pred1cted (Kaschak, 1978, Lombardo
" & Tocc1 1979) but a same-sex b1as may occur on quest1ons re]at1ng to
1nterpersona1 contatt (Basow & Howe, ]982, Kaschak, 1978). No ;red1ct1on
was made regard1ng student ach1evement ,: - ) o

3. (a) No main effect for student sex was expected on overa]]t

evaluation or on student achievement (Bennett, 1982), although female -

)

students may be more willing than male students to take a course with = . .-

—— 3 prdeSdeﬁTEESOu &.Hdﬁe:i1§8é3:endﬂndre positﬁve1§ eyaluate teachers'

. course objectives '(E1more:& LaPointe, 1974 1975). . (b) Hale students
may have 1owe§5achievement scores when'v1ew1ng the express1ve ma]e

. than the expreseive female instruetor, whereas feme]e students are
expeeted-to reaet similarly to teachér expressiveness ?egardiess of

. .‘teacher sex (McKeach1e & Lin, 1971) |
Method

: SubJects

o One hundred twenty-one students attending a small pr1vate co]]ege

in northeasxern U.S. -volunteered to participate in a study on teach1ng

‘ effectiveness. One fourth received research credit through their

10
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1ntroductory psycho]ogy course which was. not cont1ngent on the qua11ty.
of the1r-performance Four students were e11n1nated due’ to 1ncomp1ete: .
-responses,»1eauing a final pool of f1fty-f1ve na]esvand s1xty -two

females fairly .evenly distributed” ‘among the four experimental and one
: P s .

control groupsp(see Table 1}. There were no significant differences in  _
o . . P : .
~grade point average across -conditions.

Insert Table.l about here’

p . \ ) _.v_a}. .. '
" Students were predominantly underclass (27.5% freshmeir, 40%
sophatiores, 20% juniors, and 12. 5% seniors), from e'variety of majors.

Majors were\not evenly d1str1buted by sex(i (3 = 9,57, p = .023),

,,,,,,, " nor were they even]y distributed among the four exper1menta1 groups . B

-

9(2(9) = 42.39,. P (‘ 001) Ma]es were. overrepresented in Eng1neer ing,

fema]es in Human1t1es/Undec1ded Eng1neer1ng majors predominated in the :

nonexpress1ve male professor condition, wh11e Natural Sc1ence majors were

overrepresented in both express1ve‘cond1t1ons.

Materials v - ' g “ o
theotapes. Several facts about local history were organizedxinto

a seven-ninute presentation. The topic Was chosen since it should be

interesting to the students although their general knowl edge was presumed )

to be low, it permitted the transmission of substantial 1nfornation

dn a short tine per1;d, and- history was rated 1n a pilot study as a

non-sex-typed or neutral academic discip11ne (rated 6 on a 1-10 scale,

where 1-was very feminine and 10 was very masculine). Kaschak (1981)

11

¢+
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°

denonstrated the importance of course sex-typing on student eva]uat1ons.

Four. v1deotapes were created of a male or fema1e actor present1ng e

R identical scr1pts-e1ther expresSJver or nonexpress1ve1y. Both actors \
were in their 1ate thirties, wore a dark jacket and‘a white turtleneck,
and were. taped in a. c1assroom with“a blank: b]ackboard as background
The .camera rena1ned stat1onary and pictured-the actor s body from ER
'Apoa1un up. R
| In the express1ve cond1t1on, the actors 1ncorporated hand gestures,-
smiling,. vocal inflection, facial etdgess1veness, and. phys1ca1 movement.
" In the nonexpress1ve cond1t1on the actors eliminated hand gestures andl
physical movement, d}d not sm11e, and m1n1m1zed vocal inflection and
" facial eXpress{veness. The fema]e was taped f1rst and the ma1e.prepared

his scr1pt with cues so that his presentations were as s1m11ar to

o lhers as poss1b1e. Each actor red1d thetr tapes twice to match each
other's as c]oseiy as possib1e 1n gomparab1e conditjons, and a'p11ot
studylconfirmed the'matching .

) ..Teacher eva1uat1on A quest1onna1re~was des1gned to asure |

° _l students' percept1ons of . the 1ecturer.based on questions,used by other

researchers in studies of teacher effect1veness (Basow & Howe, 1982;
Ware & w1111ams, 1977). The . twenty- two statements tapping both teacher
n‘ , appea1 and teacher effectiveness used a seven- point sca]e with
" = strong]y agree“ and "7 = strong]y disagree." Four’ statements ¢
were manipu]ation checks. uestions about the attire and attractiveness
of the Professor, and about the studgnt's 1nterest in and familiarity
lwith the imfhrmation; The remaining eighteen statements:were factor

o
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: ana1yzed\us1ng a principal components solution and varimax rotation

A (N1e, Hu]] Jénkins; Steinbrenner ,&_Bent 1975)

Five factors emerged (see Tab]e 2): 'Factor~1 Rapport _had

high 1oad1ngs (above 45) fron f1ve quest1on, ractor2 Student 0r1entat1on,

-had h1gh 1oad1ngs from three quest1ons, Factor 3, St1nu1ates Interest,

-(had h1gh 1oad1ngs from four quest1ons, ractor 4, 0rgan1zat1on\ had

/\

~order. Two quest1ons over1apped twd factors ("Professor is'

}luses 1anguage appropr1ate to- the 1esson“) did not load h1gh1y on any

high 1oad1ngs fron four quest1ons, and ractor 5 Knowledge of\Nater1a1

had h1gh 1oad1ngs from three quest1ons S v \\

9

. _' ;_ Insert Table 2 aboul here

These five factors_are‘simi1ar, although not identical to.Marsh
and Ware's (1982) five factors of Instructor Enthusiasm; Concern,
Stimulated Learning, C]arity/OrganizatiOn, and KnowTedge; in that

(
enthus1ast1c" 1oaded on Factors 1 and 5, "Professor is an- effect1ve

educator" loaded on ractors 3 and 4), and one quest1on ("Professor

factor A tota] score based on a11 e1ghteen non man1pu1at1on check

quest1ons was ca1cu1ated (range 18- ~-126), as were separate factor

. ~scores: ractor 1. score range 5 35 ractorsz and 5, 3- 27 Factors 3

and 4 4:28 ror all measures, low scores 1nd1cate nost agreenent A

it wou]d have been- preferab]e to have some quest1ons phrased 1n -a

'.reverse manner to e11n1nate response sets

- Content test.. The content test had. fifteen short- answer quest1ons,

°®
[
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listed chronologically in relationship to the script{ Maximum score -
e - Was-29-8ince-some-questions-had more-than one answer. The short-answer format ..

was used so that recall and not sfmp]y recognition or guessing

" could be measured most completely.

Trait Questionnaire. The Trait questionnaire contained eight trait

terms--expressiveness, seriousness, warmth, enthusiasm, attractiveness,
personableness, preparedness, and interest--which were rated on a 100-point
..sca1e; |
Apparatus ‘ . ]
A-Sony videocassette V-2800 recorder and CVH 1250 monitor were “used
"_to record the presentations on a 3/4 inChivideotape cassette. Students
viewed one of the four presentations 1nd1v1dua11y on a Panason1c CT 100 '
'co1or 10-1nch screen in a 1aboratory cubicle. |
c Procedure .
Students were ass1gned random1y to one of f1ve cond1t1ons viewing
an express1ve or nonexpress1ve male or female 1ecturer, or tak1ng the
content ‘test on1y without exposure to the 1ecture (Contro]) Students

(from one to e]even) were greeted by the fema]e-exper1menter, handed an

S 1nstruct1on sheet, and directed one to a cubicle. Students uere informed |

—7 " that they wo“T"be eva1uat1ng a presentation n of a 1esson By -3 professor——————————
from a school s1n11ar to the one at which the study was conducted, and
_“sjsu_mmthey would t then eyaluate the presentat1on (Teacher eva1uat1on),
attempt to reca11 the content:"and.eua]uate*the lecturer (Trait”questionnaire);w—
in.that~order.V_Approkimate1y five minutes e]apsed‘between presentation .
. vjewing'and—content'reca11{ “Students were debr{efed sfmu1taneous1y

- 14
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when all forms were co]Jected and-asked not to discuss the study or the
1nformat1on presented w1th others

. Each content test was scored by both the exper1menter and a paid
~male rater b11nd to exper1menta1 variables. Interrater re]1ab111ty

~ was high (r = .96). When a d1fference 1n score resulted the two scores

4

were averaged.
The dependent var1ab1es were. the teacher evaluation scores (five’
Factors, one Tota] score), and the content score. The Trait quest1onna1re
. Was used as a manipulation check S1nce the Contro] group only took the
* -content test their scores were compared with the four exper1menta1
 groups using a’ one-way analysis of variance. For the experimental
groups, the 1ndependent var1ab1es were the 1eve] of teacher express1veness
(high or- 1ow), teacher sex, and student sex-- a 2'x 2 X 2 factor1a1
design, as shown in Table 1.
) | Results ;

; Man1pu1at1on Checks

Pfthree way mu]txvar1ate ana1ys1s of variance (Teacher Express1veness X

Teacher Sex X Student Sex) was performed on a]] eight cra1t rat1ngs of

____’"“1F19‘827—~—16—329 ET£%—944___Un1VBP1ate tests found a-s1gn1f1cant

l(E_L 001) effect for all traits except Attract1veness and Preparedness
(for Interest1ng,;p_4 .01). As shown in Tab]e 3, the express1ve professors

““were rated as moreuexpressive,”enthu51ast1c, warm, personab]e, and

interesting, and less serious, than the nonexpressive professors,

| .
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" Insert Table 3 about here

suggest1ng that teacher’ express1veness was man1pu1ated adequate]y and
that attractiveness and preparedness was effect1ve1y contro]]ed for.

From the multivariate analysis, Teacher Sex also was a s1gn1f1cant
~ main effect (F(9,82) = 3.195, p = .002). As indicated.in'TaSTe’B,_the
,.female,professcr;was rated lower on seriousness than thejma]e professor,

:but higher on all other traits. | | | o

The Teacher txpress1veness X Teacher Sex.1nteract1on'was not

s1gn1f1cant at .05 level, L (p = .081).

The Tes ' - evaTuat1on form also contained manipulation checks
| on the attractiveness and attire of the professor, and .the students
' fan111ar1ty w1th and 1nterest in the 1nf0rmat10n Three-way

analyses of var1ance revea]ed no main effects for Teacher expressiveness
s

or Teacher sex on these four quest1ons, but a s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on _‘

~occurred between the two variables on the question "how 1ntetest1ng

. was the 1nf0rmat1on" (F(] 90) = 6. 92 p = 01) "As 1nd1cated in TabTe

4, when the 1nfornat1on was presented by the nonexpressive fema]e, it

was rated'as The most 1nterest1ng, but when presented by the

nonexpress1ve male, it was-rated least interesting.

Insert Table 4. about here’
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Teacher Eva]uations

Since the teacher rat1ngs were conpos1te scores, and to obta1n
maX1mum 1nformat1on, f1ve three way ana1yses of variance, rather than
a multivariate ANOVA, were calculated on-Factors and Total scores. |
However, due to the number of analyses, caut1on is needed in 1nterpretat1on
There was a s1gn1f1cant main effect for Teacher Express1veness on “all
measures, with the expressive teacher rated nost pos1t1ve1y (see Tab]e
5 for means and- F-scores). There was a s1gn1f1cant interaction between

Teacher Expressiveness and Teacher Sex for Factor 3: Stimulates Interest

Insert Tab]e 5 about - here

(F(1,90) = 5.433, E = .022) and Factor 4: Organization (F(1, 90) = 8. 733,
p = .004). As shown in Tab]e 4, express1veness ma1n1y affects ratings
_.of the male professor the express1ve male was rated as: most nrgan1zed
-and stimulating-of student interest, whereas ‘the nonexpressive ma1e was
‘rated as least ‘organized and st]mu]at1ng of studentn1nterest.
Student Sex was a main effect on two measures‘ Factor 4: Organization

Y 4F(1,90) = 16.837, p-= .01)_and Total score (F(1,90) = 4, 36 p=.08).

Female students- gave nore pos1t1ve mean rat1ngs (10.6 and 57.4, respect1ve1y)

“than did male students (12.7 and 64.8, respectively).

R'tnrce-way—ana4ysas—of—covarlance_was ca]cu]ated using student

major as a covar1ate. There was no effect of this variable on-Teacher . "

ratings, although thesignificant effect for Student Sex oanota1'
score noJTongerfoCCUrred,“suggesting»that the sex difference there was. .
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due to a sex difference in student majors. C]ass year, grade p01nt

average, previous knopledge.of thehinformation,;end how interesting
”studepts found the information also had no effect on teecher ratings
when Qsed as covariates.- | - -
To c]arify.which teacher or student qualities'effected‘the Total
" teacher evaluationgscore, stepwise multiple regression analyses (Nie
‘et al., 1977) were&ﬁerformed w{th Total score as>the>crfterion.veriaole,
and-student grades, class,ratings of the eight tra{ts,_and cohteﬁt';

\

score as predictor variables. A summary is'presented in Table 6.\\The

3

Total score was predicted best for the nonexpressive professors, who had .

Insert Table 6 about here A

..the most negat1ve scores. The more enthus{astic warm, and interestipg
the professor ‘the more pos1t1ve h1s or her score. For.the expressive
\professors, the nore personab]e and 1nterest1ng the rat1ng, the more

~ positive the Total score. There was some 1mprovement in pred1ct1ons

when the professors were separated by sex. The most 1nterest1ng d1fference

:_mﬁuw~2;.1sﬂthe d1fferent1a1 effect*of seriousness on  the male professor as. a
funct1on_of express1veness. For the nonexpress1ve ma]e professor h1gh .
ratingspon seriousness were predictive of-h1gh eve1uat1ons; for the

expressive male professor, high ratings on seriousnessfwere predictive

of low eveluations Evaluation of fema]e professors was not s1gn1f1cant1y

1nf1uenced by their ser1ousness rat1ng
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A one-way analysis of variance using the'expressive, nonexpressive,
and control groups indicated that, -as expected, students who saw a

presentat1on performed significantly better on the content test than d1d

'the control' group who only took the test ¥ (2, 116) = 51. 077 p < -001;

Ms = 10.9, 11.0, and 2.5, respect1ve1y) Student.ach1evement can thus be
a6

attributed to 1nfornat1on reca11ed from -the presentat1on and not to prior

know]edge .

A three way ana1ys1s of variance 1nd1cated that contrary to the
original hypothes1s, Teacher Expresswveness was not a s1gn1f1cant ma1n

effect on student ach1evement but d1d 51gn1f1cant1y 1nteract with

Teacher Sex (r(] 90) - 8.309, p = ,005). Mean scores were s1gn1f1cant1y*

h1gher when the 1ecturer was a fema]e rather than a male (12 0 and
10.0, respect1ve1y) but this sex o1fference occurred predom1nant1y in.
the nonexpress1ve condition (see Tab]e 4) 4 |

Separate three-way ana]yses of covar1ance us1ng grades, maJor " class,

".fam111ar1ty with the 1nfornat1on, and rat1ngs of how 1nterest1ng was the

1nformat1on, as covar1ates found no d1m1nut1on of the s1gn1f1cant effects

dowever, student major - was s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to content score '

(F(] 89) 7'34 p = 008), W1th students maJor1ng in the Soc1a1 Sciences

'hav1ng s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher mean scores (j] 2), than students manr1ng

in the. Natura] Sciences (10 4),and Eng1neer1ng (9.7).

'—__ToiTa?f“ﬁ?ﬁﬁmrmﬁhs#ﬁﬁxﬁﬁ—ﬂmMm%aawammmtraﬁmNes

of stepw1se mu1t1p1e regression ana]yses were performed with content _

scores as the cr1terjon,var1ab1e, ‘and grades c1ass, trait rat1ngs,
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Factor~and TotaT.scores,'as~pred1Ctor‘varfab1es; h summary is presented

in Table 7. It should be noted that all Factor and Total scores corre1eted

siQnificant]y and positively with content score (Pearson r range:'.40 - .53)

as did all eight traits (.55 - .66). ) ol

Insert Table 7 about here

The best pred1 ction equation was for the nonexpressive female
‘teacher who was associeted witit the highest content score. Three
‘variab1es accounted for 2/3 of the variance, the strongest among them
_ being the evaluat1on score on Factor 2: the more student-oriented the

.teacher was rated the 1ess warm she appeared,_and the lower the. students

5grafas, the h1oner the students content scores—.In contrast the var1ab1es

were very poor 1n pred1ct1ng the low content scores of students who-._

saw the nonexpress1ve male professor. for both male and fema]e express1ve

professors, evaluation of Student or1entat1on (Factor 2) ‘were 1mportant

- but in opposite ways. -ror the express1ve na]e, the 1ess student -oriented

——+————and-the- more: express1ve the—h1gher—th6’score, f“r “the express1ve fenale,
the more student or1ented and the more ser1ous, ‘the h1gher the score. .
For female- professors in general, be1ng seen a> serious and student oriented
fwere noderate]y pred1ct1ve of h1gh “content scores, for male professors,

be1ng seen as-1nterest1ng was s]1ght1y predictive.of h1gh scores.

o - " Discussion
S0 The hypothesis that expressive professors would be evaluated more
’ //’ . . v . ‘ ' ' . - “ . . - . :
S positively than nonexpressive. professors received strong support,

| g e

g."
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confirming previous_fjndjngs from educational seduction research
.,and elsewhere (Abrami, et al., 1982; Coats & Smidchens, 1966; Elmore &.
LaPo1nte, 1975) Teachers who sm11e, gest1cu1ate, and express enthus1asn

are v1ewed by students as being more student-oriented,organized, st1mu1at1ng,

. .and know]edgeab]e, and having more rapport, than are nonexpressive

teachers. Such qua11t1es may make the teacher better 11ked or more
attended to, a]though a pos1t1ve response b1as cannot be ruled out
since a11 quest1ons and tra1t rat1ngs were unidirectional, as is typ1ca1|y
the case. \ |

The positfve-effect of expressiweness on'teacher'evaluations
'predom1nant1y occurs for ma]e teachers on two rat1ngs——organ1zat1on
. and stimulating_ student 1nterest The fact that most prev1ous research j~?~
- on teacher express1veness has used only ma]e Anstructors has obsclired
the f1nd1ng that the effects of expressiveness appear_to-d1ffer as a
'function'of teacher sex. The pattern of results eontradicts those
of Elmore and LaPo1nte (1975) ‘who found either no d1fferent1a1 effect

(when students rated teacher warnth), or a pos1t1ve effect for warm female-

*\\1nstructors but a negat1ve effect for warm na]e 1nstructors (when teacher

se1f rat1ngs were used). However, since the1r study used warmth not
S

_express1veness, and was a f1e1d rather than a 1aboratory study, d1rect

compar1sons\are\not possible.

The currenf\?mndlngs_more_closely—folJQW—those—ef—Basow—and—Howe—f+982f*—‘

',who found warm and expr 51ve.qua11t1es_1n.ma1e teachers to enhance
students desire to have discussions with the professor outside of class

Va]though not to take a course w1t the professor Perhaps the perce1ved :
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sex-typing of the instructors affected students reactions to them. The
expressive nale professor may have appeared andregynous (high in both
affective and instrumental qualities), whereas the nonexpressive male
'profeésor may have appeardd too instrumental or "masculine". Basow
and Howe (1982) found that.androgynous.teachers‘received the highegt‘~
evaluations. 'Djrect'measurement of student perception of instruetor
~ sex-typing is needed. . | |
| ~ The significant Teacher Sex x Teacher Expressiveness interaction on
the achievement scores is priharily due to the differential effect of
. nonexpressiveness forrthe male and .female instructors--nonexpressive

‘ fema]e'instructors were asspciated‘withlthe highest scores, nonexpressive.

;_MHmalemjn§trugtors with the lowest. This'pattern'contrasts with that fdundr
by McKeachie and_Ljn'(1971) who found warn female instructors to be -
associated with higher grades than female instructors low in warmth.

. For ma]e}teachers, warmth had a‘positive effect only on female students
and ma]e students high in need for affi]iatipn, Ne three-way interactio:“
among teacher express1veness, teacher sex, and student sex. occurred
on any measure in the present study.  Again direct conparisons-are

\

d1ff1cu1t since the McKeach1e and Lin study was a field deS\gn and
def1n1t1ons of teacher warmth were quite vaéue and var1ab1e and not
d1rect1y re]ated.to express1veness. Furthermore, since at least
~f¥—;¥f—;tehryears'havefeTap§ed"BetWEEH'the_two stud1e§:~;t*;; pos;;hTe_fthatf
. the effects of such var1ab1es may have changed -
: The out -of -role nature of the d1fferent teach1ng sty]es may be 1mportant

eépec1a11y in a laboratory study, since it may lead to d1fferent1a1:
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student attention. §ince the nonexpressive'female may have-been |
out-of-role and unusual, especially since female professors are_genera]]y
outnumhered 4 to 1 hy males, she may have been paid the most attention.
This would explain why her students were able to reca11 the most information.
~ In contrast, the nonexpressiVe,ma]e may have been seen as‘typica]land paid
the least attention. Consequent]y, his students had the poorest recall
scores. The rat1ngs of each professor on thequest1on, “How 1nterest1ng
~was the 1nformat1on7", supports this hypothesis: the nonexpreSS1ve male
1nstructor was rated the lowest while the nonexpreSS1ve fena]e 1nstructor
was rated the. h1ghest. However, the S1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on between
Teacher ‘Sex and Teacher Expressiveness on content scores rema1ned .even

\
when such rat1ngs vere contro11ed for via an ana]ys1s of covar1anc$.

Further support for the hypothes1s comes from the mu1t1p1e regression e e

analyses where. ratings of the tra1t Interesting p1ayed an 1mportant role
in Total scores and .the content scores .of students who saw male
1nstructors only. : ,; o
i ~The relatively low content scores of students who v1ewed the
o nonexpressive male professor.were very poor]y.pred1cted by the
neasured var1ab1es. Perhaps students' eva]uations of the sex-role
appropr1ateness of the teacher and/or the students own sex- -role o
f__,wdmum,be_mpmMu_%n—eenmstfthrm gh-content sm
students who v1ewed the nonexpressﬁve fema]e professor are well ‘predicted

by three of the neasured var1ab1es h1gh rat1ngs on Stude\t\ur1entat1on,

!_ low ratings on warmth, and 1ow student grades. Bennett (1982) also

kY
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found female professors td be judged more carefully than male professors
on their interest in students.

Teacher expresssiveness was expected to be a main*effect on |
student recall of the materiafv(Abrami, et'ai.. 1982; Ware & Williams,
1975, 1977); but such an effect was not, found, perhaps because the

_ 1nteract1on with teacher sex was so strong The stud1es that found
a ma1n effect of teacher expressiveness on student ach1evement had
" all used a male instructor. The present study supports their findings
of : d positive effect of express1veness for male teachers. However,
espressiveness does not improve student achievement when the instructor
s fena]e, indeed, it seems to retard such ach1evenent perhaps because
- students pay less attention. ,
' The main effect for teacher sex on the content score contradiéts -
previous research wh1ch finds either no effect of teacher sex (Hal]
et al. ., 1982), or the oppos1te effect, i.e.,poorer performance by
students hearing a fema]e teacher (Gruber & Gaebelein, 1979). In
the current study,the findings.were a1mo§t entirely due to the particularly
high scores bxétudents viewing the nonexpressive female professor.
Analyses of coveriance ruled'out the possibility that‘these?results
were, due to student grades, year in- schoo]"maJor, fam111ar;ty with
Aga1n, the nontraditional. nature of ‘the nonexpressive fema]e performance

‘may have been a factor.

- -

Q\,.

As other research has found (Elmore & LaPointe, 1974, 1975;°




Teacher Expressiveness
: 24
Uombardo & Tocci, 1979), teacher sex was not a main effect on student
evaluations of teachers. This contrasts with the more positive ratings
of‘male'teachers found by Kaschak (1978) and the more positive ratirgs
of female teachers found by Basow & Howé,(1982): It may be that the
'eftects of teacher expressiveness are so strong as to override |
a main effect of teacher sex. In this respect, Bennett (9182) found
that the higher ratings of female professors disappeared when interpersonal
style- (warmth) was controlled for. It should be noted that the two
studies that found an éffect of teacher sex on evaluations both used a
written description of teachers, vwhereas both the current study and
Elmore and LaPointe‘s studies used taped ov live teachers. 'In person,
”personallqualities may override the effects of teacher sex. K ‘ r
The videotapes were difficult to match conp]ete]y. Although the
nonexpressive and expressive tapes for each ‘teacher differed significantly .
0N qUa]itﬁes of expressiveness, warmth, enthus1asm, personableness, interesting;
and seriousness, the. female teacher was rated higher-than the male dn
~ the first five and significantly lower in ser1ousness. These differences ,
- =T T may be due to actual d1fferences in teacher performance, or to some
sex bias on the part of the viewer (Basow, 1980). ‘
The significant correlation between scores, gn the content test
B and teacher evaluation ratings supports other research (Abrami et a].,
5 ]982, Su111van & Skanes, 1974),and may be reassuring to those who |
place great weight on student eva]uat1ons. However, a]though teachers .
- who receive high evaluations do seem to be better teachers than those

_who receive low evaluations, other var1ab1es contribute the naJor1ty o -
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of'thejvar1ance‘1n content scores, as shown in Table 7, In this regard,
it 1s striking that although students learned the most from the nonexpressive
female teacher, she 'did dot receive the highest evaluations using any I
measure, Indeed, 1t‘seems likely tbat student learning‘%ontr1buted to
wnatever positive evaluation the nonexpressive female professor received,
as indicated by the fact that content score predicted Total evaluation
score of the nonexpressive'female professor only (Table 6). In contrast,
the nonexpressive male prbfessor, from whom students.learned least,
did receive the lowest ratings on Organizetion, which involves Questions
on competence ang effectiveness; This suggests more discdrdance between’
evaluations of female teachers and aetualilearning than between eveluetions
of male teachers ‘and actual learning as was found by Hall et al. (197

Further support for this hypothes1s comes from stud1es wh1ch fin
‘that the contr1but1ons of female professors tend to be devalued (Kaschak
1978), and that female professors appear to be more str1ct1y*Judged than
male professors (Bennett,‘1982). ‘

1

As predicted, student sex was not a main variable on most evaluation .

2

neasures or on student berformance (Bennett,'1982). JThe"higher ratings )
by fenale students on the Total evaluation score was due to a confound |
W1th student major. The higher ratings by feme}e students of Instructor
Organization (Factor 4) is in line with Elmore and LaPointe's (1974, 1975)
‘finding that females gave h1gher ratings thatn maies on a quest1on relat1ng

o

- to “spec1f1ed objectives of the course"

Un11ke prev1ous stud1es and contrary to pred1ct1ons, student sex

2

26
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did not 1nteract w1th teachersex on any measure (Basow & Howe, 1982

Kaschak 1978 Lombardo & Tocc1, 1979) Perhaps ma]e and fema]e students
in th1s study are 1ess sex- -typed or subJect to sex bias than students 1n

prev1ous studies.. This is un11ke1y since the schoo1 is fa1r1y trad1t1ona1

fas ev1denced by the trad1t1ona1 ‘division of maJors by sex. ‘Perhaps the

fact that the exper1mehter was fema]e sens1t1zed students to be "fair"
in eva1uat1ng femaﬂe professors ‘Basow- and Howe (1982) found exper1nenter

sex to be an 1mportant var1ab1e in student eva1uat1ons of teachers.

A th1rd poss1b111ty is that when teachers are presented visually rather

°,

thanvsolely by written material, 1nd1v1dua1 persona1 factors overr1de

N

‘;the effects of gender variab]es The three s;:j;és f1nd1ng an 1nteract1on'

between teacher 'sex and® student sex a11 used~ ritten s+1mu11 . In a study

us1ng regu]ar c1assroom 1nstructors, Bennett (1982) found male and fema]e

_ snudents to eva1uate professors s1m11ar1y us1ng s1m11ar standards

In sum, teacher express1ceness is conf1rmed as be1ng a maJor var1ab1e :

- ~in student 1mpress1ons of both feﬂ!ﬂe and ma]e teachers, although it

appears to be more 1nportant for the ma1es . In a real. c1assroom sliuat1on

:teacher express1veness may “have 1ess.1mpact s1nce students have more

E

:'mot1vat1on to 1earn Marsh and Ware (1“82) found that under 1ncent1ve

cond1t1ons comparab]e to c1assrooms, the Dr Fox effect d1sappeared

Y .

‘-However, on1v ma1e 1nstructors were used in those stud1es Rep11cat1on

.‘”w1th both.male and fema]e 1nstructors is needed .

Teacher express1veness hada d1fferent1a1 1mpact on student performance -

as ‘a funct1onuof'.teacher Sex : express1veness worked to the benef1t of
. . - N f‘ .

L
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male 1nstructors but.nonexpressiveness worked best fo; female 1nstructors,
f perhaps because students pa1d differéntial attent1on to the nontrad1t1ona1
as opposed to frad1£1ona1 sex- typed teacher. Male and fema]e sfudents
general]y reacted s1m11ar1y to the teachers. ‘Future research on teaoher
eva]uat1ons and effectiveness would do well to'acknowledoe the importance

of such var{ables asxteaCher.sex, stuoent:méjor, and the nature of'thev

'qoestions asked.

.- ; . . L,
. .

v : - R . :
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. Table 1
- .Number of Subjects per Condition:
Subject Sex
Condition . HMale Female
‘ExpressiQe
Male _ : 12 -1
- Female ‘ _ 15 10
Nonexpressive
‘Male B 12 - 17
Female ' 11 - - 10
'No tape control . 5 o, 14
/// """ T
. T ' -
/// -
\ Ny
S |
’ ” ; : -
. o 1 .
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Table“Z -

Teacher Evaluation Questions and Factor LoedinEA |

Factors ano‘Quesfions S ‘ o Faotor‘Loadings

1. Ranport, 64.5% of fhe varienoe
Professor establlshes a relayed atmosphere. o ) S 712

| Professor is likely to establlsh a good raprort with students .72
Professor has a_pleasant'classroom_manner. “f_rw:w 62
Professor has a sense of numor. I | . | _ .57
Brofessor is enthu 1astic in presenting the lerszon. : 51

2; Student 0r1entatlon, 135. 9p of the varlance . ‘

‘Profe ssor is i kelj to be sensltlve to stuéeuts' needs. o ;85-
.Profes or io 11?e1J to be’ sensltlve to’ student ! problems' 84
Profccsor nrocabry r‘evotcc much. free time to ,tudents._ . a . 52 |

5. stlnulate° Inte-est 9. 2¢ of fhe variance |
I mould like to. taxe a course with this nrofessor..u ) .78

| Trofessor DtlﬂUlateo your interest in the subaect. o ' l, .59 .
Professor is an cffectlve 1nstructor. : . me;- ﬂrir*rﬂr;'§5éﬂfT W:

I would feel.comfortable discussing persondi matfers:nith this prof. .54

4. Organization, 7% of the variance

Professor is well-prepared and organized. . o | - .65

”Profecsor is a comnetent'educafor.?’ "_w;mjiAW”“ﬂ,H. ”H_,Mn”.wm;{mﬁ;?59””:Mf;
wi'i' érofess;r”exole;nswfhe lesson clearly. : Ny o o ‘ ,Asa

Professor is an effectlve educator. S N .:...45

5. Knowledge of subaect 5. 4p of the variance

Profes or has a thorough knowled e of the’ subaect. ‘ S ¢71' .o
Professor is enthuvlastlc in nresentlnp the lesson. . . .56
Professor has a s1ncere1£n§gre§§;;thhe subgect ﬂ—~»»~—~»w—v~f*“M““““":53*'
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Table 3

'Mean Trait Scores as a Function of Teacher Expressiveness and Teacher Sex

Trait .[ S Expressive Nonexpreséite ~ Male " Female -
Bxpressiveness CR I 49.7 59.0 65.9°
‘Enthusiasn 5.4 3.8 . 51.4 60,9

S i me we ma
Personableness 70.1 0.2 516 58,5
Seriousness 66,0 - .86;9v. - | 81.1 Y 5 Y
Interesting ~  65.4 4_ 51.6 54.9 L 2.2

| Atfrgétiﬁenéss 6.4 . 64.1 “ 62}8-1v4 65.9

- Prepa&edness'r. ‘7§.év‘ : "83Q6 . - 1 79.0 - - 83.6

'thp. ‘Scores range from 1 to 100.

w . . L
.
\ .
— _ / .
. ..
. ., .
. . :
k] 7 )
.. .
~ - [ .
. .
.
. c. . e . !
’ e . . . F'_’___,_’—_,“"'_.—‘ " . . A
' e T T o < )
..... e T - e .
L . .
. "— o - — ———
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Table 4

Meén‘Rating§_25 Four Measures Showing a Teaclier Expressiveness x Teacher Sex

Interaction: ' , P ' . : o

—Question Factor Content .

“CoRALELSH T T Interesting Infouka s 3k - kR o Scorek- - e

©

Expressive

Male | 2.4  13.0 9.5 -  10.7

N . . \.‘ . ‘ “ ' .

Female .. 2.8 4.4 116 . ClL.1
Nonexpressive - | // S

Male 3.3 19.0 . 13.6° 9.4

Female . . 2.0 16.0 1.3 13.0

Note. Scores. on Question range from 1-7 and on Factors from 4-28, where

lbw.scores indicate more agreement’than high scores. Content scores range

from 0_2.9.\ . ' ) . ‘I' . o ' . R . . . - J—
| #p£.05. xp &0l T e :
. 5‘ . . -' : . ‘——;’—‘ . :. . . ' . ) .
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Table 5

Means .and F-Ratios for Teacher.Expréssiveness on Teacher Evaluation Scores

i

‘Score | | F(1, 90) ~ Expressive Nonexpreésive
pactor 1: Rasport n.oet™ 0 a1z 22,0
 Factor 23 st_udént Orientation -18.237*¥ 9.8 11.9
Factor 3: Stinulantes 1nt9rssﬁ: 17.267%* 13.7 - 17.7
Factor 4: Org nization | g.300% - - 10:6 - 126
Factor 5: Knswledge i ) o 55,236 *¥ Te3 . 11.6
Total score  43.851%% 52.0 69.7

‘Tote, Low scores indicate more agreecment, " Scores range from 3 - 21
on Factorz 2 and 5, froa 4 - 23 on Factors 3 and 4, from § - 35 on Factor 1,
. 1

and froa 18-127 on Tot~l score. )

*p 4 .Oi: *¥p & .601
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" Table 6

\

Mult}ple Regression’Summa:y: Total Score as Criterion Variable
i ! ,

Condition | significent Steps® Adjusted R Beta
‘Exrrescive f 1. Persénableness . 487 -.44
2; Interesting ' 586 ~42
‘ﬂaie”Préfessor ! 1. Enthusiﬁsm . | C 45T -.71
; 2. Sefiousness 557 L o951
I 3, brearetnoss 644 =
Fenale Professor 1. Pcrsonablenéss . :584 -.58
| 2. Pre}aredneés ' 691 -39
hﬁﬁncx*ressivc 1. =nthupiasa ;605 R -, Al
2, warhth < o 704 R
‘ 3., Interesting L | . 723 T =24
‘lale Professdr  .1, Warnth ' .612"”.'w "-.54
2, Eﬁtﬂusiasnf- .. .m5s | -'_.39 i
N 3. Ser_iousnes'sc .758. : -.22
| Femaleleofeséor 1. Enfhusigsmﬂ ' - 611 -,63 .
' . 2. Content score 680 =31
3, Warnth - BN 7% B

. %only variables-adding a significant'émouht of variance (p < .05)

. at each step- are listed;'.
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‘,Th/le 7 - ' )

‘Mulciple'Regression Sumegz: Content Score as Criterion Variable
Condition significant Steps® " Adjustod R  Beta
Male Professor 1. Interesting .168 .43
Expreésive . 1. Expressiveness- . 276 .51
2. Tactor 2: Student Orientation .413 ., «40
o Nonexnressive -1, Attragtiveﬁess | | 130 .40

.. Female Trofessor 1. Seriousness o "_‘ 163 . <53 .

o " 2. Pactor 2: Stu&cnt Orientation .343 -.45
Exrressive .1. Factor 2: Siudent 6rientation .196 -43
i 2; Serioﬁsnéss : _ .325 © .40
.-Nonexfressivé 1. chtor'2: Student Orientation ,262 -1.04
2. Warmth 458 -.64
3. Grade point-averﬁge . 665 —.46

%nly variables adding 2 significant amount of variance (2 < .05)

at each ster’are listed.




