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Chapter Five
Structural Model Analysis Results

In the current study I proposed a model, grounded in instructional and intergroup
communication theory and research, with the goal of predicting the ways in which
students’ perceptions of teacher communication behaviors predict perceptions of teacher
credibility and group-based categorization on instructional outcomes. The purpose of this
second results chapter is to describe the structural model analysis, which is the second
phase in the two-step SEM approach outlined by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). Further,
I address each of the revised hypotheses as I summarize the procedures and results of the
structural model. In order to accomplish the goals of this chapter, I structure it in the
following way: First, I present the results of the saturated structural model in which I
tested all indirect and direct paths between the predictor and outcome variables. Second,
I review the findings for the eleven research hypotheses. To clarify, for the remainder of
this chapter all references (unless otherwise noted) to the eleven hypotheses refer to the
revised hypotheses presented in Table 8, which resulted from the modifications made to
the hypothesized structural model. Third, I clarify the findings surrounding the mediation
and indirect effects of the saturated model. Fourth, I explain the results of testing for
moderation effects of identity salience on the instructional outcomes. Finally, I discuss
the Post-hoc analyses surrounding affect for teacher, relational and communication
satisfaction outcomes that were part of the original hypotheses but were removed from
the SEM analysis. To begin, I summarize the procedures and results of the saturated

model.
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Saturated Model Results

To answer the first ten hypotheses, I tested a saturated model, which means that I
tested all paths depicted in Figure 3 as well as direct paths from predictor variables to
outcome variables in order to assess full and partial mediation (Kline, 2005). The zero-
order correlations for the structural model are presented in Table 10.

According to Browne and Cudeck (1993), the saturated model for this study
showed acceptable goodness of fit: x* (N = 348, 57) = 170.03 p < .001; y*/df = 1.88, CFI
=. 97, RMSEA = .08 (90% CI =.063 - .089), SRMR = .03. Standardized loadings for the
latent-indicator and residual parameters are provided in Table 11. Figure 4 summarizes
the results of the hypothesized model.

The hypothesized model accounts for the following variances in each of the
endogenous variables: teacher credibility = .72, perceived background homophily = .19,
global shared social identity = .12, learner outcomes = .52, and in-class participation =
.17. The structural parameters for significant and non-significant direct paths between
exogenous and endogenous variables are presented in Table 12. According to Kline
(2005), paths that are significant at the p < .05 level reflect z values higher than 1.96 (i.e.,
EST/S.E. < 1.96) and 2.58 at the p <.01 level. Estimates for structural parameter
covariances are presented in Table 13. Specifically, Table 12 illustrates that all of the
predictor variables displayed significant covariances with each other, except for the
relationship among teacher clarity and self-disclosure. Additionally, teacher credibility
demonstrated significant covariance with perceived background homophily. The

outcome variables of learning outcomes and in-class participation demonstrated
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significant covariance with each other. The results of the individual hypotheses are

addressed in the next section.
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Table 10

Intercorrelations of Indicators for Structural Model

Indicators 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1. Clarity --
2. Nonverbal S8** --

Immediacy

3.CParl(0f TC)  .64%* 5[%*  _
4.CPar2(of TC)  .68%* .54%%  8G**
5.CPar3(0f TC)  .69%*  53%%  gG** g7+

6. Global Shared Jd4%* 4% 27k% 4% DSk
Social Identity -

7. LEmpt S4xx 4o¥* S5¥x STk S7xE - (|8** -

8.Affective A4Fx 3DFEk - AeFE ATRE AQRx [ RFR O GTFF

Learning

9. Questioning OTFE 59%k gTHFE 68**F  69F*F  13*  ST¥* 39wk --

(of Conf)

10.Interest 60%F  60**  66**  66*F  68%F*  24%*k  SEFEk A]*E T3E* --

(of Conf)

11. Style SexE 57FF 58%*  60%*  60F*  21F*  STER - 40¥*  64¥*F  T7Q¥* --
(of Conf)

12. Accommodation ~ .42**  45%%  53%% - S4¥k STk D4kx Q7R QR¥E 0 60FF  68**F  60** --

13. Self- .02 22%* 11 2% .09 22%%  19** 2% .07 20%%  Q7xk - 3Rk -
Disclosure

(continued on next page)
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(con’t) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
14. In-Class 00 201%F 0 12% 0 15 1% 12% 0 37*% 14%  15%% [[9¥* 7k D5kx D% --
Participation
15. Content S8FEk 49%k  10*F*  60**F  59%*F  30k*  58**  46**k 52%F  66** 6Tk S5TRF 39kx 3wk --
Relevance
16. Background J30%*% 0 25%k  11*F 0 35%k 0 37k 35k JkE 1o¥k 27RF 0 34%% 3%k DOk 07 14%*%  36%* -

Homophily

*p <.05, **p<.01



Table 11

Hypothesized Model: Estimates for Latent-Indicator and Residual Parameters
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Para

meter

Standardized Estimate

Late

nt-Indicator Parameters
Clarity*

Content Relevance*
Self-Disclosure*
Confirmation-Questioning
Confirmation- Interest
Confirmation-Style

Accommodation*®

Nonverbal Teacher Communication Behaviors -

Nonverbal Immediacy

Teacher Credibility- CParl

Teacher Credibility- CPar2

Teacher Credibility- CPar3

Background Homophily*

Global Shared Social Identity*

Learning Outcomes-Learner Empowerment
Learning Outcomes-Affective Learning

In-Class Participation*

Residual Parameters

Clarity*

Content Relevance*
Self-Disclosure*
Confirmation-Questioning
Confirmation- Interest

Confirmation-Style

.95

.94

97

.81

.86

.87

98

.93

.92

.93

.94

.93

1.0

97

.70

97

.09

11

.05

34

21

28



Accommodation*®

Nonverbal Immediacy*

Teacher Credibility- CParl

Teacher Credibility- CPar2

Teacher Credibility- CPar3

Background Homophily*

Global Shared Social Identity*

Learning Outcomes- Learning Empowerment
Learning Outcomes- Affective Learning

In-Class Participation*

.05

.14

.16

.14

A2

.81

.14

.07

51

.06
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Note. * indicates a single indicator of the same name as the latent construct that it

represents.
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Table 12

Hypothesized Model: Structural Parameter Estimates - Direct Effects

Standardized Est/S. E
Estimate
Structural Parameters-Direct Effects
Clarity—Credibility 32k 4.46
Clarity—Background Homophily .04 34
Clarity—Global Shared Social Identity -.15 -.02
Clarity—Learning Outcomes .08 .83
Clarity—In-Class Participation -23% -2.19
Content Relevance—Credibility .06 .82
Content Relevance—Background Homophily 31* 2.58
Content Relevance—Global Shared Social Identity 27* 2.42
Content Relevance—Learning Outcomes 26%* 2.78
Content Relevance—In-Class Participation AT 3.92
Self-Disclosure—Credibility -.06+ -1.39
Self-Disclosure—Background Homophily -.10+ -1.43
Self-Disclosure—Global Shared Social Identity .09+ 1.37
Self-Disclosure—Learning Outcomes .00 .00
Self-Disclosure —In-Class Participation - 13+ -1.89
Confirmation—Credibility 59 4.08
Confirmation—Background Homophily A2 .54
Confirmation— Global Shared Social Identity -.06 -30
Confirmation —»Learning Outcomes 37* 1.96
Confirmation —In-Class Participation -.10 -43
Accommodation—Credibility .00 .03
Accommodation— Background Homophily .04 35
Accommodation— Global Shared Social Identity 12 1.09



Accommodation—Learning Outcomes
Accommodation—In-Class Participation
Nonverbal Immediacy —Credibility

Nonverbal Immediacy —Background Homophily

Nonverbal Immediacy—Global Shared Social Identity

Nonverbal Immediacy —Learning Outcomes
Nonverbal Immediacy —In-Class Participation
Credibility—Learning Outcomes
Credibility—In-Class Participation
Background Homophily—Learning Outcomes

Background Homophily —In-Class Participation

Global Shared Social Identity—Learning Outcomes

Global Shared Social Identity—In-Class Participation

-.09

16+

-.05

.01

-.03

-.01

23%

A5+

-.12

.04

.04

-.02

.01

-.95

1.38

-74

.08

-.34

-.11

2.14

1.62

-1.02

.69

.55

-45

.19
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Note. * indicates significant parameter at p <.05; ** indicates significant parameter at p

<.01; + indicate marginally significant paths (those approaching significant at 90%-94%

confidence level based on Z Table inspection).



Table 13

Hypothesized Model: Estimates for Structural Parameter Covariances
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Standardized Est/S. E
Estimate

Clarity<>Content Relevance .64** 9.30
Clarity<>Self-Disclosure .02 28
Clarity<>Confirmation 74%* 9.72
Clarity«<>Accommodation A6%* 7.28
Clarity<> Nonverbal Immediacy 65%* 9.30
Content Relevance «<>Self-Disclosure A2k 6.78
Content Relevance <> Confirmation I8 9.94
Content Relevance<>Accommodation 63%* 9.29
Content Relevance<> Nonverbal Immediacy S56%* 8.21
Self-Disclosure<>Confirmation 27H* 4.44
Self-Disclosure<>Accommodation 31 5.27
Self-Disclosure<>Nonverbal Immediacy 25%* 4.04
Confirmation<>Accommodation .80** 10.27
Confirmation<>Nonverbal Immediacy 4% 9.55
Credibility<»>Background Homophily .07* 2.08
Credibility<>Global Shared Social Identity .09%* 2.77
Learning Outcomes <>In-Class Participation 9% 4.75

Note. * indicates significant parameter at p < .05; indicates significant parameter at p <

01.
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Note. To ensure clarity, the visual
placement of latent variables was
modified from the original hypothesized
model. Solid arrows indicate significant
direct paths. Dashed arrows and
Standard Estimates in italics indicate
marginally significant direct paths. Non-
significant paths, the covariances
between exogenous, and outcome
variables are not depicted.

32

Nonverbal
Immediacy

' e
”
-
b
Accommodatio

Figure 4. Results of Hypothesized Model
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Hypotheses

In the present study, I posed eleven revised hypotheses to test a theoretical model
to determine the directionality among teacher communication behaviors, teacher
credibility, group-based categorization and instructional outcomes. In presenting the
hypotheses I review the results of each revised hypothesis and summarize, where
applicable, the significant direct and indirect paths between the predictors and outcome
variables. Table 11 summarizes the findings for H1-H10 using SEM. Post-hoc analyses
surrounding the outcomes of affect for teacher, relational satisfaction, and
communication satisfaction that were removed for the SEM analysis were examined
using linear regressions and bivariate correlations and are reviewed later in the Post-hoc
analysis section of this chapter.

The first set of hypotheses (H1a-H1b) focused on students’ perceptions of teacher
credibility positively predicting instructional outcomes. Specifically, this set of
hypotheses predicted that teacher credibility would positively predict students’
perceptions of learning outcomes as indicated by learner empowerment and affective
learning (H1a) and in-class participation (H1b). As depicted in Table 10, the path from
teacher credibility to learning outcomes was marginally significant (8) .15,z =1.62 (95%
confidence at p <.05). This result suggests that students’ learning outcomes as indicated
by learner empowerment and affective learning are positively predicted by teacher
credibility. However, this result should be interpreted with caution as the extent to which
teacher credibility positively predicts learner outcomes only approaches statistical
significance. H1b stated that teacher credibility would positively predict in-class

participation; however, this hypothesis was not supported.
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The second set of hypotheses (H2a-H2f) focused on students’ perceptions of
teacher communication behaviors predicting teacher credibility. Specifically, this set of
hypotheses predicted that teacher clarity (H2a), content relevance (H2b), self-disclosure
(H2c), confirmation (H2d), accommodation (H2d), and nonverbal communication
behaviors as indicated by nonverbal immediacy (H2f) would positively predict
perceptions of teacher credibility. The second set of hypotheses was partially supported.
Specifically, the path from teacher clarity to teacher credibility was significant and
related in the proposed direction. Teacher clarity positively predicted teacher credibility
(B) .32, p <.05. The path from teacher confirmation to teacher credibility was
significantly related in the proposed direction. Additionally, the path from self-disclosure
to teacher credibility was marginally significant (B) -.06, z =-1.39 (91% confidence at p
<.05), however, in the opposite direction than originally proposed. Specifically, teacher
self-disclosure and teacher credibility were negatively associated. Finally, teacher
confirmation positively predicted teacher credibility (B) .59, p <.05. However, content
relevance, accommodation, and nonverbal immediacy did not significantly predict
students’ perceptions of teacher credibility.

The third through eighth sets of hypotheses focused on students’ perceptions of
teacher communication behaviors predicting perceptions of background homophily and
global shared social identity. Specifically, the third set of hypotheses predicted that
teacher clarity positively predicted perceptions of perceived background homophily
(H3a) and global shared socially identity (H3b). This hypothesis was not supported.

The fourth set of hypotheses predicted that content relevance positively predicted

perceptions of perceived background homophily (H4a) and global shared socially identity



186

(H4b). The fourth hypothesis was supported. Specifically, the path from content
relevance significantly and positively predicted perceived background homophily (B) .31,
p <.05 and global shared social identity (B) .27, p <.05.

The fifth set of hypotheses predicted that teacher self-disclosure positively
predicted perceptions of perceived background homophily (H5a) and global shared
socially identity (H5b). The paths from self-disclosure to perceived background
homophily and global shared social identity were marginally significant. In contrast to
the proposed hypothesis, which suggested that teacher self-disclosure would positively
predict students’ perceptions of perceived background homphily, results indicate that
self-disclosure negatively predicts perceived background homphily (B) -.10, z = -1.43
(93% confidence at p < .05). Additionally, self-disclosure positively predicts global
shared social identity () .09, p <.05 (z = 1.37 which indicates 91% confidence at p <
.05).

The sixth set of hypotheses predicted that teacher confirmation positively
predicted perceptions of perceived background homophily (H6a) and global shared
socially identity (H6b). This hypothesis was not supported. Similarly, the seventh set of
hypotheses predicted that accommodation predicted perceptions of perceived background
homophily (H7a) and global shared socially identity (H7b). This hypothesis was not
supported. Likewise, the eighth set of hypotheses predicted that teacher nonverbal
communication behaviors as indicated by nonverbal immediacy perceived background
homophily (H8a) and global shared socially identity (H8b). This hypothesis was not

supported.
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The ninth set of hypotheses (H9a-H9b) predicted that perceived background
homophily (H9a) and global shared social identity (H9b) would positively predict
students’ perceptions of learning outcomes as indicated by learner empowerment and
affective learning. This set of hypotheses was not supported. There were no significant
paths between learning outcomes and perceived background homophily or global shared
social identity.

The tenth set of hypotheses (H10a-H10b) predicted that perceived background
homophily (H10a) and global shared social identity (H10b) would positively predict in-
class participation. This set of hypotheses was not supported. There were no significant
paths between in-class participation and perceived background homophily or global
shared social identity.

In order to test for mediation, I examined the direct paths and indirect effects
surrounding three potential mediators: (1) teacher credibility, (2) perceived background
homophily, and (3) global shared social identity.

When testing for mediation I examined all paths from predictors to outcome
variables. As such, the results revealed significant direct paths between several predictor
and outcome variables (see Table 11 and Figure 4). Specifically, teacher clarity had a
significant negative direct path to in-class participation (B) -.23, p <.05. Similarly,
content relevance had significant positive direct paths to learning outcomes (f3) .26, p <
.05 and in-class participation (B) .47, p <.05. Teacher confirmation had a significant and
positive direct path to learning outcomes () .37, p < .05 and nonverbal immediacy had a
significant and positive direct path to in-class participation (B) .23, p <.05. Two

additional paths were found to be marginally significant. Self-disclosure negatively
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predicted in-class participation (B) -.13, 2 =-1.89 (91% confidence at p <.05).
Accommodation positively predicted in-class participation () .16,z = 1.38 (91%
confidence at p <.05).

To assess mediation, I examined the indirect effects surrounding teacher
credibility. Results indicated two marginally significant mediations. First, the path from
clarity to learning outcomes was mediated (though marginally significant) by teacher
credibility (B) .05, z=1.49 (93% confidence at p < .05; see Figure 5). This finding
suggests that teacher clarity is a stronger mediator of students’ perceptions of teacher
credibility than either global shared social identity or background homophily. Further,
this mediation suggests that a teacher who uses clarity behaviors is likely to be perceived
as credible by his or her students, which in turn promotes student learning as indicated by
learner empowerment and affective learning.

Similarly, teacher credibility mediated the relationship between clarity and
learning outcomes with marginal statistical significance. The mediated findings should
be interpreted with caution given that the results are approaching significance for the
mediated path, they point to the important role that credibility plays as a mediator among
teacher behaviors and learning outcomes (Schrodt, et al., 2009). Moreover, the
relationship between teacher credibility and learning outcomes does suggest the potential
for teachers who are clear to be perceived as more credible which in turn may increase

student learning.
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Teacher
Credibility

Learning
Outcomes

Figure 5. Indirect effects and direct paths from clarity to learning outcomes.
Note. Solid lines indicate significant direct paths dashed lines indicate indirect effects.

* indicates p < .05 and +indicates marginally significant direct and indirect paths.

Second, the path from confirmation to learning outcomes was mediated (though
marginally significant) by teacher credibility () .09, z=1.57 (94% confidence at p <.05;
see Figure 6). This finding suggests that teacher confirmation is a strong predictor of
students’ perceptions of teacher credibility. In fact, confirmation is a stronger predictor
of teacher credibility than clarity, content relevance, self-disclosure, accommodation and
nonverbal immediacy. This finding reinforces those found by Schrodt et al. (2009) in
which they reported teacher confirmation to be a stronger predictor of teacher credibility
than teacher clarity or nonverbal immediacy behaviors. Further, teacher credibility
mediated the relationship between confirmation and learning outcomes with marginal
statistical significance. Similar to the mediated findings related to teacher clarity and
learning outcomes, this finding should be interpreted with caution because the mediated
relationship only approached marginal significance and demonstrated an overall weak

relationship between confirmation, teacher credibility, and learning outcomes. Moreover,
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there is a direct relationship between confirmation and learning outcomes, which indicate
that the extent to which teachers use behaviors that confirm their students--asking
questions, showing interest in students learning, and using various styles of teaching--
influence student learning. Taken together these findings suggest the potential for
teachers who use confirming behaviors to be perceived as more credible which in turn

may increase student learning.

Teacher
Credibility

Learning
Outcomes

Confirmation

Figure 6. Indirect effects and direct paths from confirmation to learning outcomes.

Note. Solid lines indicate significant direct paths dashed lines indicate indirect effects. *
indicates p < .05 and +indicates marginally significant direct and indirect paths.
Moderation Effects of Identity Salience

The eleventh set of hypotheses predicted that the associated paths between
students’ perceptions of perceived attitude homophily, perceived background homophily,
and global shared social identity, and instructional outcomes (e.g., learner empowerment,
affective learning, and in-class participation) would be moderated by the level of
students’ identity salience. In other words, I expected that identity salience or the extent
to which group membership is viewed as an important aspect of an individual’s personal

and social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) would moderate the relationship between
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group-based categorization and instructional outcomes.

Due to the complexity of SEM design I chose to conduct a traditional test for
moderation by conducting a series of separate multiple regression analyses using
procedures advanced by Aiken and West (1991) and using PASW Statistics 18 (formerly
SPSS) statistical software. As a result of conducting regression analyses, I did not
examine latent level variables (as was done during SEM analysis); hence, learner
empowerment and affective learning were examined as individual outcome variables. As
previously mentioned, during the SEM analysis I removed attitude homophily from the
structural model analysis based on the modifications outlined in Chapter Four. However,
I chose to reintroduce it here to determine if the relationship among perceived attitude
homophily and the instructional outcomes was moderated by identity salience when
examined separately from the other group-based categorization variables and teacher
credibility.

To test hypothesis eleven, I followed the recommendations outlined by Aiken and
West (1991) for testing moderation using regression analysis. In doing so, I first
standardized all predictor variables (e.g., perceived attitude homophily, perceived
background homophily, global shared social identity, and identity salience) by calculating
z-scores. Next, I created three interaction terms by multiplying identity salience with
each remaining predictor (e.g., perceived attitude homophily, perceived background
homophily, and global shared social identity). Nine individual hierarchical regressions
were computed to answer H11. For each regression the zero-centered predictors were
entered in the first step (i.e., perceived attitude homophily, perceived background

homophily, global shared social identity, and identity salience) and the interaction term
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entered in the second step. Learner empowerment, affective learning, and in-class
participation served as criterion variables. To follow, I review the results of each
hierarchical regression.

The first regression tested the extent to which identity salience moderated the
relationship between perceived attitude homophily and learner empowerment. As such, I
placed identity salience and perceived attitude homophily in the first step and the
interaction term of identity salience and perceived attitude homophily in the second step.
The dependent variable was learner empowerment. There was not a significant
interaction effect, AR?=.002, F (1, 344) = 1.14, p = .287. Therefore, identity salience did
not moderate the relationship between perceived attitude homophily and learner
empowerment as predicted.

The second regression examined the extent to which identity salience moderated
the relationship between perceived attitude homophily and affective learning. The second
regression mirrored the first regression except that the dependent variable was affective
learning. There was not a significant interaction effect, AR?*=.000, F (1,344)=.009, p=
.924. Therefore, identity salience did not moderate the relationship between perceived
attitude homophily and affective learning.

The third regression tested the extent to which identity salience moderated the
relationship between perceived attitude homophily and in-class participation. The third
regression mirrored the previous two regressions except that the dependent variable was
in-class participation. The regression model indicated a significant interaction effect, AR

=012, F (1, 344) = 4.45, p < .05.



193

According to Aiken and West (1991) the next step was to decompose the
interaction to determine the nature of the relationship among the variables. To decompose
the interaction, I computed a separate regression equation for the predictor variable
(attitude homophily) and examined slopes (b) at the various levels of the z-scored
moderating variable (identity salience) (+1 standard deviation above the mean, the mean,
-1 standard deviation below the mean). Attitude homophily was positively related to in-
class participation at higher levels of identity salience, b:+1sp =0.506 and negatively
related at lower level of identity salience, b-1SD =-0.182. Further, there was a weak
relationship at the mean level of identity salience b-1SD =0.162.

Therefore, when students reported higher levels of identity salience (i.e., felt that their
social group memberships were important to their identity), they reported increased
feelings of similarity in terms of their attitudes towards their teachers, which lead to more
in-class participation. However, when students reported less identity salience, having
more attitude homophily was associated with less in-class participation.

The fourth regression examined the extent to which identity salience moderated
the relationship between perceived background homophily and learner empowerment.

As such, I placed identity salience and perceived background homophily in the first step
and the interaction term of identity salience and perceived background homophily in the
second step. The dependent variable was learner empowerment. There was not a
significant interaction effect, AR? = .000, F(1,344)=.040, p=.842. Therefore,
identity salience did not moderate the relationship between perceived background
homophily and learner empowerment.

The fifth regression tested the extent to which identity salience moderated the
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relationship between background homophily and affective learning. Again this
regression mirrored the previous regression except that the dependent variable was
affective learning. There was not a significant interaction effect, AR?= 001, F (1, 344) =
188, p=.665. Therefore, identity salience did not moderate the relationship between
perceived background homophily and affective learning.

The sixth regression investigated the extent to which identity salience moderated
the relationship between perceived background homophily and in-class participation.
This regression mirrored the previous analysis except that the dependent variable was in-
class participation. There was not a significant interaction effect, AR?*= 001, F (1, 344) =
.26, p = .611. Therefore, identity salience did not moderate the relationship between
perceived background homophily and in-class participation.

The seventh regression examined the extent to which identity salience moderated
the relationship between a global shared social identity and learner empowerment. As
such, I placed identity salience and global shared social identity in the first step and the
interaction term of identity salience and global shared social identity in the second step.
The dependent variable was learner empowerment. There was not a significant
interaction effect, AR?=.000, F (1, 344) = .027, p = .869. Therefore, identity salience did
not moderate the relationship between global shared social identity and learner
empowerment.

The eighth regression tested the extent to which identity salience moderated the
relationship between global shared social identity and affective learning. Again this
regression mirrored the previous regression except that the dependent variable was

affective learning. There was not a significant interaction effect, AR?*=.004, F (1, 344) =
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1.41, p = .236. Therefore, identity salience did not moderate the relationship between
global shared social identity and affective learning.

The ninth regression investigated the extent to which identity salience moderated
the relationship between global shared social identity and in-class participation. This
regression mirrored the previous analysis except that the dependent variable was in-class
participation. There was not a significant interaction effect, AR”=.000, F (1, 344) =
137, p=.712. Therefore, identity salience did not moderate the relationship between
global shared social identity and in-class participation.

Post-hoc Analyses

In Chapter Five I described the rationale for removing affect for teacher,
relational satisfaction, and communication satisfaction from the hypothesized structural
model. Despite this decision, examining the individual relationships among teacher
credibility, group-based categorization (i.e., attitude homphily, background homophily,
and global shared social identity), and instructional outcomes (e.g., affect for teacher,
relational, and communication satisfaction; see Table 1 for review of initial hypotheses)
remain important to explore because they can impact student engagement, student
evaluations of teaching effectiveness, and student academic and personal well-being.

To explore these relationships, I conducted post-hoc individual regression
analyses with teacher credibility, attitude homophily, background homophily, and global
shared social identity serving as predictor variables and affect for teacher, relational
satisfaction, and communication satisfaction serving as criterion variables.

First, I conducted post-hoc multiple regression analyses to examine the extent to

which students’ perceptions of the three sub-dimensions of teacher credibility (i.e.,
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competence, caring, and trustworthiness) positively predicted students’ affect for
teachers, relational satisfaction, and communication satisfaction. Results revealed that
teacher credibility was a significant and positive predictor of affect for teachers, F (3,
344) =304.2, p <.001. Specifically, teacher caring was the strongest predictor of affect
for teacher, f= .45, p <.001, followed by trustworthiness, f= .35, p <.001, and
competence, = .34, p <.001. Taken together these findings suggest that students value
and appreciate teachers who illustrate that they care about them.

In regard to the relationship between teacher credibility and teacher-student
relational satisfaction, results revealed that overall teacher credibility was a significant
and positive predictor of teacher-student relational satisfaction, F (3, 344) =195.17,p <
.001. Teacher caring was the strongest predictor of relational satisfaction, f= .53, p <
.001, followed by competence, f= .17, p <.01. Teacher trustworthiness was not a
significant predictor of relational satisfaction, f= .15, p = .08. These findings indicate
students’ perceptions of relational satisfaction with their teachers function relative to how
caring students perceive their teachers to be. Ironically, the extent to which students
trusted their teachers did not influence how satisfied they felt in their relationships with
their teachers.

Additionally, results revealed that teacher credibility was a significant and a
positive predictor of teacher-student communication satisfaction, F (3, 344) = 181.40, p <
.001. Teacher caring was the strongest predictor of communication satisfaction,
L£=.69,p<.001, followed by competence, f= .16, p <.05. Teacher trustworthiness was
not a significant predictor of communication satisfaction, = .03, p =.76.

Additional post-hoc analyses surrounding affect for teacher revealed that attitude
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homophily positively predicted students’ affect for teachers, F (1, 346) = 226.50, p <
.001, p= .82, p<.001, as did background homophily, F (1, 346) = 53.51, p <.001,
F=.53,p<.001, and global shared social identity, F (1, 346) = 18.07, p <.001,
P=.23,p<.001. Taken together, these findings suggest that the degree to which
students feel similar to their teachers influences their liking and appreciation for their
teachers.

In regard to the relationship among teacher-student relational satisfaction, post-
hoc analyses revealed that attitude homophily positively predicted students’ relational
satisfaction between students and teachers, F (1, 346) =231.40, p <.001, f=.70,p <
.001, as did background homophily, F (1, 346) = 70.84, p <.001, f= .51, p <.001, and
global shared social identity, F (1, 346) =25.68, p <.001, f#= .23, p <.001. Taken
together, these findings suggest that the degree to which students feel similar to their
teachers’ influences how satisfied they feel in their relationships with their teachers.

Similar to the findings surrounding teacher-student relational satisfaction, attitude
homophily, background homophily, and global shared social identity positively predicted
teacher-student communication satisfaction. Specifically, post-hoc analyses revealed that
attitude homophily positively predicted students’ communication satisfaction with their
teachers, F (1, 346) =244.30, p <.001, = .80, p <.001, as did background homophily,
F (1,346)=62.02, p<.001, f=.54, p <.001, and global shared social identity, F (1,
346)=18.41,p<.001, f=.22,p <.001. Taken together, these findings suggest that the
degree to which students feel similar to their teachers influences the extent to which they

feel satisfied with their communicative interactions with their teachers.
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Summary

In this chapter I described the results of the structural equation model analysis for
the relationship among students’ perceptions of teacher communication behaviors,
teacher credibility, group-based categorization, and instructional outcomes. In doing so I
completed the second phase in the two-step SEM approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
Further, I demonstrated how SEM was used to test the first four hypotheses posed in
Chapter Two. First, I tested and reviewed the results of the relationships displayed in the
hypothesized model (based on the modifications described in Chapter Four). Second, I
discussed the direct paths and indirect effects of between teacher communication
behaviors and instructional outcomes. Third, I tested the proposed moderation effects of
identity salience to answer the fifth hypothesis. Lastly, I reviewed the post-hoc analyses
surrounding affect for teacher, relational satisfaction, and communicative satisfaction. In
the final chapter, I offer a discussion of the research findings, provide theoretical and
practical implications for researchers, students, and educators, and outline future research

efforts that can be derived from this study.
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Chapter Six
Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine teacher communication behaviors,
group-based categorization, and teacher credibility from an intergroup perspective, and
explore how these variables relate to instructional outcomes. In doing so, I argued that
students’ perceptions of their teacher’s credibility and the group-based categories they
ascribed to those teachers, would be impacted by the teacher’s communication behaviors,
and this in turn would impact student learning outcomes and in-class participation.

In sum, the results of the hypothesized model and moderation analyses indicate
that learning outcomes (i.e., learner empowerment and affective learning) and in-class
participation are influenced by teacher credibility and teacher communication behaviors.
Taken together, group-based categorization (i.e., background homophily and global
shared social identity) did not significantly predict students’ perceptions of student
learning outcomes or in-class participation behaviors. Despite the lack of significant
findings, background homophily and global shared social identity were significantly
predicted by teachers’ use of content relevance. Additionally, the relationship between
attitude homophily and in-class participation was moderated by students’ perceptions of
identity salience. The remainder of this chapter describes the results and implications in
greater detail.

In this chapter, I discuss the results of the study as they relate to the conceptual
model in Chapter One (see Figure 1). Then, I discuss the findings related to instructional
outcomes, teacher credibility, and teacher communication behaviors. Next, I discuss the

findings related to teacher communication behaviors, group-based categorization, and
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instructional outcomes. I also discuss the results of identity salience, and how it serves as
a moderating variable surrounding the relationship among group-based categorization
and instructional outcomes. Additionally, I discuss the implications from the Post-hoc
analysis. Finally, in the last two sections, I focus on theoretical and practical implications
and describe the limitations of the study. Throughout the remaining sections of the
dissertation, I present direction for future research studies.

Instructional Outcomes, Teacher Credibility, and Teacher Communication
Behaviors

Instructional communication researchers have spent the last 30 years exploring
the impact of teacher credibility and their research consistently suggests that teacher
credibility is one of the most important variables affecting current theorizing and
understanding of the student-teacher relationship (Myers, 2001) and teaching
effectiveness (Finn, et al., 2009).

In the current study, I asserted (using the revised hypotheses) that students’
perceptions of teacher credibility would positively predict learning outcomes (as
indicated by learner empowerment and affective learning) and in-class participation. My
assertion is in line with current theorizing that positions credibility as both an outcome of
teacher behaviors/characteristics and as a predictor of student outcomes (e.g., learning;
Finn et al., 2009).

In addition, I posited that teacher communication behaviors (e.g., clarity, content
relevance, self-disclosure, confirmation, accommodation, and nonverbal immediacy)
would positively predict students’ perceptions of teacher credibility. The findings of the

current study both reinforce and contradict current conceptualization and research
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findings about teacher credibility. Specifically, the results of this study show a
marginally significant association between teacher credibility and learner empowerment
and affective learning (i.e., learning outcomes). It makes sense that the relationship is
trending toward statistical significance given that McCroskey et al. (2004) argued that
student perceptions of teacher credibility impact student learning outcomes. Similarly,
the results of this study reinforce previous research findings. For example, Frymier et al.
(1996) suggested that credibility influences perceptions of empowerment and numerous
studies have indicated that when students’ perceptions of teacher credibility were higher
it led to increases in affective learning (Beatty & Zahn, 1990; McCroskey et al., 2004;
Teven, 2001; Teven & McCroskey, 1997; Tibbles et al., 2008). More recently, Schrodt et
al. (2009) found teacher credibility to be directly related to empowerment and affective
learning when examined as part of a combined construct of learning outcomes. Taken
together the findings from the current study and previous research highlight the ways that
credibility serves to enhance students’ feelings of empowerment towards their own
learning and the affect they feel towards the subject matter they are learning about. That
said, future researchers should continue to examine the role teacher credibility plays in
aiding students perceptions of empowerment because less is known about this
relationship in comparison to the relationship among teacher credibility and affective
learning.

Another important finding from the present study relates to in-class participation.
Results of the current study indicated that teacher credibility did not significantly predict
students’ perceptions of in-class participation. This finding echoes that of Myers et al.’s

(2009) study which also failed to establish a significant relationship between teacher
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credibility and students self-reports of in-class participation. Rocca’s (2001) study may
help clarify the lack of significant findings for in-class participation. Specifically, Rocca
(2001) indicated that three variables--environment (e.g., discussion oriented), student
characteristics, (e.g., confidence) and teacher characteristics (approachability)--influence
student class participation and I argue that these variables offer an explanation as to why
the findings from the current study surrounding in-class participation were not
significant.

In terms of environment, research indicates that students participate less in classes
that are larger than 20 students. In the current study, the class size tended to be quite
large. In fact, 37% of the classes had between 16-30 students, 21% had 31-49 students,
18% had 100 or more students, 13% had 50-99, and only 10% of the classes had 1-15
students.

Another factor that constitutes classroom environment is the methods use to
facilitate class time. In the current study 42% of the classes were predominantly
facilitated through lecture, 33% were lecture/discussion based, and 25% were discussion-
based formats. Thus, it stands to reason, that the teaching methods used to conduct class
can serve to promote or discourage student participation.

In terms of student characteristics, students also participate more in classes where
they feel confident, interested in the topic and classmates, and if they feel the
participation is important to the class (Fassinger, 1995, 2000). Temperament, another
student characteristic, can also explain students’ participation behaviors. To clarify,
temperament is comprised of Eysenck’s (1971) three traits: extroversion (e.g.,

socialness), neuroticism (e.g., anxiousness), and psychoticism (e.g., aggression).
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McCroskey, Richmond, Heisel, and Hayhurst (2004) argue that these traits manifest
through various communication behaviors such as willingness to communicate
(McCroskey et al., 2004) and communication apprehension (M. J. Beatty, McCroskey, &
Heisel, 1998). In support of this notion, Houser and Frymier (2009) indicate that
“[t]lemperament influences how students communicate thus it seems likely that it also
influences how students experience the classroom environment™ (p. 38). Therefore,
students’ temperament can be used to explain students’ participatory behaviors,
independent of their perceptions of a teacher’s credibility. Students learning orientation
(i.e., learning-oriented or grade-oriented) also impacts how students respond to teachers
and the learning context (Houser, 2005; Houser & Frymier, 2009b; Milton, Pollio, &
Eison, 1986). Specifically, learning-oriented students (i.e., those that value course
content as important and internally rewarding) have greater internal locus of control
(Eison & Pollio, 1986) and greater academic performance than students low in learning
orientation or those with a grade-orientation (i.e., value grades and view coursework as a
series of obstacles to overcome to get a desired grade (Page & Alexitch, 2003).
Dependent on learning orientation, students’ may have more or less motivation to
participate in class. Although, I did not measure student characteristics such as
temperament and learning orientation, I mention the research surrounding these
constructs here because they illustrate other aspects that might have influenced student-
participation in the current study.

In terms of teacher characteristics and students in-class participation, it may be
that students do not base their participation on how credible they think their teacher is. In

support of this notion, Myers (2004) argued that students’ willingness to communicate
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inside and outside of class are positively related to student perceptions of teacher
credibility. He suggested that students come to a classroom setting excepting their
instructors to be credible and therefore perceptions of credibility may have little to do
with students’ participatory behaviors. In line with Myers’s rationale, if credibility does
not elicit in-class participation then it may have more to do with the student
characteristics and environment that were discussed in the previous section.

The findings from the current study also provide insight about the relationship
between students’ perceptions of teacher credibility and teacher communication
behaviors. Interestingly, only teacher clarity and confirmation behaviors were significant
positive predictors of students’ perceptions of teacher credibility in the current study.
These findings reinforce those found by previous researchers who established a positive
relationship among teacher credibility and teacher clarity and confirmation behaviors
(Schrodt et al., 2006; 2009). Likewise, when teachers engage in confirmation behaviors
this leads to greater perceptions of teacher credibility and higher teacher evaluations
(Schrodt et al., 2006). In all, when teachers use confirmation behaviors, they involve
students in class interactions by responding to their questions and convey interest in their
students and use interactive teaching styles (Schrodt et al., 2006). It makes sense then
that these behaviors promote perceptions of credibility and positive evaluations for
teachers (Schrodt et al., 2006) and facilitate increased student motivation, satisfaction,
cognitive and affective learning, and participation (Goodboy & Myers, 2008).
Ultimately, it behooves teachers to use confirmation behaviors in the classroom because
they not only benefit students, but convey to students that their teachers are credible and

interested in them as students.
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In addition to teacher confirmation behaviors, the results of this study illustrate
that teacher clarity also contributes to students’ perceptions of credibility. The current
study found that teacher clarity was a positive predictor of teacher credibility, which is
similar to Schrodt et al.’s (2009) findings. Thus, the findings from the current study lend
additional support to previous studies that highlight the impact of teacher clarity
behaviors on a myriad of instructional variables such as student achievement,
satisfaction, motivation, and student affect and learning (Avtgis, 2001; Chesebro &
McCroskey, 1998, 2001; Chesebro & Wanzer, 2006; Comadena, Hunt, & Simonds, 2007,
Hativa, 1998; Houser & Frymier, 2009; Sidelinger & McCroskey, 1997). Ultimately,
clarity is a prosocial teacher behavior that leads to perception of credibility (Schrodt et al.
2006; Schrodt et al., 2009) and teachers are encouraged to engage in behaviors (e.g.,
advanced organizers, summaries, repetition) that provide clear messages to students while
presenting class content. In all, clarity and confirmation emerge as predictors of teacher
credibility in the current study, and previous research supports this view. However, other
variables that have been shown in previous studies (e.g., nonverbal immediacy) to be
related to credibility did not emerge as significant predictors of teacher credibility. The
next section clarifies these findings from the present study.

In the current study, content relevance, accommodation, and nonverbal
immediacy did not significantly predict students’ perceptions of teacher credibility. The
research program on student motivation provides a useful framework for explaining these
results. Keller (1983) argued that relevance is an aspect of student motivation and
ultimately students need to make a personal connection to course content and that

supports their personal needs, goals, and future careers. Despite the fact that previous
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research points to a relationship between instructor use of relevancy behaviors and
increased levels of student motivation (Fymier & Shulman, 1995; Frymier et al., 1996),
researchers have found conflicting results during experimental studies that attempted to
manipulate relevancy behaviors (Frymier & Houser, 1998). These results prompted
Muddiman and Frymier (2009) to suggest that, “relevance strategies reported by
instructors and students’ perceptions of relevance may also have limited overlap” (p.
133).

To address the problems with manipulating relevancy behaviors during
experimental studies, Muddiman and Frymier (2009) had students generate listings of
teacher relevancy behaviors. From their research they argue that students may see
relevance as an outcome variable, such that when students are motivated to learn and are
engaged, they perceive what they are learning to be relevant. In this way, copious
teaching strategies could lead to perceptions of relevance as opposed to relevance leading
to perceptions of effective teaching outcomes (e.g., credibility). This may have occurred
in the current study. For these reasons, other factors such as student motivation and how
relevance was measured within the current hypothesized model (i.e., as a predictor rather
than an outcome) may have contributed to how relevant material was to students.

In contrast to numerous studies, the results from the current study failed to find a
significant relationship between nonverbal immediacy and teacher credibility. In all, the
results regarding nonverbal immediacy in the current study are, in some ways,
contradictory to extant research. In recent reviews of the teacher immediacy, researchers
often argue that the effects of immediacy are more robust than other teacher

communication behaviors (Schrodt, et al., 2009; Witt et al., 2004). However, the results
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of the current study add support to Schrodt et al.’s claim that “Contrary to this line of
reasoning, however, the results of this study suggest that perceived teacher confirmation
and clarity may have a greater influence on student learning than nonverbal immediacy
cues” (p. 366). In addition, Hosek (2008) argued that credibility served as a predictor of
nonverbal immediacy, in the sense that students need to perceive their teachers are
credible in order for behaviors such as immediacy to have an influence on affect for an
instructor and student learning. In all these findings call in to question a growing trend
that questions the privilege given to immediacy in instructional communication research
over other variables that may also impact the learning environment (Schrodt et al., 2009).
There may be two main reasons for the pattern of results in the current study
surrounding nonverbal immediacy and teacher credibility. First, it makes theoretical
sense that a teacher who is both confirming to students’ efficacy and identity as well as
high in teacher clarity may be perceived as nonverbally immediate (Schrodt et al., 2009).
As a result the nonverbal immediacy cues become less salient, in favor of confirmation
and clarity behaviors (Schrodt, 2009; Houser & Frymier, 2009). Second, it stands to
reason that the items that measure confirmation (e.g. shows an interest in students, uses
an interactive teaching style) have inherent ties to behaviors that can be viewed as
immediate and thus indirectly measures the immediacy students perceive within a
behavior (e.g., listening to students questions) as opposed to acknowledging the
frequency with which a teacher engages in immediacy behaviors that are recognized
within the literature (as in Richmond et al.’s [2003] Nonverbal Immediacy Scale
instrument). This argument is in line with that proposed by Schrodt et al. (2009), who

also found that confirmation was a stronger predictor of teacher credibility than was



208

nonverbal immediacy. Clearly, the results of this study favor the theoretical explanation
because clarity and conformation did, in fact, emerge as salient predictors of teacher
credibility.

Additionally, I proposed that self-disclosure would be a positive predictor of
teacher credibility; however, teacher self-disclosure emerged as a negative predictor of
teacher credibility. However, the relationship between self-disclosure and teacher
credibility only approached statistical significance. Thus caution should be applied when
interpreting this finding. Previous researchers found a positive relationship between
appropriate teacher self-disclosure and positive teacher evaluations. But when instructor
self-disclosures were not related to course content, students viewed them as out-of-place
or inappropriate in a classroom (Nussbaum & Scott, 1979; Sorensen, 1989; Lannutti &
Strauman, 2006). Perhaps in the current study, teachers were engaging in self-disclosure
but students did not perceive the disclosure as relevant and therefore negatively impacted
students’ perceptions of teacher credibility. This makes some sense when examined
alongside the lack of significant results regarding content relevance and teacher
credibility. Finally, it stands to reason that other factors such as type of course, which
was not fully examined, may have moderated the relationship among self-disclosure and
teacher credibility. In a related study Cayanus and Martin (2004) found a relationship
between self-disclosure, course interest, and out of class teacher-student communication;
however, they could not establish a relationship between student affect for the instructor
or course content. Therefore, they argued that students may appreciate teacher self-
disclosure and its function to increase perceptions of approachability but ultimately other

factors such as clarity and relevance may provide a more robust understanding of
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affective learning. Likewise, other factors (e.g., clarity and confirmation) appear to be
more robust predictors of credibility than self-disclosure, as was the case in the current
study.

An important implication from the current study arises from the findings
surrounding self-disclosure and how teachers mange their private information. My
previous research in the area of communication privacy management and instruction,
lends some support to this contention. For example, in our study (see Hosek and
Thompson, 2009), we found that teachers’ managed privacy boundaries by not disclosing
private information, as a way to preserve their credibility and aspects about their personal
identities. The teachers in our study indicated that they did not disclosure private
information to avoid potential negative perceptions from their students and/or institutions
about certain aspects of their identity (e.g., religious affiliation, sexual identity).
Importantly, the results from the current study suggest that teachers can choose not to
engage in self-disclosure in the classroom, and do so, knowing that it may not impact
their credibility as significantly as would choosing not to use clarity and confirmation
behaviors. Therefore, previous research suggests teacher self-disclosure can help
increase perceptions of approachability and liking for teachers but teachers are well
advised, based on the current study and previous research, to engage in clarity and
confirmation behaviors as a means to promote student learning and manage their own
credibility.

Another variable that was hypothesized to predict teacher credibility was teacher
accommodation behaviors. The findings of this study did not support this predictive

relationship. Perhaps there is no relationship between accommodation and teacher
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credibility; however, a more plausible explanation may be due to measurement
construction. In essence, although the accommodation items on the questionnaire asked
students to respond about the strategies their teacher used to engage others in discussions
that reflected diverse viewpoints (e.g., this instructor welcomes opinions different from
his/her own) it did not perhaps tap in to the nuances of how teachers adjusted (or not)
their communication (through convergence, divergence, maintenance, over-
accommodation, non-accommodation) to promote or reduce perceptions of common
group-based status/categorization. Ultimately, the main premise of Communication
Accommodation Theory (CAT) indicates that people make strategic communicative
moves to increase or decrease social distance during interactions with others (Shepard et
al., 2001) and the measurement used in the current study may not have captured the full
scope of this process between students and teachers. Lin and Harwood (2003) for
example state, “CAT suggests that people attune their communication styles or
conversation topics to be similar to or different from their partner in order to achieve
various relational goals such as group identification or interpersonal solidarity” (p. 539).
Thus, CAT’s applicability resides in its ability to describe, predict, and explain people’s
motivations, processes, and the outcomes for these shifts in behavior during
conversations (Shepard, et al., 2001).

Unfortunately, the items used to measure accommodation in this study did not
fully assess how these linguistic moves occur and the outcomes for such behaviors in the
student-teacher relationship. Despite this limitation, as I discussed in Chapter Two, many
of the teacher communication behaviors examined in this study (e.g., clarity, relevance,

self-disclosure) can be viewed as accommodative or non-accommodative, dependent on
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how the teacher engages in the behavior. In further support of the notion that teacher
communication behaviors can be perceived as accommodative or non-accommodative,
Bourhis, Giles and Lambert (1975) suggested that altering one’s accent to be similar to or
different from others demonstrates interethnic solidarity or separation, and if teachers
engaged in this behavior they could be perceived as being more or less clear (i.e.,
accommodating) to their students. The measures used in the current study did not fully
assess the accommodative moves of teachers as suggested by Bourhis et al.; thus, future
studies should examine how, if at all, teachers engage in accommodative or non-
accommodative communication and explore instructional communication outcomes, such
as credibility, that may be influenced as a result of accommodation/nonaccommodation.

In the previous section, the results surrounding teacher communication behaviors
and credibility were described. The next section explains a second area within the
conceptual model by clarifying the results surrounding the relationships among teacher
communication behaviors, group-based categorization, and instructional outcomes.
Teacher Communication Behaviors, Group-Based Categorization, and Instructional

Outcomes

In terms of the relationship among teacher communication behaviors, group-based
categorization, and instructional outcomes, the findings of the present study revealed that
only content relevance positively predicted perceived background homophily and global
shared social identity. In other words, teacher clarity, self-disclosure, confirmation,
accommodation, and nonverbal immediacy did not predict students’ perceptions of

background homophily or global shared social identity.
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In the previous section, I stated that content relevance was not associated with
teacher credibility. Perhaps students’ perceptions of teacher credibility function
independently from perceptions of relevance (as evidenced by the above results regarding
credibility and relevance) and lead to teacher credibility. This make sense because the
research literature points to relevance as one teacher communication behavior among a
host of others that promote positive perceptions of teacher credibility.

In contrast, background homophily and global shared social identities focus more
on aspects that emphasize personal and social identity factors (as argued throughout this
manuscript). In terms of background homophily and global shared social identity, it
would seem that when teachers share aspects of their background and social group
membership with their students this could help students make connections to course
content and allow students to see their teachers as part of their ingroup. Based on the
previous statement, the findings of the current study surrounding the lack of a significant
relationship between self-disclosure and perceived background homophily and global
shared social identity are a bit puzzling. In fact, the results indicate that self-disclosure
negatively predicted perceived background homphily (which was opposite of what was
originally predicted), but positively predicted global shared social identity. In all, this is
puzzling because self-disclosure is one way students come to learn about teachers’
personal and social identities. Perhaps the totality of their disclosures can lead to
students believing they belong to or do not belong to similar social groups, rather than
discrete aspects about what they disclose and the frequency with which they disclose.

Another explanation for why self-disclosure negatively predicted background

homophily relates to the fact that a curvi-linear relationship may be at work, such that,
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too much self-disclosure can be detrimental to the student-teacher relationship. On one
hand, it makes sense that if a teacher discloses too much personal information this can
have a negative impact on students’ perceptions of the teacher. However, it might be
more likely, in the context of the present study, that teachers could have disclosed
personal information that highlighted differences among themselves and their students
regarding their backgrounds and social group memberships, which in turn may have led
students to see themselves as being part of the outgroup. Further, the achievement of
only marginal significance have been due to the fact that students’ perceptions of
homophily and group based categorization may have occurred in more indirect ways. For
example, self-disclosure requires a person to share personal information willingly with
another person and this can be achieved through direct (e.g., face-to-face) and indirect
(e.g., social media) channels of communication. Although students can learn information
about their teachers based on what the teacher willingly shares with the students inside or
outside of class, recent research has suggested that students are increasingly using word
of mouth and social media outlets (e.g., Facebook) to obtain information about current
and potential teachers (DiVerniero & Hosek, 2011; Edwards, Edwards, Qing, & Wahl,
2007). Therefore, students can use these means to obtain information about their teachers
that the teachers may not have disclosed to them personally and make determinations
about how similar or different they feel towards their teachers. If students are using these
indirect means this adds another layer of complexity in terms of which information and
which channel (face to face or mediated) students believe provides them the most salient

information about their teachers’ social identities.
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Clarity represents another important teacher variable that did not predict
perceived background homophily or global shared social identity in the current study. In
part, it makes theoretical sense that teacher clarity did not predict perceptions of
homophily or global shared social identity. This may be because the rhetorical
perspective places clarity as a verbal behavior that helps students organize and process
course material (Mottet & Beebe, 2006) rather than helps them feel similar or different to
their teachers in terms of background or social group membership. Mottet and Beebe
(2006) argued that the rhetorical perspective is teacher-centered in that it emphasizes the
way in which teacher behaviors influence student learning rather than focusing on the
personal and social dynamics (i.e., homophily and global shared social identity) that
influence learning, which is more in line with the relational perspective. Thus, the
findings of this study surrounding teacher clarity are not without value because teacher
clarity continues to function to demonstrate teacher credibility and to promote student
learning. However, more puzzling than the study’s findings regarding teacher clarity
behaviors, are the findings surrounding perceived background homophily, teacher
confirmation, and accommodation.

The results of this study indicate that students’ perceptions of teacher
confirmation behaviors did not predicted students’ perceptions of background homophily
or global shared social identity. Given that researchers point to the benefits of teacher
confirmation behaviors and identity, it is interesting that confirmation did not help
students feel connected to their teachers in terms of background homophily or global

shared social identity.
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One way people come to understand who they are and connect with others is
through confirmative communication (Cissna & Sieburg, 1981). Buber (1957) suggested
that the confirmation behaviors allow people to create and understand their identity and
may be the most important characteristic of human interaction. More specific to the
instructional context, Ellis (2004) asserted students tend to desire relationships with their
teachers during the college years because it is a time of self-discovery and identity
development. Ultimately she argues, confirmation plays a vital role in the teaching and
learning process.

The above arguments help to explain the importance of examining confirmation
behaviors in the current study; yet, the assessment instrument used to examine teacher
confirmation behaviors was limited in its ability to examine perceptions of group-based
categorization. In other words, although confirmation behaviors have been linked to
increased perceptions of credibility and teacher evaluations (Schrodt, et al., 2006),
cognitive and affective learning, reduced receiver apprehension (Ellis, 200, 2004), class-
participation, state motivation, and satisfaction (Goodboy & Myers, 2008), the current
assessment limits the type of confirmation behaviors that can be explored and does not
directly measure identity confirmation or perceptions of common ingroup status. To
summarize, the current measure of teacher conformation focuses on the extent to which
teachers listen and respond to students’ questions, demonstrate interest in students as
individuals and their learning, and the type of style teachers use in the classroom (e.g.,
interactive). Ultimately this inability to measure confirmation or perceptions could be

one reason for the lack of significant findings.
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Another reason that confirmation did not predict perceived background
homophily or global shared social identity could be that students perceived their teachers
to be disconfirming in their communication. If confirmation as opposed to
disconfirmation occurs when individuals recognize, acknowledge, and endorse others’
sense of self and disconfirming behaviors demonstrate indifference and discount the
speaker (Sieburg, 1969), it is plausible that the students reported on teachers that they
found to be disconfirming and logically this could make students feel dissimilar to those
teachers.

That said, given the status placed on confirmation behaviors in current research
literature and how confirmation leads to identity confirmation, future research is needed
to identify the types of teachers verbal messages that lead to students’ perceptions of
identity confirmation and the role, if any, teachers’ own background homophily or social
identity play in the confirmation process.

In the current study accommodation did not predict perceptions of background
homophily or global shared social identity as expected. The reasons for this outcome are
similar to those provided earlier in regard to teacher credibility. Although, I expected
that the extent to which teachers acknowledged and engaged in discussions with students
about different viewpoints would offer students opportunities to feel similar and/or
different to their teachers in terms of the background and social group memberships, this
was not the case. I thought this would occur because a discussion about diverse
viewpoints, perhaps different from the teachers’ own viewpoints, would allow students to
learn more about their teachers’ standpoints and background, which in turn could provide

students with insight in to the social groups the students believed the teacher belong to or
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did not belong to. Perhaps future research that focuses more directly on the actual
communicative messages that teachers use to accommodate students social identities
would offer more insight to this phenomenon.

In terms of group-based categorization and instructional outcomes, results of this
study revealed that neither perceived background homophily or global shared social
identity predicted learning outcomes (as indicated by learner empowerment and affective
learning) or in-class participation. These findings appear to contradict Myers et al.’s
(2009) study that found a relationship among in-class participation and background
homophily. In fact, their study showed that students were more likely to participate in
classes when they felt similar to their teachers. Also, researchers have shown
background homophily to be related to course affect and affect for teacher (both
dimensions of affective learning; Elliot, 1979). Post-hoc analyses from the current study
revealed similar trends such that attitude and background homophily positively predicted
affect for teachers, as did global shared social identity. In addition, the three indicators of
group-based categorizations positively predicted relational and communication
satisfaction between students and teachers.

The current study’s findings extend Schrodt et al.’s (2009) research that showed
that credibility mediated the relationship between teacher communication behaviors and
learning outcomes. The fact that homophily and global shared social identity did not
mediate these relationships, as initially predicted, is important to note given the goals of
this study; however, the fact that credibility emerged as a mediator (albeit approaching

statistical significance) provides an important contribution to current theorizing and
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models of instructional communication, which I describe in more detail in the discussion
on theoretical implications.

The findings from the current study do show that credibility predicts relational
outcomes. More specifically, Post-hoc analyses imply that credibility positively
predicted perceptions of affect for teachers, relational satisfaction, and communication
satisfaction. In other words, the extent to which students view their teachers as credible
functions to build interpersonal liking towards the teacher and engenders feelings of
connection, along with believing interactions are mutually beneficial.

Interestingly, the caring dimension of credibility was the strongest predictor of
communication satisfaction and the trust dimension was not a significant predictor of
relational or communication satisfaction. Said in another way, students felt most satisfied
with their relationships and communicative interactions with their teachers when their
teachers were caring, but trust did not play a statistically significant role in this process.
This finding is interesting given the value placed on trust in relationships and can be
explained using the counter-claims used by scholars who question the interpersonal
conceptualization of the teacher-student relationship. For example, some instructional
scholars state that the teacher-student relationship cannot be viewed entirely as an
interpersonal relationship given various constraints (e.g., time, depth, relational history).
This counterargument can be used to explain the findings of the current study. It appears
that students’ perceptions of teacher credibility can influence affect for these teachers,
and how satisfied students feel with the student-teacher relationship; however, trust does
not appear to influence these perceptions within the current study. Ultimately, it may be

too restrictive and unrealistic, from the results of this study, to assume that trust does not
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play an important role in the student-teacher relationship. But, the results of the current
study do point out that the competence and caring dimensions relate more directly to
students’ perceptions of relational functioning, as does homophily and global shared
social identity (as discussed in the previous sections).

In all, when teachers are perceived as credible, students report increased feelings
of relational and communicative satisfaction with their teachers. This finding adds to the
limited research on satisfaction, in particular communication satisfaction, within
instructional communication research. Clearly, the positive relationship between teacher
credibility and communication satisfaction is noteworthy because it illustrates that
credibility not only relates to rhetorical aspects of teaching (e.g., clarity) but also to the
relational dimension.

In the previous sections, I explained and justified the findings from the current
study. However, two additional factors, course content and teacher personality, may have
contributed to the overall lack of significant findings within the current study as a whole.

Many contemporary scholars and educators believe that the current assessment-
based teaching and learning culture places emphasis on the learning product rather than
the learning process (Harriman, 2005). Weaver (2004) argued that the current
pedagogical emphasis focuses on teaching the content rather than on the student.
Although the education research literature does not directly attribute differences in
teaching style to personality, the research does suggest that teachers possess different
beliefs and judgments about how course content should be taught (Shavelson & Stern,
1981). Teachers’ beliefs and judgments have been shown to impact their teaching

practices and decision-making in the classroom (Shavelson & Stern, 1981).
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Along with Shavelson and Stern (1981), Butty (2001) described how teachers’
instructional practices and teaching styles differed based on teachers’ conceptions of the
subject matter and their cognitive processes. Butty further suggested that content areas
have different pedagogical traditions. For example, the math content area has a teacher-
versus-student-centered tradition, with teachers placing greater emphasis on lectures and
textbooks than on the desire to help their students think critically across subject areas and
apply their knowledge (Butty, 2001). As Mottet et al. (2008) point out, Butty and other
instructional scholars (e.g., Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-Wasco, 1985) have failed to find
differences in students’ perceptions of teacher communication behaviors between task
(e.g., math/science) and relational (interpersonal communication) type courses. In light
of these conflicting results and contentions among research with regard to how course
type or course content impacts perceptions of teacher communication behavior, it stands
to reason that the type of course that a student responded on could moderate how salient
aspects of social identity and group-based categorizations become over the course of a
semester. For example, in a class about politics and communication, it is likely that a
teacher’s own political identity could be highly salient in discussions about political
issues and students would have more opportunities to determine if they feel aligned to
their teacher’s political identity (i.e., similar group-based categorization) than they might
in a statistics course.

In future studies, researchers should control for and/or examine the potential for
class type to moderate the impact of how teacher communication behaviors are viewed
by students and how this may explain the different functions group-based categorizations

and credibility have on instructional outcomes.
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Theoretical Implications

As with all research, it is important to identify how this study contributes to
current theoretical understandings of the phenomenon under investigation. This study
was guided by the theories that demonstrate the intersections of intergroup, interpersonal,
and instructional communication. As such, it offers insight in to current theorizing and
thinking about the student-teacher relationship and the learning environment. In general,
three main theoretical contributions or extensions evolve from this study.

Teacher Credibility

As with previous research (e.g., Finn et al., 2009), the current study highlights the
salient and pervasive role teacher credibility plays within the instructional environment
and the teacher-student relationship. The current study’s findings reinforced current
theorizing and model development surrounding teacher credibility as a predictor variable
(Finn et al., 2009; McCroskey et al., 2004), an outcome variable (McCroskey, et al.,
2004), and a mediator (Schrodt, et al., 2009). The previous sections clarified the ways in
which teacher credibility served as a predictor and an outcome variable in the current
model. Therefore, this section focuses on the way teacher credibility functioned as a
mediator in the hypothesized model, which highlights current theorizing about teacher
credibility.

Results revealed two mediations that approached statistical significance.
Specifically, the paths from teacher clarity to learning outcomes (as indicated by learner
empowerment and affective learning) and confirmation to learning outcomes were
mediated by teacher credibility. These findings are important because they lend support

Schrodt et al.’s (2009) and Hosek’s (2008) argument that placing teacher credibility as a
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mediator provides a useful way to examine the relationship among teacher
communication behaviors and instructional outcomes and add to our theoretical
understanding of teacher credibility. In part, the findings of this study support those of
Schrodt et al. (2009), which indicated that teacher credibility partially mediated the
association among teacher communication messages (e.g., clarity and confirmation) and
student learning outcomes (e.g., learner empowerment and affective learning).

Further, the current study’s findings reinforce those of my pilot studies (i.e.,
Hosek, 2008), which found teacher credibility to mediate the relationship between shared
social identity, teacher behaviors, student learning, and affect for instructor. The extent
to which students believe that their teacher is credible (in terms of competence,
trustworthiness, and caring), impacts their perception of how clear and confirming they
perceive the teacher to be. This in turn functions to help student feel empowered and
promotes affective learning.

Initially, I argued for the separation of affective learning and learner
empowerment as two distinct constructs. However, after conducting the Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA), I chose to combine affective learning and empowerment into one
latent construct of learner empowerment, a similar practice was employed by Schrodt et
al. (2009) who examined affective learning and empowerment as part of a combined
latent construct labeled “learning outcomes.” In addition, Schrodt et al. included learning
indicators to represent cognitive learning within the latent construct of learning outcomes.
Although I did not examine cognitive learning, Schrodt et al.’s research points to the
potential for credibility to also mediate perceptions of teacher communication behaviors

and learning outcomes. Thus researchers should continue to explore this relationship
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regarding how credibility, empowerment, and affective learning influence cognitive
learning, especially since cognitive learning is a primary goal within higher education.

Based on the depth and breadth that teacher credibility has on facilitating student-
teacher interactions and ultimately, student learning, it makes sense that Finn et al. (2009)
and Schrodt et al. (2009) call for a continued focus on teacher credibility in order to
refine the role that credibility plays within the instructional context. In addition to their
appeal, I argue that the current study (and pilot studies) provides evidence that there is a
need to explore how credibility is related to, predicts, and mediates understudied
variables that affect the instructional context, such as, social identities, intergroup
relations, and new media technologies (e.g., Facebook; Diverniero & Hosek, 2011). For
example, in the current, study teacher credibility was positioned alongside homophily and
global shared social identity. But perhaps teacher credibility meditates the perception of
group-based categorizations and learning outcomes or is an antecedent to perceptions of
group-based categorizations when examining the instructional context. As these are
questions that frame my current research agenda, I plan to explore these questions in
future studies.

In all, the current study extends current theorizing and model development
surrounding teacher credibility by focusing on the mediating role credibility plays within
the instructional context. In doing so, I extend and lend support to the work begun by
Schrodt et al. (2009) and extend my own line of research surrounding the two studies that
laid the foundation for this study (e.g., Hosek, 2008, 2009). In all, Finn et al.’s (2009)
meta-analysis articulated that researchers examine credibility in a variety of ways in their

studies. To illustrate, McCroskey, et al. (2004) articulated the model of instructional
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communication that placed emphasis on credibility as both a predictor and as an outcome
variable. Schrodt et al. (2009), Hosek (2008), and the current study placed credibility as
a mediator in the overall instructional process thus demonstrating pervasive role (Myers
& Martin, 2006) that ethos plays within instructional communication research. For this
reason, I argue that the construct of teacher credibility is infused directly and indirectly at
the macro and micro levels of the research process, and its impact should be considered
during the design, execution, and interpretation of most, if not all, instructional
communication and educational research.
Teacher Immediacy

A second theoretical implication derived from this study surrounds the role of
teacher immediacy in the instructional context. The research on nonverbal immediacy
has undoubtedly been heuristic and produced a substantial body of research; yet, it is not
without criticisms and contradictions (for a review, see Witt, Schrodt, & Turman, 2010;
Witt, et al., 2004b). As such, scholars have recently begun to question the prominence
that nonverbal immediacy has received in instructional communication research (Schrodt,
et al., 2009; Witt, et al., 2010). Researchers have found that nonverbal immediacy
accounts for a smaller percentage of the variance than would be expected to explain
student learning outcomes (Schrodt, et al., 2009). In other studies, nonverbal immediacy
was not related to student learning outcomes (Houser & Frymier, 2009; Hosek, 2008;
Mottet et al., 2008;) or other teacher characteristics (e.g., credibility) as in the current
study.

The results from the current study show that students’ perceptions of teacher

nonverbal immediacy do not predict teacher credibility. This finding conflicts with other
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researchers who have found a positive relationship between teacher credibility and
nonverbal immediacy. Given the contrasting findings within the literature, additional
research is needed to determine the role immediacy plays in the instructional context.

As mentioned earlier, it is possible that many teacher communication behaviors
contain elements of immediacy (i.e., confirmation behaviors being perceived as
immediate as in the current study and Schrodt, et al., 2009), and for this reason a more
concerted effort is needed to address the fact that numerous variables examined in the
instructional communication literature are inherently immediate in nature. Researchers
can take several measures to address this concern surrounding the inherent immediacy
laden variables within instructional communication research. First, researchers should
construct studies that control for immediacy behaviors in order to isolate the specific
behaviors under investigation. Second, researchers can engage in model development, as
in the current study, to examine the ways in which multiple teacher communication
behaviors impact student learning outcomes, as a way to examine the combined effects of
the variables under investigation. Finally, researchers can examine nonverbal immediacy
as a covariate with their research in order to locate how immediacy functions alongside
other variables of interest to instructional scholars.

Overall, I argue the main theoretical contribution that is derived from the current
study is the extension of intergroup theorizing and research to the instructional context.
The intergroup perspective provides a rich, yet underutilized lens from which to examine
intergroup issues within the instructional context. The next section highlights the
contribution that the current study makes by integrating intergroup theorizing to

instructional communication research and suggests potential areas for future research.
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Extending the Intergroup Perspective

Edwards and Harwood (2003) called upon researchers to examine issues of social
identity within the instructional context. Similarly, Harwood (2006) stated a broader
challenge when he suggested that researchers examine issues of identity within all their
studies. To address these challenges set forth by Edwards and Harwood, I extended the
work of Edwards and Harwood through my previous studies and the current study by
using the intergroup perspective and theorizing in the form of SIT, CCIM, and CAT to
explore how, if at all, social identity and group-based categorization impact the
instructional context.

Taken together, Edwards and Harwood’s (2003) study, my two pilot studies
Hosek (2008, 2009) and the current study highlight the value and richness that the
intergroup perspective and intergroup theorizing can offer instructional communication
scholarship. Although interpersonal, family, educational, and sociology scholars readily
use the intergroup perspective in their research, the integration of this perspective has not
been adopted among instructional communication research. Importantly, the findings
from the current study underscore the usefulness and need for continued interested and
exploration among scholars to recognize intergroup communication and theorizing as
another lens from which to examine instructional issues.

The findings of the current study yield three general conclusions and point to
ways to further refine the conceptual model from Chapter One. First, content relevance
was a positive predictor for both background homophily and global shared social identity;
yet, teacher confirmation or accommodation did not predict group-based categorization.

Given the theoretical links to confirmation and identity development/reinforcement,
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intergroup theories such as CAT should be used more directly to examine the relationship
among accommodation, confirmation behaviors, and group-based categorization. For
example, future researchers can explore how students’ experience nonaccommodation in
the classroom and, how, if at all, this leads to feelings of disconfirmation towards
students’ identity development/reinforcement.

Also, group-based categorizations did predict instructional learning outcomes
when they were defined as empowerment, affective learning, or in-class participation, but
did not predict relational outcomes such as affect for teachers, relational, and
communication satisfaction. These findings link group-based categorizations more
clearly to the relational dimension of the student-teacher relationship and the resulting
implications require further examination.

The current study focused on the student-teacher relationship and how students’
perceptions of teachers’ communication behaviors impacted perceptions of group-based
categorization and learning outcomes. However, intergroup interactions can also occur
between students throughout the course of a semester and these interactions offer an
additional site to explore intergroup relations. From a practical standpoint, students are
often placed in groups for assignments and activities and many teachers pre-select the
groups for the class to encourage diversity amongst the students. When students are
placed in group situations, it stands to reason that they may feel less or more identified
with certain group members or the group as a whole, and this can reinforce or challenge
perceptions of group-based categorization.

To illustrate how this scenario might occur, I provide the following example: Sue

is a non-traditional student (age 33), an African-American woman, a wife, and a new
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mother. She is enrolled in an introductory communication course and is assigned to a
group with three other students who, in her opinion, belong to vastly different social
groups than she does and she questions how well they will work together as a group.

Clearly, shifting the focus to the student-student relationship provides an
additional trajectory for future research. Given that employers are increasingly looking
for students who can work in a team-based culture, it makes sense that many courses
require some form of group work as part of their curriculum. Yet, from an intergroup
perspective it becomes important to examine how, if at all, students’ perceptions of
group-based categorization impact group commitment, satisfaction, willingness to
communication, conflict management, and learning during group projects because these
can impact the end product. In addition, it would also be important to understand how, if
at all, students’ perceptions of similar group-based categorizations with their teachers
mitigate the impact of student-student intergroup dynamics, and to what extent. In future
research, I plan to explore these questions with an eye towards the student-student
relationship and instructional outcomes, and consequently the role teachers may play in
the interaction.
Practical Applications

The present study offers several practical applications for teachers, students, and
administrators. Also, these practical implications may offer ways to address the higher
education issues presented at the onset of this study.

The findings from this study offer important implications for teachers. The
results of this study indicate that teachers should be encouraged to engage in behaviors

that build, maintain, and reinforce their credibility. Similarly, teacher clarity and
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confirmation behaviors directly predicted students’ perceptions of teacher credibility.
This finding suggests that teachers should engage in behaviors that make content
understandable to students such as organizational cues, previews, transitions, summaries,
detailed explanations, and examples. At the same time, teachers should show students
that they are valuable and important partners in the learning environment (i.e., use
confirmation behaviors). Teacher clarity, content relevance, and nonverbal immediacy
directly predicted in-class participation; therefore, teachers are encouraged to engage in
these behaviors to promote engagement in their classrooms. Additionally, the extent to
which teachers use confirmation and content relevance behaviors link directly to learning
outcomes (as indicated by empowerment and affective learning), provides another reason
teachers should engage in these behaviors.

Finally, teachers should be mindful that when they engage in self-disclosure, as
those disclosures may lead students to feel more or less similar to them in terms of
background homophily and global shared social identity. If teachers do engage in self-
disclosure they should remain authentic to their own identities (Hosek & Thompson,
2009), but make sure that what they disclose is relevant to course content.

Students can also benefit from the findings of this study. The results of the
current study demonstrate that students are partners in the learning process, and as such,
students should recognize and attend to the ways in which they feel similar to their
teachers in terms of homophily (attitude and background) and global shared social
identity. Students should focus on these factors because the current study illustrated how
homophily and global shared social identity predicted the degree of affect students had

towards their teachers. Likewise, these factors influenced how satisfied students were
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with the overall student-teacher relationship and how satisfied they were with the
communication within the student-teacher relationship.

Overall, these recommendations reinforce those proposed by Martin and
colleagues because they argued that students benefit when their intention for
communicating with their teachers is based on relational and functional motives as
opposed to excuse-making or self-promotion. Ultimately, when students engage in
communication with their teachers and feel identified with those teachers, this has the
potential to reduce the detrimental effects associated with isolation, self-esteem, and
academic performance.

The findings from this study can also benefit teachers and administrators with
regard to how teaching performance is measured. Researchers note that students’
evaluations are vitally important to the career trajectory of teachers; so much so, that
students’ evaluations are considered valid assessments of a teacher’s success and factor in
decisions relating to tenure and promotion (Dennis, 1990; Shingles, 1977). Researchers
have criticized the use of these evaluations because they often focus on unchangeable
factors such as gender (Basow & Silberg, 1987; Bennett, 1982; Bourhis, et al., 1975) and
ethnicity (Hendrix, 1998). In light of the current study’s findings, perhaps a more
appropriate approach would be to consider the ways in which social identities, such as
gender and ethnicity, become salient to students in their assessment of teachers, their
teaching, and their own learning and engagement. The current study demonstrates that
homophily and global shared social identity predict affect for teachers. For this reason,
administrators and teachers alike should examine evaluations with this in mind, because

students may report higher evaluations for teachers whom they feel similar to as
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compared to those teachers they feel dissimilar to in terms of homophily and social group
membership.
Limitations

As with most all research studies, it is important to view the results of this
investigation in the context of its limitations. In particular, there are three limitations
worth noting. First, relational and communication satisfaction were removed from the
SEM analysis. This is a limitation because both variables posed threats to concurrent and
divergent validity, and the data analysis revealed that these variables, when examined
alongside other instructional communication variables, may not distinctly measure
student-teacher satisfaction nor were they psychometrically distinct from the other
variables in this study. The choice to remove these variables from the current study,
though theoretically and methodologically warranted, limited my ability to examine
variables that focused specifically on the relational functioning surrounding the student-
teacher relationship. While several valid arguments exist for not examining relational
satisfaction using traditional interpersonal-type measures (e.g., MOQ), future researchers
should continue examining student communication satisfaction since the measure was
developed specifically for the instructional context.

A second limitation involves the sample used in this study. The sampling
techniques used to solicit participants produced a relatively homogenous sample. More
specifically, the sample lacked diversity with regard to race/ethnicity (82% Caucasian),
sexual orientation (93% heterosexual), religious affiliation (77% Christian), and age
group (84% young adults). In general, soliciting participants from multiple regions of the

United States, abroad, and from multiple institutions, would provide a more robust
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sample from which to investigate issues of group-based categorization. Further, the lack
of diversity in my sample does not provide a thorough understanding of the experiences
that traditionally marginalized social groups such as non-white, GLBT, or non-traditional
students have with issues surrounding group-based categorization, and how they impact
perceptions and relational functioning between students and teachers.

As a way to address this limitation, I plan to focus my some of my future research
in this area on the experiences of non-traditional students. Research on the experiences
of non-traditional students in needed for many reasons. First, numerous studies have
articulated the different needs that non-traditional students (Gorham, 1999; Houser, 2004;
Knowles, 1984). Nontraditional students have different needs with regard to learning
styles (Knowles, 1984; Richardson & Lane, 1993). Nontraditional students have a
greater willingness and desire for their instructors to know about their experiences and
incorporate into class how content relates to work/professional life (Houser, 2004b). In a
study examining nontraditional students’ expectations for instructor behavior, Houser
(Houser, 2004a) found that nontraditional students reported few desires for verbal
immediacy and clarity and no desires for nonverbal immediacy. However, Houser (2004)
cautions that this lack of desire should not suggest that nontraditional students would
respond negatively to these behaviors. Nontraditional students did however report a
desire for instructors to see them as adult individuals with experiences and who are
responsible for their own learning.

Moreover, and directly linked to my current research, Edwards and Harwood
(2003) suggested that future researchers using an intergroup approach should examine the

ways in which nontraditional students identify with their instructors in terms of group
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identification. To further supplement this proposition, in an earlier study (Nunziata,
2007), I discovered that nontraditional students may desire greater connection and
information about instructors’ personal lives to help them build relationships with their
instructors. In all, researchers have yet to examine other ways that social identity is
salient in the classroom for nontraditional students in comparison to traditional students.
In the future I plan to address this limitation by conducting additional studies that
examine the extent to which group-based categorizations (e.g., age group identity) impact
nontraditional students’ perceptions of teacher communication behavior and student
learning.

The third limitation involves the measurement of global shared social identity
(GSSI). GSSI was measured using Aron, et al.’s (1992) Inclusion of Other in the Self
(IOS) scale which was originally designed to directly assess interpersonal
interconnectedness and relational closeness. For the current study, the measure was
adapted to examine the extent to which students believed they and their teachers belong
to similar social groups. Although the I0OS was useful in the current study as a means to
examine global shared social identity because it taps in to feelings of closeness to another
person, and not a larger social group, alternate measures or creating a measure of group
identification specific to the instructional context may be warranted for future studies.

The I0S is a one-item measure, and although researchers argue for its reliability
and validity in regards to interpersonal relationships, several issues arise when adapting
this measure to examine global shared social identity. Students were promoted to think
about all of the various social group memberships that they and their teacher belong to

when responding. In using this approach it was impossible to determine if particular
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social group memberships played a stronger role in students’ responses. Therefore,
future research may benefit from examining specific social identities individually--
similar to how Edwards and Harwood (2003) only examined age identity. By examining
specific social identities, researchers would be able to provide a more robust
understanding as to how, if at all, specific social identities (e.g., gender, age, sexual
identity, race/ethnicity) predict instructional outcomes.
Conclusion

This study assessed students’ perceptions of teachers’ communication behaviors
and how the students’ perceptions functioned to predict group-based categorizations and
to what extent these perceptions influenced instructional outcomes. This study was
grounded in the intergroup perspective through the use of Social Identity Theory and the
Common Ingroup Identity Model, Communication Accommodation Theory. Ultimately,
this study reinforced the role of credibility as a salient variable within the landscape of
instructional communication research, as it predicts and mediates the relationship among
teacher communication behaviors and learning outcomes. In addition, the results from
this study establish the roles of teacher clarity and confirmation behaviors as key
variables that influence students’ perceptions of teacher credibility, homophily, and
global shared social identity. Also, the present study clarified the findings of previous
research and offered avenues for future research. In all, the results of this study highlight
the contributions that teacher communication behaviors and group-based categorizations
can have on instructional outcomes, and provided practical applications for students and

teachers to consider as the interact with each other to achieve instructional goals.
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Recruitment Announcement

Extending Intergroup Theorizing to the Instructional Context: Testing a Model of Teacher
Communication Behaviors, Group Categorization and Outcomes that Influences the Student
Teacher Relationship

My name is Angela M. Nunziata Hosek and I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of
Communication Studies at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. I am currently working on my
dissertation which focuses on college student identification with their college instructors. I am
looking for students who meet the following criteria: (1) must be at least 19 years old, (2) are
currently enrolled in college and self identify as a traditional or nontraditional student and (3) are
able to respond to the survey questionnaire while thinking about a target teacher that they have an
opportunity to observe and interact with during a face-to-face class.

I am therefore seeking individuals to complete an on-line questionnaire regarding this topic. The
on-line questionnaire will take approximately 45-60 minutes to an hour to complete and will only
be available March 1st thru March 22, 2010. If needed, the survey dates may be extended in order
to gather a sufficient number of participants. To participate, you must meet all of the following
criteria:

(a) Be at least 19 years of age,

(b) Currently enrolled in college classes and self-identify as a traditional or
nontraditional student, and

(c) be able to respond to the survey questionnaire while thinking about a target teacher
that you have an opportunity to observe and interact with during a face-to-ace class that
you are taking.

If you choose to participate, all of your information will be kept confidential.
If you are willing to participate, please visit the website:

http://ssp.qualtrics.com/SE?SID=SV_3ITJ3iM4Ccl1Dyug&SVID=Prod to complete the
questionnaire.

If you know of anyone who may be willing to participate in this study, please pass on this
announcement to them. If you would prefer to fill out the questionnaire on paper, please contact
me at the information listed below.

If you should have any questions or difficulties in connecting to the website, please contact me as
soon as possible. I appreciate your help!

Reminder-- the questionnaire will be only available through March 1, 2010 to March 22, 2010.

Thank you for your help.

Angela M. Nunziata Hosek, M.A.
Dr. William Seiler

402-472-0650
amnunziata@huskers.unl.edu


Angela Hosek
275


by TRB# 2007128353 EX
APPENDIX C: > W Date Approved: 09/17/2009

NeBﬂfEéSg% QLT valid until: 05/17/2010

Lincoln

Department of Communication Studies.

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
IRB#
Identification of Project:
Extending Intergroup Theorizing to the Instructional Context: Testing a Model of Teacher Communication Behaviors, Group
Categorization and Outcomes that Influences the Student Teacher Relationship

Purpose of the Research:

This is a research project that examines the ways in which college students and teachers’ social identities influence students’
perceptions of teachers’ behaviors. The study also examines students’ engagement and empowerment in the classroom,
affective learning, and relational satisfaction with their instructors. Specifically, the study seeks to examine how shared
identities among college students and teachers are related to various teaching goals and student learning outcomes. To
participate in this study you must be 19 years of age or older, must currently be enrolled in college and self identify as a
traditional or nontraditional student. Potential participants must be able to respond to the survey questionnaire while thinking
about a target teacher that they have an opportunity to observe and interact with in a face-to-face manner during class. You
are invited to participate in this study for extra credit in courses where extra credit is offered.

Procedures:

Participation in this study requires approximately 45-60 minutes of your time. The questionnaire may be completed at any
location where you have private internet access. I suggest that you do not complete the survey at work due to the potential for
computer use to be monitored. The online survey is located on Qualtrics.com and the website uses a secure server that
encrypts data during transit to the website. Qualtrics.com does not use collected or redistribute data in any way shape or form
and has met the Safe Harbor data protection requirements. Although the researcher will have access to participants’ email
addresses when they submit their survey, and for any extra credit offered to the University of Nebraska-Lincoln students, all
identifying labels will be removed before data analysis and reporting. The questionnaire takes approximately 45 to 60
minutes to complete.

Throughout the questionnaire you will answer survey questions about your target instructor’s communication behaviors
during class and the degree to which you feel similar and/or different to your target instructor, perceptions of your own
behavior in the class your target instructor teaches. You will also be asked to provide demographic information about
yourself. At the end of the survey you will have an opportunity to provide the researcher with feedback about the
questionnaire.

Risks and/or Discomforts:

There are no known risks associated with participating in a study of this nature. However, the participants will be asked to
indicate the degree to which they feel similar to their instructors with regard to (a) race/ethnicity (b) religion (c) political
affiliation (d) sexual orientation (e) gender. The researcher will take the following measures to protect the rights and safety of
the participants: (1) participants will be free to leave the study or decline participation in the study during any step of the
process, (2) all participants names will be changed in the research report to ensure confidentiality, and (3) if a participant
suffers emotional or mental distress the researcher will refer them to the UNL Psychological Consultation Center, telephone
(402) 472-2351. If you are not a UNL student we recommend that you seek counseling in your community. If you call the
UNL Psychological Consultation Center they can provide you with the contact information of a psychological service center
in your area. It is the responsibility of each participant to pay for treatment if they choose to seek it out. Researchers will not
be held liable for treatment expenses incurred.

Benefits:

There are no direct benefits to the participants. However, the participants involved in this study may gain a greater
understanding of the ways in which they perceive their instructors characteristics and communication behaviors as related to
their perceived learning.

Confidentiality:
Your responses will be kept strictly confidential and your name will not be associated in any way with the research findings.
All consent forms and materials will be kept in a locked drawer in the principal investigator’s office and only the primary
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Compensation:

Students who participate may receive extra credit in their communication studies course where extra credit is offered. The
names of the students who participant it this study will be sent to Dr. Jordan Soliz in the Communication Studies department
who will compile a list of student names to identify who participated in research for extra credit. This list will be
disseminated to the Communication Studies department faculty and graduate teaching assistants so that they can give their
students their credit, however the specific study a student participates in will not be identified. Other extra credit
opportunities should be provided by instructors for those students who do not qualify or choose not to participate in this
study. No monetary compensation will be given to any participants.

Opportunity to Ask Questions:

You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions answered before agreeing to participate in or
during the study. Or you may call the investigator at any time, office phone, (402) 472-0650. If you have questions
concerning your rights as a research subject that have not been answered by the investigator or to report any concerns about
the study, you many contact the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Institutional Review Board, telephone (402) 472-6965.
Please feel free to voice any and all questions you may have before or during the completion of the questionnaires. If you
would like additional information concerning this study after it is complete, please feel free to contact the investigator by
phone, mail, or email.

Freedom to Withdraw:

You are free to withdraw from this study at any time. Withdrawal from the study will not adversely affect your relationship
with the investigator, the Department of Communication Studies, or the University of Nebraska. Your decision will not result
in any loss of benefits for which you are otherwise entitled. If you are a communication studies student you will receive extra
credit for your participation, when offered by your instructor. If you choose not to participate, there are alternative options for
this extra credit. If you feel any emotional or mental distress from participating in this study please contact the UNL
Psychological Consultation Center, telephone (402) 472-2351. Please note that you are responsible for any costs associated
with these services.

Consent, Right to Receive a Copy:

You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this research study. By clicking the “I Agree” button at
the end of this consent form you certify that you have decided to participate having read and understood the information
presented.

Name and Phone number of investigator(s)
Angela M. Nunziata Hosek, M.A., Principal Investigator Office: (402) 472-0650
William Seiler, Ph.D., Advisor Office (402) 472-2067
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APPENDIX C:

Extending Intergroup Theorizing to the Instructional Context: Testing a Model of Teacher
Communication Behaviors, Group Categorization and Outcomes that Influences the Student
Teacher Relationship

Paper Version of Survey Questionnaire Items*

*The labels for the surveys were not visible to the participants but are contained in the copy of
the questionnaire in Appendix C for clarity.

General Survey Instructions

Directions: Thank you for your willingness to complete this survey! As you complete the survey
questionnaire you will be answering questions about a "target instructor." To select a specific a
“target instructor,” please think of the instructor who teaches the first class that you attend each
week. It should be an instructor with whom you have the opportunity to interact with during
class (i.e., observe them lecture, ask questions of them, engage them in discussion during or
outside of class).

The person you select is your target instructor for the remainder of the questionnaire, please
answer all questions about this target instructor and the class he/she teaches when requested.
Please answer all questions honestly based on your interpretation of the questions.

**For UNL students completing this questionnaire wanting extra credit, your target instructor
cannot be the instructor that will be giving you extra credit. If this is the case please think of the
next class you have during the week that meets the above criteria.

Section I: Teacher Communication Behaviors (Verbal Communication Behaviors)

Instructor Clarity

Directions. The next series of questions will ask you to think about how you feel about your target
instructor. Answer the following questions by placing the number from the following scale,
using the space provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree
This instructor clearly defines major concepts.

This instructor's answers to student questions are unclear. (R)
In general, I understand this instructor.
This instructor's objectives for the course are clear.

This instructor is straightforward in his/her lectures.
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This instructor is not clear when defining guidelines for out of class assignments. (R)
This instructor uses clear and relevant examples.

In general, I would say that this instructor's classroom communication is unclear. (R)
This instructor is explicit in her/his instructions.

Content Relevance
Directions. Now think about how you feel about your target instructor’s behaviors. Answer the
following questions by placing the number from the following scale. using the place space

provided.

1 =Never; 2 = Rarely 3=Occasionally; 4 = Sometimes; 5 = Frequently 6= Usually; 7 = Always
____This instructor uses examples to make the content relevant to me.
__ This instructor uses exercises or explanations that demonstrate the importance of the
content.
____This instructor explicitly states how the material relates to my career goals or my life in
general.
_____This instructor connects the material in this class to other classes I’'m taking or have taken.
____ This instructor asks me to apply content to my own interests.
____ This instructor uses his/her own experiences to demonstrate or introduce a concept.
_____This instructor uses his/her students’ experiences to demonstrate or introduce a concept.
____This instructor uses discussion as a method to help me understand the relevance of a topic.

This instructor uses current events as examples when presenting course content.


Angela Hosek
279


280

Instructor Self-Disclosure

Directions. For the next series of questions I would like you to think about how your target
instructor communicates with you and/or others. Answer the following questions by placing the
number from the following scale, using the place provided, with 1 representing Completely
Disagree and 7 representing Completely Agree. Numbers 2 and 6 indicate a strong feeling in
either desired direction. Numbers 3 and 5 indicate a fairly weak feeling in either desired
direction. Number 4 indicates you are undecided.

Completely Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Completely Agree
___ This instructor expresses his/her beliefs.

____This instructor reveals personal information about his/her personal life.
_____This instructor often talks about what he/she does on weekends.

____ This instructor seldom talks about him/herself. (Rr)

____ This instructor uses his/her family or friends as classroom examples.
_____This instructor often gives his/her opinions about current events.

_____This instructor shares his/her dislikes and likes.

____ This instructor presents his/her attitudes towards events occurring on campus.
____This instructor discusses his/her feelings.

____This instructor often talks about him/herself.

_____This instructor often gives personal examples in class.

____ This instructor seldom discusses family or friends. (R)

_____This instructor only discusses class related material (R).

_____ This instructor rarely discusses his/her personal life. (R)

_____ This instructor gives his/her opinion about events in the community.
____This instructor is open about his/her feelings with the class.

____This instructor often talks about his/her family and friends.

This instructor seldom expresses his/her beliefs. (R)
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Confirmation
Directions. The next series of questions ask you to think about how you feel about your target

instructor’s communication. Answer the following questions by placing the number from the
following scale. using the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree
This instructor takes time to thoroughly answer students’ questions.

This instructor listens attentively when students ask questions or make comments during
class.

_____This instructor indicates that he/she appreciates students’ questions or comments.
____This instructor is available for questions or comments.

_____This instructor is willing to deviate slightly from the lecture when students ask questions.
____ This instructor communicates that he/she is interested in whether students are learning.
_____This instructor communicates that he/she believes students can do well in the class.

This instructor asks students how they think the class is going and/or how assignments are
coming along.

This instructor makes an effort to get to know students.
This instructor uses an interactive teaching style.

This instructor uses a variety of teaching techniques to help students understand course
material.

This instructor checks on students’ understanding before going on to the next point.
This instructor incorporates exercises into lectures when appropriate.

This instructor gives oral or written feedback on students’ work.
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Accommodation

Directions. The next series of questions asks you to think about your target instructor’s
communication during class. Answer the following questions by placing the number from the
following scale, using the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree
During class...

____..this instructor provides opportunities to discuss multiple opinions and perspectives.
____...this instructor welcomes opinions different from his/her own.

...this instructor promotes discussion about experiences that are different from his/her own.
...this instructor takes in to account views that may be different from his/her own.

...this instructor encourages discussions from different viewpoints.
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Nonverbal Communication Behaviors

Nonverbal Immediacy

Directions: For each item, indicate how often, the target instructor uses the following behaviors
when communicating in class. Answer the following questions by placing the number from the
following scale, using the space provided.

1 = Never; 2 = Rarely 3=Occasionally; 4 = Sometimes; 5 = Frequently 6= Usually; 7 = Always
_____This instructor uses a monotone or dull voice while talking to people. (R)
____ This instructor has a relaxed body position when he/she talks to people.
_____This instructor avoids eye contact while talking to people. (R)
____ This instructor uses a variety of vocal expressions when he/she talks to people.
____ This instructor gestures when he/she talks to people.
____ This instructor has bland facial expressions when he/she talks to people. (R)
_____ This instructor moves closer to people when he/she talks to them.
____This instructor leans toward people when he/she talks to them.
_____This instructor maintains eye contact with people when he/she talks to them.

This instructor smiles when he/she talks to people.
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Section II. Group Categorization

General Directions: This next section of the questionnaire asks you to respond to how similar
and/or different you feel to your instructor. Please continue thinking about your target instructor
as you respond to the following questions.

Perceived Homophily

Directions: Please indicate the number which best describes your feelings about this target
instructor. Realize that you may not know the answers to some of these questions, but to the best
of your ability think about your own perceptions of them regarding each question.

Answer the following questions by placing the number from the following scale, using the place
provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree

_____This instructor is from a social class (i.e. socioeconomic class) similar to mine
_____Thisinstructor’s status is different from mine (R)

_____This instructor is from an economic situation different from mine (R)
_____Thisinstructor’s background is similar to mine

_____Thisinstructor’s status is like mine

_____Thisinstructor is from a social class different from mine (R)
_____Thisinstructor is from an economic situation like mine
_____Thisinstructor’s background is different from mine (R)
_____Thisinstructor and | come from a similar geographic region
_____Thisinstructor’s life as a child was similar to mine
_____Thisinstructor thinks like me

_____Thisinstructor doesn’t behave like me (R)

_____Thisinstructor is different from me (R)

_____Thisinstructor shares my values

This instructor is like me
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_____Thisinstructor treats people like | do

_____Thisinstructor doesn’t think like me (R)

_____Thisinstructor is similar to me

_____Thisinstructor doesn’t share my values (R)
_____Thisinstructor behaves like me

_____Thisinstructor is unlike me (R)

_____Thisinstructor doesn’t treat people like | do (R)
_____Thisinstructor has thoughts and ideas that are similar to mine
_____Thisinstructor expresses attitudes different from mine (R)

This instructor has a lot in common with me
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Identity Salience

Directions: This next set of questions will ask you about social groups for which you belong (or those
which other people place you in) and how significant these are in your life. Please pay particular
attention to the directions and questions as you complete this section of the questionnaire.

A.
If you were to indicate your race/ethnicity (e.g., Hispanic or Latino/a, African-American, Caucasian or
White etc.) please write what it would be in the space provided:

In the comment box below please provide any additional details, if any, you feel are
important to your cultural background, such as specific country or region that your family comes
from.

Please answer the following questions based on your indication of your race/ethnicity described above
by placing the number from the following scale in the space provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree
_____ Being a member of this race/ethnicity is central to who | am.

_____ My race/ethnicity is an important part of who | am.

B.

If you were to indicate your age group (e.g., teenager, young adult, middle age, older adult etc.) please
write what it would be in the space provided:

Please answer the following questions based on your above indication of your age group by placing the
number from the following scale, in the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree

Being a member of this age group is central to who | am.

My age group is an important part of who | am.
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C.
If you were to indicate your gender, please write what it would be in the space provided:

Please answer the following questions based on this indication of your sex/gender by placing the
number from the following scale, in the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree
Being a member of this gender is central to who | am.
My gender is an important part of who | am.

D.

If you were to indicate your sexual orientation (e.g., gay, lesbian, straight, bisexual) please write what it
would be in the space provided:

Please answer the following questions based on this indication of your sexual orientation by placing the
number from the following scale, in the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree
_____Being a member of this sexual orientation is central to who | am.

_____ My sexual orientation is an important part of who | am.

E.

If you were to indicate the religion you belong to/affiliate with (this includes atheist and agonistic
practices) please write what it would be in the space provided:

Please answer the following questions based on this indication of your religious affiliation by placing the
number from the following scale, in the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree

Being a member of this religion/religious affiliation is central to who | am.

My religion/religious affiliation is an important part of who | am.

10
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If you were to indicate the political group ( i.e., republican, democrat, independent, libertarian, socialist,
communists, other etc.) you belong to/affiliate with, please write what it would be in the space
provided:

Please answer the following questions based on this indication of your political affiliation by placing the
number from the following scale, using the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree

Being a member of this political affiliation is central to who | am.

My political affiliation is an important part of who | am.

11
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Shared Social Identity
Directions: Now let’s continue thinking about the social groups in which you belong. In other

words, groups you belong to or others place you in. For example, if you are a Hispanic man you
might see yourself as part of Hispanic and/or Latino/a social group, as one social group you
belong to. These can also be social groups that others people place you in. For example, you may
not believe that you are part of the “young adult” age group, but others may believe you are and
interact in ways with you that indicate these perceptions.

Also, let’s think about those social groups that you perceive you target instructor may belong to
(or those which other people put him/her in). For example, you may believe that you target
instructor is part of a conservative religious group.

Now that you are thinking about your own social group membership and those that you perceive
your target instructor belong to, please think of the extent to which you perceive you and your
target instructor to be part of the same social groups.

Please indicate the number which best describes your perceptions about this target instructor and
yourself. Answer the following questions by placing the number from the following scale, using
the place provided.

1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree 3=Somewhat Disagree; 4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree; 5 = Somewhat Agree 6= Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree

____Ifeel as if this instructor and I are members of the same age group.

___Ifeel as if this instructor and I are members of the same racial/ethnic group.

I feel as if this instructor and I are members of the same gender group.

____Ifeel as if this instructor and I are members of the same religion/religious affiliation group.
T feel as if this instructor and I are members of the same political/political affiliation group.
____Ifeel as if this instructor and I are members of the same sexual orientation group.

12
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Directions: In the previous questions you have been thinking about specific group memberships
such as age, gender, religion; however these are not an exhaustive list of all the social groups a
person can belong to.

In the pictures below please imagine that one circle represents your knowledge of all the social
groups to which you belong and the value and importance you place on being part of those social
groups (indicated by the “Y”). The other circle represents your perceptions of all the social
groups your instructor belongs and the importance he/she places on being a member of those
social groups (indicated by the “T”).

Now think about all the various social groups you and your instructor are/could be part of and
overall how similar and/or different you feel to that instructor.

Please select one of the sets of circles below that best represents this feeling.
Y T Y T Y T
Y T Y T Y T Y T

Do you believe this difference (if any) between you and your instructor regarding the social groups (i.e.,
those groups you or your target instructor belong to or others place you or your target instructor in).
plays a role in your education? If so, please briefly explain your response:

13
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Section lll.
Instructor Credibility

Section IV: This next section will ask about your perceptions of your target instructor’s credibility. Using the numbers and

words below, please indicate your perceptions. Numbers 1 and 7 indicate a very strong feeling. Numbers 2 and 6 indicate a
strong feeling. Numbers 3 and 5 indicate a fairly weak feeling. Number 4 indicates you are undecided.

Intelligent :

Untrained:

Cares about me :

Honest :

Has my interests at
heart :

Trustworthy:

Inexpert :

Self-centered :

Concerned with me

Worthwhile:

Honorable :

Informed :

Moral

Incompetent :

Unethical

Insensitive

Bright :

Phony

Not understanding

14

: Unintelligent (R)

: Trained

: Doesn't care about
me (R)

: Dishonest (R)

: Doesn't have my
interests at heart (R)

: Untrustworthy (R)

: Expert

: Not self centered

(R)

:Not concerned with
me (R)

: Useless (R)

: Dishonorable (R)

: Uninformed (R)

: Immoral (R)

: Competent

: Ethical

: Sensitive

: Stupid (R)

:Genuine

:Understanding
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Section IV. Instructional Outcomes

Participation

Directions: Next think about the CLASS taught by your target instructor. Please indicate the
number which best describes your behavior in this target class. For each item, circle the number
that best characterizes your feelings. Answer the following questions by placing the number from
the following scale, using the place provided.

1 = Never; 2 = Rarely 3=Occasionally; 4 = Sometimes; 5 = Frequently 6= Usually; 7 = Always
I contribute to discussion more so than my classmates.

____I'frequently volunteer my opinion in class discussion.
_ I'volunteer when I know the correct response or answer.
T contribute to class discussion without hesitation.
__T'express my personal opinion more so than my classmates.

Directions: Next continue thinking about your target instructor and the class he/she teach. Please
indicate the number which best describes your feelings about this target instructor and the class
he/she teaches. For each item, circle the number that best characterizes your feelings. Numbers 1

and 7 indicate a very strong feeling. Numbers 2 and 6 indicate a strong feeling. Numbers 3 and 5
indicate a fairly weak feeling. Number 4 indicates you are undecided.

| feel the class content is:

Bad 1 23 45 6 7 Good
Valuable 1 23 45 6 7 Not valuable (R)
Positive 1 23 45 6 7 Negative (R)

My likelihood of taking future courses in this content area is:

Unlikely 1 23 45 6 7 Likely
Interested 1 2 Not interested (R)
Would 1 23 45 6 7 Would not (R)

w
IN
W
o
N

Overall, the Instructor | have in the class is:

Bad 1 23 45 6 7 Good
Valuable 1 23 45 6 7 Not valuable (R)
Unfair 1 23 45 6 7 Fair

Positive 1 23 45 6 7 Negative (R)

15
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How do you identify yourself (please check only one)

O Traditional Student: Traditional Students are typically 18-24 years of age and enter college from
high school without taking time off in between.

O Nontraditional Student: Nontraditional students are typically one or more of the following: (a)25
years of age or older, (b) have taken a year or more off after high school before entering college,
(c) attending college part time, (d)may have dependents to support, (¢)or work full time while
enrolled and are financially independent.

One more page regarding extra credit!
For University of Nebraska-Lincoln students whose classes offer research participation credit, use the

space below please provide your name, the name of the class and instructor’s name for the class you wish
to receive credit for participating in this study.

Thank you for your participation. In the space below please provide any questions/comments you have
regarding this study.
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