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ABSTRACT .
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teachirg in general and both were likely to spend the majority of
classrocom time lecturing with a fair amount of time given to student
participation, women professors seemed to take a more
person-oriented, student-centered approach to tezching. They were
concerned with *he emotional atmosphere in the classroom, with
students as total persons, and with involving students extensively in

- the learninag process. Women's orientations were more expressive and
less instrumental *han the ments. This difference in orisntation is
clearly evident in both the interview and observational data.
Although teaching styles did not appear to be streng determinants of
student evaluations, differences in evaluaticns of male and female
professors are noted. A sample ztudent questionmnaire and faculty
interview schedule and references zare appended. (SW)
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CHAPTER 1

THEORETICAL APPRCACH

Legislation now mckes it vossible for women to enter atypical occupations.
However, even if all exiernal “arriers to entry and upward mobility in occu-
vations were removed, internal barriers would remain. Once in high level
positions, women must verform their assigned tasks in a manner that convinces
those around them that they are competent. Perhaps the most difficult prob-
lem women encounter in this regard is carrying out the authority and leader-
ship requirements of many hizh status occupations. To the exteni that females
in authority positions reta’n a traditional "feminine" style of communication
they may be judged "incompetent" by significant others; and to the extent that
they adopt traditional "masculine" styles of communicetion, they may be judged
abrasive and domineering. %ither possibility would be detrimental for the
women involved, as both alternatives leave an unfavorable impression.

Since increasingly women are aspiring to leadership roles, it is imper-
ative that we understand how judgments and expectations follow from the var-
ious strategies women employ in azuthority vpositions and, further, how these
reactions affec¢t their success chances in the;e positions. We explore this
issue by examining women's behiavior in a particular setting: the univerzitiy
ciassroom. YWe examine the teaching styles of male and female professors and
studen® reactions to these differences.

Men and women may have gquite different teaching styles. These differ-
onces are likely %o conform to rnotions of sex appropriate behavior. Tc the
extent that traditiornal female behavior patterns elicit the judgment "in-

competent, ” using that siyle mey lower the students' evaluation of the female

‘
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professor. Conversely, if she adopts the masculine style, she may incur
stud;nt hostility and resentment. Demonstrating successful teaching is an
important requirement for retaining an academic position. Evidence of this
success is often based upon studenit evaluations. Therefore, any behavior
pattern whicn systematically elicits negative responses frcm ciudents will
seriously harm the job retention chances of women professors. Judgments of
incompetency are not the only i;sue, however. Even if stude:its do not dene-
grate the competency of women who adopt male styles of t2aching, any ensuing
hostility would increase the anxiety women professors feel, and this type of
anxiety has been found to lower job performance in a myriad of settings.

Further, and more subtly, since the profeésorial role includes a research
and service component, the greater itime and energy that the female professor
may give to the management of her teachirg role will reduce the time and other
resources available to her for fulfilling other requirements for tenure. Con-
sequently, she may find retaining her Jjob a more «difficult task than that
which confronts her male colleague.

These arguments suggest that women professors may encounter job strains
men professors do not experience. The "deck may be stacked" against women,
reducing their success chances. Thus, even though women are allowed entry
into these nigh level positions, their actual work setting may not be eguita-
ole in time/energy demands--not because the institution is discriminating,

cb

Ty

but because the possibility for, women to demonstrate competency in their

verformances is limited.
THEORETICAL BASE

Two bodies of research suggest that women in nich status positions exper-

ience role strain that might ccmplicate their task pericrmance. The first

body of literature is “he "status inconsistency/role conflict" research {ecf.

) ; 1
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3
Stryker and Macke, 1978); the second is the emerging research of sex-differ-
ences in communication styles.

The status inconsistency/role conflict literature holds that all indi-
viduals play many roles and possess different sStatuses simultaneously. Of<en,
roles have conflicting expectations and statuses have conflicting prestiges.
These conflicts are suppcsedly problematic for individuals; one cannot pos-
sibly perform two opposing behaviors at once (Coode, 1960; Merton and Barber,
1963), nor can one simultaneously respond to two widely divergent prestige
attributions (Lenski, 1954; Coffman, 1957; Jackson, 1962). A great deal of
research has been directed at documeniing the supposedly adverse effects
these conflicts have for the individual. (For example, see Burchard, 1954;
Jackson, 1962; Cross, et al., 1966).

YYomen professors, a distinct minority, face two tyres of potential con-
flict: (1) Role expectations for females (warm, nurturant, supportive, non-
assertive) (cf. Sherriffs and Farrett, 1953; McKee, 1959; Lewis, 1972) conflict
with the expected behaviors of the university professor (directive, assertive,
knowledgeable); (2) The university professor is given a fairly high prestige
rating {Hodge et al., 1964), while the status, female, has less esteem than
the status, male (Hartley, 1959; McKee, 1959; Goldberg, 1968; Fidell, 1970;
Pheterson, et al., 1971; Mischel, 1974). Thus conflict arises for the women
orofessor in the form of both role conflict and s*atus inconsistency. The
mode of resolving these conflicts is crucial. Women who adopt male-typed
teaching styles may be strongly resented by the students. On the other hand,
women who adopt female-typed styles may be judged incompetent.

The literature on communication styles suggests female-typed behavior
pattierns are likely to incur incompetency judgments, even when the woman's
actual contribution is as great as men's (Zskilson and ¥iley, 1976). Men are

Judged to be more competent in part because of +heir use of "power" speecl.
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(Thorne, 1979), which includes such male-typed strategies as giving direc-
tions, offering opinions, interrupting others, referencing oneself as an author-
ity. Women, on the other hand, will wait’for someone eise to state their idea
and then strongly agree with it, rather than offer the idea as their own. This
indirect means of making contributions to the group results in lower competency
ratings by group members, even though the woman often has as much in’luence

on the group's eventual decision as do male group members (Eskilson and Wiley,
1976). Other studies have yielded similar results (Meeker and Weitzel-0'Neill,
1976).

Some evidence on elementary and secondary teachers suggests that this sex
difference applies to the teaching situation. "hile men teachers are more
achievement oriented, more concerned with idea communication, more authoritar-
ian and give more corrective, sharply critical feedback, women teachers give
more positive feedback, encourage and receive more student contributions and
continuously refer to student ideas when making or elaborating a point {Griffen,
1972; Good, et al., 1973; Lee and "olinsky, 1973; Brophy and Good, 1974;

Moore, 1977). Thus, men adopt a more aggressive male sex-typed style which

emphasizes their own competency, while women adopt a more nurturant, female

sex-typed style which deflects attention from their subject-matter expertise
(by making extensive use of student contributions). e expect these differ-
ences to appear in the university classroom as ﬁell.

This style difference on the part of women probably arises partly from
their socialization. But the woman may also be reacting to present situational
constraints. She may be attempting to "cool oui" student resentment arising
from her incomsistent statuses of woman and professor. Students may resent a
woman professor who adopts an. assertive, corrective, masculine teaching style,
and may severely saﬁction teachers who do not conform to their expectations.

Hostility, ridicule, and other sorts of student reactions may oressure professors

I



to conform to student nreferences.

Much evidence exists that women in all situations are quite strongly
resented for being assertive, dominant, directive (Lakoff, 1975; Miller et al.,
1975; Walum, 1977). Many siudies document the attempt by women to soften
their presentation of self to emphasize female qualities while performing male-
typed competency tasks (Komarovsky, 1946; Rosen and Aneshensell, 1972; Par-
elius, 1975). Certainly, the same process is likely to operate for univer-
sity professors.

The Professor's Teaching Role

University professors have a great deal of flexibility in performing the
teaching aspect of their role. Concerns about academiz freedom and personal

autonomy preclude all but minimal interference. However, there are some ideal

standards that most professors adhere to, referred to here as the good teaching
model. Behaviors dictated by this model include soliciting student feedback
and checking the adequacy of explanations, carefully struciuring presentations
so they are easy to follow, and correcting any misinformation ?hat might have
been conveyed. In the interest of promoting student understanding and motiva-
tion, good teachers must also encourage student particivation. This partici-
pation, sometimes taken for granted at the elementary and secondary levels,
may be more difficult at the college level.

In this study, we focus on two aspecis of tﬁe good teaching modél: the

structuring of presentations and use of the participatory teaching model. Both

”

are common sense notions of what a good teacher "ought" to do. Norms have it
that clear presentations "should be" structured and that students "learn” by
participating. Both components are stressed in teacHer education as being
most effective {(Rosenshine and Furst, 1973) and are referred to in practice

as being most appropriate (Duncan and 3iddle, 1974). If women do have greater

difficulty ‘establishing their competency, they may feel more hesitant to dsviaze

H
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from prescribéd "good teaching" behaviors; and if they do deviate, their com-
Detency may be more difficult to establish. However, womén's tendency to use
structuring methods because Bf status anxiety may be off-set by men's generally
structured, focused, content-oriented approach to teaching {Good, et al., 1973).
Hence, we expected women to use more good teaching behaviors than men, espe-
clally those indicating adherence to the participatory model. Some recent evi-
dence shows that women secondary teachers do generate more student participa-
tion (Good, et al., 1973; Brophy and Good, 1974) and Thorne suggests that this
difference may carry over to the college level, given women's generally "coop-
erative and symmetrical" style of interaction (1979:18). Therefore, we
hypothesized:

Hypothesis I: Women professors will adhere more sirongly to the
good teaching model than men professors.

Hypothesis IA: No significant sex differences will exist in
structuring of presentations.

Hypothesis IB: Women professors will adhere more sirongly to
the participatory teaching model than men
professors.

Sex Differences in llore Cptional Teaching Behaviors

‘Other types of classroom behaviors may not be as normatively preferred
and, so, may vary more across individuals, especially by sex. Ve examine two

such categories of behavicr--authority management and personalizing in the

classroom. Since specific behaviors in these realms may not be more optibnal,
‘ the strategies chdsen may reflect sex differences. In particular, *he beha-

viors chosen by women may reflect attempts to "cool out" student resentment of

their authoritative, prestigious positions. Hence, we expected greater sex

differences in these two types of behaviors.
¥T

Authority management. Uomen's attempts to manage authority in +the class-

room may lead to a chain of double-binds. First, since they are liksly +o be

responded to in terms of their lesser status, female, they will not be viewed

18
\‘1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



7

as legiti@éte holders of authority. Thus, they may receive more challenges %o
their authority. To be viewed as legitimate, however, may require =zdopting
masculine sex-typed siyles of inte.action which ma&;in ‘urn, lead to resentment
and punishment (Kanter, 1977). To attenuate those interactions, they may have
to increase their feminine sex-tyved behaviors. However, in doing so, they

may be judged incompetent (Eskilson and Wiley, 1976; Meeker and Weitzel-0'Neill,
1976) and, once again, not legitimately in authority.

Therefore, there are two orimary authority issues which women face. First,

the establishment of their legitimacy as an authority, and second, the reduc-

tion of their appearance as an authority. We expect women to use more of both
types of teaching strategies because of the double-bind they face, a problem,
in a sense, of establishing their "nower and authority" so th:j may "abolish
their power and author&ty" (Bridges and Wartman, 1975:78). |
We consider several possible strategies women may uée to legitimize and
reduce their authority in the classroom, strategigs all concerned with student
o ..participation.--In-addition to facilitating good teaching, certain kinds of
student participation can also reduce the professor's authority position in
the classroom. First, if students are given a good portion of classroom time,
more time than required Yy good teaching norms, professors reduce the focus
on themsleves as the sole source of learning in the classroom. Even more impor-
tantly, professors may explicitly give subject-matter authority to the students
by encouraging students to make original contributions and then dealing with
those contributions at length during the class period. (Again, this level of
student participation is more than that dictated by the good teaching model. )
This type of student participatibn acts to iﬂclude the students as pofentially
"equal partners" in the pursuit of substantive issues, reducing the focus on
the professor as the sole substantive authority. We expect women to engage in

more of these behaviors in the university classroom, as they have been found
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8
to do so in secbndary and elementary classrooms (Good, EE;EL" 1973; Criffen,
1972).

At the same time, women may use this student participation to legitimate
their authority pcsitions. They may assert their right, accorded by their
classroom status, to set sfandards, to evaluate the '"correctness" of student
input. Vomen professors, in an attempt to legitimize their authority as they
reduce it, may give more evaluative feedback to students. We refer to this
dimension of classroom authority as "evaluative authority." Past work sug-
gests that women teachers are indeed more likely to exhibit such éléséroom
behaviors (Lee and Wolinsky, 1973; Cood, et al., 1973);

According to the literature, men professors will nof experience the same
. conflicts. Rather, they may experience the opposite problem: they may find
that students are too accepting of their authority position so that the parti-
cipatory model is hard for them to implement. That is, students may feel that
men professors are unapproachable because of the role distance between them,
based in part on the professor's established authority. »Howeye;i;men profes-
sors are not expected to adopt the same authority reduction strategies char-
acteristic of women. It is, after all, quite a different experience to have
to reduce one's authority to be approachable than to not have that authority
in the first place.

Women are not free tc use all types of authority legitimizing technigues,
however; in certain instances, they may be more constrained than men. For in-
stance, traditional notions of "appropfiate” feminine behavior probably make
it more difficult for women ‘to use harsh or embarrassing control technigues,
such as public humiliation, ridicule, or harsh reprimands. Since such beﬁa-
viors clearly contradict expected feminine behaviors, students might strongly
resent--and sanction--women who use these techniques. Thus, to the extent that

we find such techniques, we expect them to be more characteristic of men than

of women.




Based upon all of these considerations, we formulated the following

hypotheses:

Hypothesis II: Students will more often challenge the authority
of women than of men professors.

Hypothesis III: %omen professors will use more authority legiti-
mizing techniques in the classroom.

Hypothesis IIIA: YWomen professors will more often use author-
ity legitimizing techniques which are not
harsh, such as the giving of evaluative feed-
back to students.

Hypothesis IIIB: Men professors will be more likely to use
authority legitimizing technigques which are
harsh and embarrassing for students.

Hypothesis IV: Women professors will encourage the iype of student
participation which reduces their appearance of
authority in the classroom.

Hypothesis IVA: Vomen professors will give more class time
to student participation.

Personalizing in the classroom. Women vrofessors, by virtue of their

sex role socialization, may also be more interested in creating a warm, nur-
turing, personal classroom environment. This assertion certainly is supported
by findings that women play important expressiQe roles in groups (Meeker and
Weitzel-0'Neill, 1976) and choose person-oriented (as opposed to task-oriented)
occupations (Rossi, 19§8). We expected to find this same sex difference oper-
ating in the classroom, with women giving more attention to the personal,
caring, human elements in their interactions and relationships with students.
These behaviors, which we call personalizing in the classroom, zould include
acknowledging student contributions, empathizing with students' struggles %o
learn the material, sharing personal information about themselves, and refer-
ring to ceftain aspects of the students' personal lives.
These behaviors may serve the same function served by authority reduc-
“ tion techniques; they may "cool out" student resentment of women in such author-

itative, prestigeous positions. Hence, they may be essential to the woman's
» a
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10
“ttemptS 'O egtablish herself in the classroom, in addition to being personally
aeeeptable- However, while such "female-typed" teaching strategies méy help
Yo reduce Student reséntment of women professors, they may not in fari enhance
Stugent PeTrceptions of the woman's competency.
pased on these considerations, we hypothesized:

HyPOthesis V: Women professors are more likely to personalize their
classroom interactions than men professors.

ugent Feactions

The Tole conflict/status inconsistency argument as stated above asserts
that pel@Viorg]l resolutions of such conflicts are guided by the expectations
g pesctions of significant others. In the case of professors' classroom
situationS, Students are one importani set of significant others. Therefore,
Ve expected professors' teaching strategies to be determined in part by student
I'e&‘tcygiolfls: Which can vary along two dimensions: competency and likeability.
'Students make judgments about both attributes in ‘heir professors.

we have posfulated that all of the teaching strategies considered above
Will appeal t§ one or both of these student sentiments. Good teaching beha-
ViOrs relate 44 competency issues, though they may alsc affect likeability
Judgments- Students may interpret the siructuring of presentations, the
Qheeking of stydent comprehension, the attempt to generate student participa-
tiOn as in@icating general concern for students. Hence, the following hypo-
theSis:

HypOthesig VI: Use of good teaching technigues will increase stu-

ent perception that their professors are both com-
Detent and likeable.

Authority control (legitimizing) technicues are also expected to increase
QQmpetenCy Tratjings, although harsh control techniques may reduce likeability
I\g“f-ings as welj, Hence the following hypotheses:

HypCthesig VII: Use of authoriiy cohtrol techniques will increase

student perceptions that their professors are
competent. £
: 22
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Hypothesis VIIA: Use of harsh control techniques will decrease
student perceptions that their professors
are likeable.

Authority reduction techniques and personalizations probably enhance the
professor's appearance of likeability. However, use of these techniques may
lower the professor's competency ratings. Recall the literature (discussed
above ) which suggests that women are perceived to be less competent because
they are less assertive, directive, controlling and more focused on interper-
sonal relationships (Eskilson and Wiley, 1976; Meeker and Weitzel-O'Neill,
1976; Thorne, 1979). Hence, the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis VIII: Use of reduction of authority and personalizing

techniques will increase student perceptions
that their professors are likeable.

Hyvothesis IX: Use of reduction of authority and personalizing

techniques will decrease student perceptions
that their professcrs are competent.

We expected that all of these relationships would be stronger for women
professors for several reasons. PFirst, we have hypothesized that all of these
behaviors (except harsh authority control) will be more characteristic of
women, at least to some extent. Hence, students may expect their women pro-
fessors to use these behaviors and may more strongly sanction them if they
do not. This reasoning applies to likeability and competency evaluations

based on good teaching behaviors (Hypothesis VI), competency evaluations based

on authority control techniques (Hypothesis VII), and likeability evaluations

based on authority reduéfion techniques and classroom personalizing (Hyvpothe-
sis VIII). All of these student.reactions are expected to be stronger for
women than for men professors.

The other hypothesized relationships may glso be stronger for‘women.
Student resentment of harsh control techniques (Hypothesis VIIA) may be
stronger for women because of common expectations that women are warm and

nurturant. Such harsh behaviors may be especially resented in women.
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Students may also exaggerate their lower competency ratings of women who
personalize and reduce their authority (Hypothesis IV), though for a different
reason. If women themselves are assumed to be less cémpetent (Meeker and
Weitzel-0'Neill, 1976) and female-typed behaviors are perceived to be less
competent, then a combination of the two characteristics may severely lower
competency ratings. Hence, we formulated this final hypothesis: T

Hypothesis X: All of the relationships specified in Hyvothesis VI
through IX will be stronger for women than for men.

We turn now to a deseription and discussion of the methods we employed

to explore these hypotheses.
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CHAPTER T%O

METHODOLOGY SETTING*

The study was conducted at a large midwestern state university located
in a large urban‘setting. The student body numbered approximately 52,000,
the faculty approximately 3500. Many students are state, if not q%ty, resi-
dents. These characteristics of the university and the student body shoulq
be kept in mind when we discuss our findings about general teaching styles
since the styles may be peculiar to large universities with mostl§ local
student bodies.
classes have nearly 100 students; the average class size in our sample was
approxirately 50. %hile the effect of class size can be controlled to some
extent in our analyses, it cannot be entirely removed siﬁce even if students
do have some smaller classes, their classroom behaviors will undoubtedly be
influenced by their "typical! classroom experience. Hence, students in our
sample may be less responsive than students at other types of institutions
(e.g., small liberal arts colleges), and professors may lecture more.

These limitations should not, however, invalidate our sex comparisons,
which are, after all, the primary focus of the study. On the contrary, we can
only make such comparisons by looking at men and women professors in similar
situations; otherwise, any apparent sex differences may in fact be the'result

of situational factors. We suspect some commonly held assumptions (such as

*Kathleen Schomaker was an additional author of this chapter.
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women being more committed to teaching) are at least partly the result of the
different institutions of higher learning in which men and women are likely
to_be teaching. Women Ph.D.'s, more often at small teaching colleges (Astin,
1969 ), may only be extremely committed to teaching when they are a: these
small colleges. Excellent teaching is often a prerequisite for retaining jobs
at such institutions. WYWomen at large research-oriented institutions., such as
the one studied here, may not be any more dedicated to teaching than men in
similar institutions. Our data will shed some light on this possibility. The
particular setting used for the study is ideal for another reason; the heavy
research-~oriented climate of such institutions may be a situation in which
women Ph.D.'s have the most difficulty establishing themselves as competent.
Hence, this setting may provide the best test of our hypotheses.

#e gathered information on teaching style and its implications with a
variety of methodologies. We observed teaching behaviors during class time:
we intérviewed professors about their teaching situations; we surveyed student

reactions to the professors we observed and interviewed. Hence, we have infor-
mation on what the professors say (the interviews), what they do (the obser-
vations), and how their students react. The following pages describe the
procedures used to gather this information. Observational and student data
were obtained from a sample of 167 professors and their students, while the
interview data were obtained from a (larzely overlapping) carefully matched

subsample of 30 professors. First, the samples are described, then we discuss

our procedures.

THE SAMPLE

Observation Sample

To obtain observation and student information from our sample of 167

professors, we designed a sampling procedure that would yield equal numbers

°6
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were concerned about equally representing male-dominated and non-male-domin-
ated departmenis in our sa@ple for several reaséﬁs. First, given the popular
notion *hat topics included under the male-dominated rubric are more "objec-
tive," permit less student input, require more professor control, we wanted
to be certain that this effect was not confounding any sex differences we

might observe. f

Also, women in male-dominated departments may differ from other women
because of their "token" positions (Xanter, 1977). In rarticular, women in
these departments may feel even more status anxiety than other women; any sup-
port networks they Eould draw upon in their work setting would be heavily male.
Their studerts might have more stereotypic or denegrating expectations of them
than students in other departments. For all of these reasons, we felt ade-
quate controls for the male-domination of departments would be esseﬁtial to
our analyses, hence, we designed our sample so we would have adequate numbers
of both types of professors.

A male-dominated department was defined here as one which had a tenure
track faculty composed of 80% or more males. Based on informat.on provided by
the Affirmative Action Officer in the university, we decided that using the
20% cut-off point would provide the best numerical distribution of departments
into the male-dominated and non-male-dominated categories, while keeping a
meaningful substantive distinction intact. Other researchers have used simi-
lar criteria (Hesselbart, 1978; Sternglanz, 1979). Actually, only a few non-
male-dominated departments had as few as 20% women; most were more than 337
female. Before we began classifying departments as male-dominated, we exclu-
ded several types of departments because they were inappronriate for our study.
First, we did not include education faculty because their teaching styles may

be less influenced by sex differences and more influenced by "good ceaching”
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norms. We also tried to eliminate, as ruch as possible, professional depart-

ments, reasoning that the teaching strategies‘necessary to communicate profes-
sional skills might not be those necessary to communicate basic knowledge.

For the same reason, we excluded departments such as vhysical education and
dance. Foreign language departments were also eliminated because of obvious
difficulties in observing such classes. ' '

After these eliminations, the male-dominated departments available to us
were accounting, anthropology, astronomy, bicchemistry, botany, chemistry,
classics, computer science, economics, environmental education, engineering
mechanics, geography. history, horticulture, journalism, labor and human
resources, law, management sciences, mathematics, philosophy, photogranhy and
cinema, physivs, political science, psychology, zoology. The non-male-dom-
irated departments were black studies, communication, comparative studies in
the humanities, English, family and human relations, history of art, home
economics education, home ‘management and housing, human nutrition and food
management, linguistics, social work, sociology, textiles and clothing.

After so viassifying the departments, we selected several departments to
serve as our major source of respondents. These departments were the larger
ones and represented a good cross-section of departmenté. e sent letters
aﬁd consent forms to all full-time tenure-tiack faculty in these departments,
asxing them to participate in our study (see Appendix A). The male-dominated
departments were chemistry, economics, engineering mechanics, geography,
history, horticulture, mathematics, philosovhy, physics, zoology; thg non-male-~
dominated departments were black studies, communication, comparative stuéies,
English, family and human felations, socioclogy, textiles and clothing, home
management and housing, human nutrition and food management.

Our goal was to obtain 40 men and women in both male-dominated and mon-

male-dominated departments. ‘e obtained nearly enough men using this method,
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even though only 2§% of those who received letiers agreed to participate (489
did not respond at all, while 26% refused to pérticipate). However, we fell
far short of this goal for women, so we sent letters to the women in the rest
of the departments listed above, asking them to participate. Nearly 4% of
these women agreed to participate. The distributicn of our sample on sex and
male-domination of department is presented in Table 2-A. Since we did not
quite obtain our goal for women in male~dominated departments, our analysis

often contains controls for sex and male-domination.

Table 2-A about here

The sample we finally obtained reflects fairly well the rank distribution
of faculty in the university (Table 2-B), particularly the distribution (as
calculated) excluding instructors. (We included only a f=w instructors in our

sample and these were highly unusual cases--mostly tenured women.) e have

Table 2-B about here

'slightly over-sampled male assistants and under-sampled male associates,

though not to any large extent. Notice that this ;ex difference in rank dis-
tribution is not entirely accounted for by differences in the age distributions.
Men are slightly older but not nearly so much as the rank distributions would
lead one to expect. Apparently, women move up the ranks in this university
more slowly than men (the case in most similar institutions).

Our sample of professors is probably, on the whole, somewhat younger than
the total population of professors. Perhaps younger professors are more in-
volved with their teaching (a fact shown below), making them more likely to
participate. Obviously, we were less likely to receive cooperation from those
who were for some reason uncomfortable about or unconcerned with their teaching,
so our sample may be especially Hgﬁikely to include poor or totally uncommitted

teachers. However, we feel our sample is representative enough to give a good

exploratory look at what is happening in university classrooms.

9
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Interview Sample

In order to examine university professors; attitudes and perceptions abou
their te;ching, a purposive sample of fifteen (full-time regular) female pro-
fessors was selected priﬁarily from the larger samnle and matched to fifteen
male professors on rank (assistant, associate, full), disciplinary orientation
(humanities, social sciences, naturai sciences) and sex-ratio of department
(male dominated, male tilted, female dominated).l The logic behind the sampli:
was to control for other variables such as stage in career, discipline and
sex~-ratio which mlght explain dlfferences in experiences and strategies. That
"is, the sample was selected so that we could discover if women professors,
regardless of rank, sex-ratio, and disciplinary orientation, reported similar
experiences, faced similar problems and employed similar management strategies
or whether other variables such as rank, discipline, and sex-ratioc context
overrode the saliency of sex. Hence we selected a female and male professor
at each level (assistant, associate, full) from the sciences, male-dominated
huﬁanities, non-male dominated humanities, sociafiééiences, and female-domin-
ated disciplines (Home Economics).

In constructing the matched sample we were concerned about the Hroblem of
self-selection. That is, we assumed that professors who agreed to be inter-
viewed would be’ those who were good teachers while those who refused would be
poor teachers. However, this expected bias in our sample did not appear.
Student evaluations of professors who were interviewed varied widely in regard
to judgments of both teacher's likeability and competency. In addition, since
every professor who was contacted agrzed to participate, no one was "self-

selected" out of this sample.

1There were no balanced sex-ratio departments. Female tilted devartments
(e.g., dance) were excluded because the teaching component radically differs
from the liberal-arts format.

Cuw
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We attempted to match men and women within specific departments whenever
possible. Since most departments rad relatively few women faculty, female
professors were selected'first and male faculty were matched to them. In
matching for female dominated departments the opposite Stratecy was employed;
men were selected first since they were rarer. Unfortunately not every pro-
fessor who was interviewed was also observed. Matching specifications required

us to select from outside our observed sample in three instances (two men in

a female dominated department, and one woman in a science department).
METHODS

The methods we have used in this study have been predicated on two pri-
mary research p}inciples. First, the general research pPrinciple that triangu-
lation, or the use of different methodologies in the understanding of any
given social activity, is the preferable research strategy; and second, that
the particular research question should dictate the methodology used, rather
than vice versa. Consequently, we have used both qualitative and quantifative
approaches in this research. We have taken a primarily qualitative approach

to the question of what professors say about their teaching, and a primarily

t

quancitacive approachto the question of what professors actually do in the
classroom and students responses to their teaching. We describe first the
methodé used for the interview sample, then those for the observation sample
and student responses to their professors.

3
Interviews

We conducted oven-ended interviews with 30 professors in order to elicit
qualitative descriptive material on several issues: (1) Derceptions of stu-
dents' expectations for men and women professors; (2) perceived role strain
in the three areas of interest--zocd teaching, authority management, and per-

sonalizing in the classroom; (3) perceived costs and benefits of role strain;

3



- 20

and (4) strategies and tactics used to reduce role strain. (See the interview

¢

schedule in Appendix A).

The open-ended format was chosen for several reasons. First, we were
interested in knowing what professors would say about their teaching both
for its intrinsic interest and as a way of finding the social psychological
process links between the theoretical and the statistical. Qualitative mater-
ial, therefore, could stand on its own as well as help interpret the quanti-
tative findings. 'As will be shown later, the interviews did provide a wealth
of useful material for that purpose. Second, in an exploratory study such as
this one, the open-ended format is especially appropriate. This format Der-
mits respondents to give accounts based on their own definition of the situa-
tion, rather than merely resvonding to the researchers' preconceived set of
categories. In addition, the open-ended format encouragés respondents to
add new questions and topies which can then be probed in-depth.

As with any subjective self-report method, the "truth" of the interview
material is not known. However, judging from the rapport established during
the interviews, ("I want to know how other women (men) manage," "When can we
see your results?" "Do other professors experience this?"), the direct presen-
tation of information which was Personal and potentially damaging (particu-
larly for the untenured), and the structure of the interview which permitted
faculty tc volunteer material rather than react to our concevtions, we see
little reason to question the credibility of the material. However, we are
less concermed with ascertaining the "truth" than with discovering vrofessors’
perceptions of their teaching fole and attitudes toward that role.

Procedure. For the most part, the interviews were conducted in the faculty
member's' office and were tape recorded and transcribed. Most of the interviews
lasted between one to two hours. Two of the researchers, one a senior-level

professor who developed and pretested the interview schedule and then trained
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the second interviewer, a doctoral-level graduate student, conducted the inter-
views. Both researchers had considerable prior experience with interview
methodology and were apparently successful at avoiding any status-related in-
terviewer effects that might have resulted. Several judges were unable to
distinguish, by reading the transcripts, which interviews were conducted by
which interviewer. Each researcher interviewel approximately equal numbers
of professors of eaca sex and rank.

Analysis. The transcripts were subjected to a content analysis by the
two researchers who conducted the interviews. Using operational definitions
for vhe three major dimensions of the teaching role discussed earlier--author-
ity management, good.teaching, and personalizing--indicators of each aspect
were established. We used the "consvant comparative method" of qualitative
analysis to develop these indicators, allowing our categories to emerge from
the data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Thus, we obtained gualitative material
on professors’ views of themselves as teachers (which may or may not correspond
o their actual classroom behavior), as well as perceptions of their students'
needs and attinudes.

Indicavors of good teaching behavior emerged which napped.the salience

of the teaching role for our respondents, as well as their endorsement of the
participatory teaching model. Specific indicators included their affective
attitude toward teaching, the amount of time they spent preparing for class
and discussing classroom episedes, their life involvement in teaching, their
desire for student input and student evaluations. Indicators of authority

management issues included the extent to which students challenged the pro-

- fessors' authority, the strategies they used to deal with these challenges,

and other problems they had with authority and role distance. Indicators of

personalizing in the classroom included the amount of chavting with students

before and after class, and the kinds of personal information students shared in
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class. All of these measures are more fully described in the chapters dealing
with each dimension.

Each interviewer analyzed the transcripts separatély, coding each person
on each of the indicators. Those designations were then checked against each
other for consistency of classification. Differences were resolved by discus-
sing the criteria fer each category, though such differences rarely occurred,
even with the more complex indicators (see the good teaching analysis).

After the transcripts were coded the two researchers conducted indepen-
dent analyses of the sex, rank, discipline, and sex-ratio variations that
were evident in the coded data. Once again interpretations were cross-checked
for consistency between the researchers.

In reporting the results of our qualitative analysis we use illustrative
quotations from the interviews. In order to preserve the confidentiality of
our respondents we have ommitted some parts of vrofessors' statements, substi-
tuting our own words in brackets or underlining a blank space. This was
necessary because in maﬁy departments there were only one or two women at the
associate and full ranks, allowing easy identification. Finally, unless
otherwise specified, underlined words indicate vocal emphasis by the speaker
in expressing his or her ideas during tl-e inﬁérview.

Observations

Igformation on teaching style was obtained with a modification of a
direct observation method (Hough and Duncan, no date). The co-principal in-
vestigators and the research staff were trained by a competent expert to use
the basic method; this expert then consulted with our staff in adapting the
é&ééem*to our particular purpose. We elected to use a version of Hough's
method, which is itself a variant of the Flander technique (Duncan and Bidgle,
1974 ), because it provides fairly objective data. Since it is a time unit

]
method of observation, it does not require high inference coding on the part
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éf the observer, but requires instead the coding of activities which occur in
each five seconds of class time. Thus, it does not depend upon a highly sub-
jective rating based on the observer's impression. With a subject such as
ours, about which many cultural stereotypes exist, a more objective measure
was desired. The observers ma, have expected women to be more supportive or
mére permissive regarding student input and so may have perceived this differ-
ence to occur, wheres=s a careful count of the amount of time spent in these
activities may have produced quite different results. Many experts criticize
high-inference observation techniques on just this point and suggest the use
of more quantitative, objective methods instead (Rosenshine and Furst, 1973;
Duncan and Biddle, 1974).

We use an observer-coding method rather +han videc-tape or iape-recording
to ensure as much as possible a "normal" process uninterrupted by the observer.
- This method is quite appropriate for use with university professors. In fact,
it has been used quite successfully to document fhe teaching styles of recipi-
ents of distinguished teaching awards on this campus.

Adopted Version of the Hough-Duncan Technique

The basic categories for the Hough-Duncan method, plus the subfunctions
and subscripts as adopted for this study, are contained in Figure 2-A. Expanded
descriptions of these categories immediately follow the figure.
The basic categories are coded S for student and T for teacher (Fxample:
S? indicates a student solicitation). The original categories are as they
were in the basic Hough/Duncan (1973) system, except that we used T2 and S2
for laughter rather than sensing (it's original use). The behavior categor-
ies that we coded and their descriptions are as follows:
Substantive Behavior -- Any munifest non-appraising behavior that is
intended to facilitate the attainment of new learnings, or sustain or extinguish

prior learnings that are considered by those in the instructional situation to
be a legitimate part of the subject matter of the field under study.

3
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Figure 2-A
BASIC CATEGORIES
Code Numbers
Substantive Managerial Categories of Teacher or Student Behaviors
1 CL Think
2 02 ‘Laugh
3 03 Manipulate Artifacts
4 04 Initiate
5 05 Respond
6 06 Solicit Clarification
7 o7 Solicit
g Judge Correct
9 Personal Positive Judgment
10 Acknowledge .
11 Judge Incorrect
12 Personal Negative Judgment
SUBFUNCTIONS*
Code Letters
A iAccentuated/Dramatic "..7¢ "ion (with substantive)
Admonishment (with mana, : 7. .)
U Unspoken
M Experiential
M Personalization (may be subscripted "S" or "W"; other-
wise applies to students when used with T behaviors)
AM Ridicule
AUM Implicitness
SUBSCRIPTS#*
C Challenge to professor by student
B Behavior specifically solicited by professor
(not used with S5's)
J Judgment of partial correctness
p Positive reaction 3 . .
N Negative reaction J (with subfunction AUM)
S Self reference Y} ; .
W "WE" peference S (With subfunctions M & AM)
I Interrupting
0 Organize, outline, introduce
R Review, summation, repetition
E Explicit emphasis of particular points

¥Any basic category may be modified by one subfunction and/or one subscript.

2
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Managerial Behavior -- Any manifest, non-appraising, non-substantive
behavior that is intended to create nonsuostantive conditions that facilitate
the attainment of new learnings or sustain or extinguish prior learnings
(Paper #3, p. 14).

1/01 Thinking -- Definition: Any nonappraisal behavior in which a perscn
is apparently reflecting on (thinking about) some substantive or managerial
aspect of clascroom instruction (Paper #4, p. 23).

3/03 Menipulating Artifacts -- Definition: Any nonappraisal behavior in
which one manipulates (works with) instructional artifacts-(curricular-instruc-
tional materials) (Paper #4, p. 29).

4/04 Initiating -- Definition: Any spoken, unspoken or mediated non-
appraisal behavior that presents substantive or managerial information to
another or others. The initiating behavior may be an expression of knowledge
and/or an expression of feeling states or value preferences (Paper #4, p. 32).

5/05 Reéponding -- Definition: Any spokgn, unspoken or mediated nonap-
praisal behavior that responds substantively or managerially to an element in
the instructional situation...The responding behavior may be an expression of
knowledge, demonstration of a skill and/or an expression of a feeling state
or value preference (Paper #4, p. 35).

6/06 Scliciting Clarification -- Definition: Any manifest nonappraisal
behavicor...that evokes or is intended to evoke from another person the fuller
meaning of an antecedent behavior of that other person or a product of her/
his behavior...The behavior intended to evoke the fuller meaning may be in
the form of a gquestion, direction, or suggestion (Paper #4, pp. 38-39).

7/07 Soliciting -- Definition: Any manifest...nonaprraisal behavior that
evokes or is clearly intended to evoke substantive and/or managerial behavior
from another person in the instructional situation. Specifically ex.l uded
here are those behaviors which fall in the category of soliciting clarification
(Paper #4, p. 41). For our purposes, we adapted TO7 to refer specifically to
such behaviors as asking students if they had "any questions."

8 Judging Correctness -- Definition: Any manifest...behavior that
responds or reacts to an antecedent behavior of the self or another or %o a
product of such behavior...by judging the behavior or product...to have been
logically, empirically or normatively correct in some degree. Publicly accepted
criteria are invoked or could be invoked to support the judgment (Paper #4,

pPp. 4-5).

9 Personal Positive Judging -- Definition: Any manifest behavior...that
responds or reacts tc a person..., an antecedent behavior of the self or another,
or to a product of such behavior...by expressing a personal, positive judgment
about the person, behavior or product of behavior. The criteria for making
the judgment are personal... (Paper #4, p. 7).

10 Acknowledging -- Definition: Any manifest...behavior that responds
.or reacts to a person..., an antecedent behavior of the self or another, or
to a product of such behavior...by acknowledging the person, behavior, or
product in ways that indicate that the person, behavior, or product has been
perceived. No judgment is explicitly expressed (Paper #4, p. 9).
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11 Judging Incorrectness -- Definition: Any manifest...behavior that
responds or reacts to an antecedent behavior of the self or another or to a
product of such behavior...by Judging the behavior of the product...to have
been logically, empirically, or normatively incorrect in some degree. Pub-
licly acceptedcriteria are invoked or could be invoked to support the judg-
ment (Paper #4, p. 13).

12 Personal Negative Judging ~- Definition: Any manifest behavior...
that responds or reacts to a person..., an antecedent behavior..., or to a
product of such behavior by expressing a personal negative judgment about the
person, behavior or product of behavior. The criteria for making the judgmens
are personal... (Paper #4, p. 16).

In an effort to further distinguish among classroom behaviors, the basic
categories were often modified by subfunctions or subseripts. The subfunctior

were as follows:

A -- denotes talk accentuated by dramatic inflection that deviates from
the speaker's normal style. With managerial behaviors "A" irdicates an
admonishment.

U -- indicates an unsnoken mode of comnmunication, such as a nod or writin
on the blackboard that lasts for at least five seconds with no spoken behavior
during the interval.

UM -- indicates in-class experiential activity used as an illustration of
& course concept such as performing an experiment, working out a problem, etc.
Routine drills over homework are excluded.

M -- denotes a piece of talk in which the speaker is using personal infor-
mation--i.e., about self or family--to convey or illustrate a point. When usec
with teacher behaviors unsubscripted, the professnr refers to the students’
Personal lives. References to the professor’s life by the professor were sub-
scripted "S" (see below).

AM -- denotes a piece of talk that ridicules another or others.

AUM -- denotes an iwplicit evaluation in a nonevaluative behavior (while
initiating, responding, etec.).

Subscripts are more specific modifers which may be used alone or as fur-
ther modifiers of a subfunciioned behavior. They are optional to the Hough/
Duncan system, but we found them to be essential. They were as follows:

C -- denotes a piece of student talk that challenges the tvacher by ques-
tioning a substantive point, the authority of the teacher, or a wource of
information.

B -- indicates a student behavior which is specifically solicited by the
teacher but is not a verbal response to a question.

J -- indicates 2 nonappraisal behavior which involves a partial judgment.

o
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P -- indicates a positive reaction involved in an implicit evaluation (used
with subfunction "AUM").

N -- indicates a negative reaction involved in an implicit evaluation
(used with subfunction "AUM").

S -- indicates that a statement contains an explicit reference to the
speaker's self (used with subfunctions "M" and "AM").

W -- indicates that a statement contains an explicit reference to the com-
munal "we" (used with subfunctions "A" and "AM"). In case of admonishments
"W" refers to the group asg a whole.

I -- indicates that a piece of talk has interrupted the previous speaker.

¥0 -- indicates that talk is organlzlng what is to come, ordering or out-
lining substance or process, or prefatory in nature.

R -- indicates that talk is giving 1nformat10n in a summary, review, or
repeated form.

E -- indicates that a piece of talk is explicitly indicated as containing
important information, i.e., it is given emphasis.

To collect teaching style data on a subject professor, one or more members
of our staff of trained observers attended what had been previously designated
by the professor as a typical class session. We especially avoided observing
such atypical sessions as guest speakers, instructional films, group presenta-
tions by students, examinations and examination pre- and post-test reviews.

Coding began with the ringing of the bell, or the beginning of the pro-
fessor's attention to the class as a whole. The classroom process was encoded
for the entire 48-minute session unless circumstances such as late arrival or
a>delayed start by the professor prohibited it. In no case was encoding done
for less than 45 minutes, and in no case was this reduction deemed significant
for our research. Classes which met for longer periods were encoded for 48
minutes only, from the beginning of the class period.

Observers attended classes as scheduled by an gndergraduate administrative

research assistant who was not a member of the observer-staff. All follow-up

2These last three categories were developed by Elizabeth Madson, a doc-
toral candidate in Curriculum and Foundations of Education, who was one of our
cbservers.
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contacts required after the initial contact to obtain consent were made by
this non-observer assistant. Therefore, subject-professors and observers had

no contact rrior to the observed class session. (Classes were allocated among

the observers by a system of mutual agreement within other time constraints
with no systematic allocation to any one observer of classes involving a
specific gender, academic department, time of day, etc.

Observer reliability. Multiple observers pPeriodically encoded the same

class to provide reliability checks. Inter-observer reliability remained at
acceptable levels throughout the study. However, due to time constraints, we
could not have multiple observers in classrcoms very often.

To lend further credibility to our observers, we attempted to show that
all (4) observers were peréeiving basic category behaviors at roughly the same
frequency among similar types of professors. Such an analysis would at least
indicate whether one or more of our observers.was;(perhaps incorrectly) over-
using or under-using certain coding categories. Since we expected men and wome
in male-dominated and non-male-dominated departments to differ, we considered
observer effects within these four subsamples. To do so, we performed analyses
of variance (ANOVA) within these four categories, which took the proportion
of time devoted to certain basic category behaviors as the dependent variable
and a 4-category observer variable as the independent variable. 4 separate
analysis was done for each behavior. We only look at "observer effects" on
basic categories of behavior because this is, after all, the most critical dis-
tinction tc be made. These behaviors occurred most often, and the unreported
effects on the other (rathef numerous ) behaviors did not differ substantially
from these. Also, these were the kinds of behaviors where we expected the most

- consistency across observers: other less frequent behaviors (many of the sub-
script and subfunction behaviors) may have actually occurred less consistently

across individuals.
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Our ANOVA output yielded the average amount of time each observer recorded

each behavior, significant statistical contrasts between these means, and the

"F" probability for the overall equation. These probahilities are displayed

i

in Table 2-C.

Table 2-C about here

Looking first at the results for teacher behaviors, there are some beha-
viors with significant observer effects in each analysis category; 4 effect§
are significant for men in non-male-dominated departments, 3 for women In non-
male-dominated departments, 1 each for women in male-dominated and men in
male-dominated departments. The non-male-dominated department members were
perhaps more ambiguous to observe.

Two behavior categories--managerial initiation (TO4) and judge incorrect

.

(T11) have observer effects in more than one category. Tll cbserver effects

have occurred for women and men in non-male-dominated departments. Table 2-D

-

Table 2-D about here

summarizes observer means and significant contrasts within those twso cate-
gories.

We do not feel these differences cause difficulties for our analysis,
since the actual proportions being compared are small and since this behavior
is pooled with other behaviors in our analysis (i.e., T12's). It would be
more problematic if the effects were more pervasive across categories (of

sex and male-domination) and tyves of behaviors.

Table 2-C shows statistically significant effects of "observer" on TO4
(managerial initiating) for women in non-male-dominated departments and men
in male-iominated‘departments and on T4 (initiatirg) for wone. in non-male-
dominated departments. This behavior is a critical one for our analyses, since

i* ze+s the tone for much of the classroom interaction. Observer bias here

3

is critical.



30

Table 2-E summarizes the observer means and the significant contrasts for

Table 2-E about here

the behavicrs in these cateogories. Observers 2 and 3 are at variance here.

Cne observation regarding that is this discrepancy is not true observer bias
because it does not appear across all analysis cateéaries. For women in non-
male-dominated departments, it appears that observer 3 has systematic reversals
of T4 and TO4 behaviors. (This observer confirmed verbally that this distinec-
tion was problematie with a couple of professors that fall in this category.
Apparently their style was vVery managerial-substantive mixed.) The troublesome
aspect of the T04 contrasts is that 3 out of 6 contrasts for women in non-male-
dominated departments and 4 out of 6 coﬁtrasts for men in male-dominated de-
partments are significant. This is the only behavior that shows this amount

of observer effect and has occurred de;pite the high reliability coefficisnts
obtained among observers. Apparently, this is a prchlem which must be kept

in mind in drawing conclusions.

Table 2~C also shows scattered sigrificant effects on student behaviors.
Stude:..t evaluative behaviors (especially for professors in non-male-dominated
departments) seem to be the most broblematic, and they are not used often in
the analysis. The most important (and most common ) student behaviors show no
observer effects; they are student responses (S5's) and student questions
(37's). S4's show significant observer effects in two categories of professors

(both non-male-dominated). Table 2-F suggests that observer 4 tended to under-

Table 2-F about here

report the cccurrence of student initiations. Unreported means for S5's showed
some tendency for this observer to reverse S5's and S4's. This is the most
pervasive difficulty that (apparently) occurred with student behaviors. In
general, the scattered effects suggest that the difficulties are not insur-

(=X Rad

mountable. Most of the student behaviors are pooled into composite measures,
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so a problem with n~ne observer in one subgroup with one of these behaviors
would prebably not have much impact on our analysis.

In sum there are some scattered observer effept; on the behaviors that
mig?t qualify some of our conclusions. However, there are no systematic effectg
that warrant elimination of either a particular observer or a particular beha-
vior from the analysis. The statistical significance that occurs does not take
on substantive significance. Some cautions need to be observed in dealing
with behafiors singly, but the underlying problems of Behavior category con-
fusion, which is minimal when it occurs, is virtually eliminated by pooling
behaviors into constructed variables for analysis. The vast majority of the
behaviors were reliably observed.

Me;sures. The information from the observations was used to construct
several measures of behaviors.in the three areas of interesi--"good teaching”
behaviors, authority management, and personalizing in the classroom. All
measures indicated the proportion of classroom time given to a certain beha-
vior or certain clusters of behaviors. Recall that the observers recorded
classroom behavior in fite second intervals, recording the symbol for a given
behavior when it first began and making tally marks for eacﬁ five second inter-
val that the behavior continued. Hence, we have 2 fairly good count of how
many five secc.. intervals there were in each class period and what was occur-
ring during each interval. (Of course, some five second intervals contained
more than one behavior and we have no way of knowing the length of any behavior
which lasted less than five seconds.) To construct our measures, we simply
summed the number of all classroom behaviors recorded for each cbservation
(including all tally marks) that Qere recorded. Hpnce, our measures are not
etrictly proportion-of-time measures; they are sdﬁe indication of that, but
they also indicate the number of times a behavior occurred, relative to all

of the different kinds of behaviors which occurred. The latter dimension of
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our measures should be kept in mind throughout, even though for simplicity,
we refer to the variables as proportion-of-time measures; étrictly speaking,

that is not all they measure.

The good teaching model. Adherence to the good teaching model was mea-

sured with three subsets of variables. First, we wished to measure struc-

turing of input. %e combined all teacher managerial behaviors into a single

‘'

variable to indicate the attention each professor paid to managerial issues
since this.may affect the gtructure of input and, indeed, the class as a
whole. Not included in this variable were TO7's (lecturing), managerial soli-
citations, which were used only fér a particular kind of solicitation--a pro-
fessor asking if there were "any questions." This behavior served as an indi-
cator of limited use of the interactive teaching model, discussed below.

We constructed a second measure of structuring of input by combining all
behaviors that were subscripted "O," "R," or "E," our measures of ordering
presentations, reviewing, and explicitly emphasizing certain points as being

impoftant. We refer to the entire collection of behaviors as ordering presen-

tations because they all seemed relevant to this endeavor. We also used

teacher manipulation of artifacts as an indicator of clarity since actually

demonstrating a topic of discussion should make a presentation much clearer,

and all unspoken behaviors (except evaluative feedback). Again, use of un-

spoken methods (writing on the board, etc.) should add further clLarity. e

also considered professors' self-judgments of incorrectness to be an indicator

of the extent to which clarity of presentation is a valued goal. (This measure

sumged all T1l's and T12's that were subscripted S.)
A second aspect of our good teaching model involved the guantity and qual-

ity of teacher/student interaction--adherence to the varticipatory model. Cer-

tain teacher behaviors represented teacher attempts to elicit student parti-

cipation and certain student behaviors in<dicated that student particivation

a4
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was occurring. We divided these behaviors into those which indicated minimal

adherence to the participatory model and those which indicated strong adherence’

to the participatory model.

The first subset of behaviors, indicating minimal adherence to the parti-

cipatory model, involved several measures. First, we considered the proportion

of teacher initiations (T4's) to be a negative indicator of uyse of the parti-
cipatory mcdel. QOther measures seemed to be direct indicators of limited use

of the model. Those indicators were proportions of teacher responses to

students (T5's), %cacher solicitations of clarification (T6's), and managerial

solicitations--( "Are there any questions?") (TO7's). AIl three of these vari-

ables, if used alone, would probably only involve the students minimally in
the classroom interaction. These strategies may simply serve to inform the

professor of the students' comprehension. -

Other measures indicated strong adherencz to the participatory model;
they essentially involved fuller student participation in the classroom and

are a combination of all instances where students manipulated artifacts (83's),

where professors set up experiential learning experiences, and students par-

ticipated in the experiential activities (subfunction UM). We also created

measures of teachers' general solicitations of student input (T7's) and Student

responses to these solicitations (S5's, subscript B), and student questions

(86, S7, S06, S07). We felt all of these behaviors indicated fuller student
participation, where students have broader experiences than simply taking
notes from lectures or asking for clarification or responding to limited
teacher queiies.

Several other measures served as indicators of the extent to which a
climate was created that prémoted motivation and lent itself to a give and
take between professor and students. These measures were the proportion of

time given to teacher and student thought (Ti's, Sl's, respectively) and
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teacher and student laughter (T2's, S2's). They may be general indicators of

the extent to which student participation was encouraged; they certainly repre-
sent interaction patterns that may make the atmosphere more pleasant.

Authority management. Other variables were constructed to measure author-

1ty management in the classroom. First, several measures indicated attempts

to establish legitimacy as an authority. One way teachers control is by giving

evaluative feedback, dsciding if a student's contribution is right or wrong.

Our basic measure of evaluative authority was a combinasion of positive feed-

back (T8 and T9) and negative feedback (T1l and T12). We also constructed a

measure of unspoken positive feedback (head nodding, etc.--a summation of all

positive feedback--T8's, T9's, T10's--that was subscripted UM).

We"also have measures of the harshness of control techniques. Tc¢ reduce

the harshness of evaluative feedback, some professors may qualify these judg-
ments or they may convey them implicitly rather than directly. Hence, we
have created measures of partial positive and negative t'eedback. Partial

positive feedback combined all implicit positive judgments (subfunctioned AUM,

subscripted P) and all partial positive judgments (subseript J with T8, T9).

Partial negative feedback combined all implicit negative judgments ( subfunc-

tion AUM, subscript N) and all partial negative judgments (subscript J with
T11, T12).

We also have a direct measure of harsh control, the amount of ridicule
professors used (all behaviors subscripted AM, less those referring to self).
Ve have another measure which may indicate harsh control. though not neces-

sarily; this is a measure of admonishrments (managerial behaviors with subscript

A). These behaviors could have been harsh disciplinary directives or threats
to students, but might also have been milder "please open your hooks" or "fol-
low the outline as I reai it" kinds of statements. Another measure of *eacher

control which may be a "harsh" interactive technique is the extent *o which

{ff;
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professor interrupted their students (any T behavior subscripted I).

We also have several measures of attempts to reduce the appearance of

authority. Here, we carry the notion of student participation a step beyond
that implied by the "good teaching" model. Students may participafe in the
classroom to increase their motivation and learning experiences. Beyond this,
however, they may be treated as full partners in the learning endeavor. Their
contributions, and especially their interactions with each other, may be seen
as a critical part of the learning process; the professor may yield some of
ﬁer (his) substantive authority to the students, permitting, even encouraging,
students to make independent, original contributions. Under such conditions,
students are given more classroom time by the professor and are encouraged to
engage in more assertive behaviors in the classroom. We refer to this dimen-

sion as subject-matter authority.

To measure this concept, then, we used student behaviors. First, we

combined all student participation into a total measure to indicate the amount

of time students are given. Then, we constructed several variables measuring

the assertiveness of students; we consiructed a measure of student challenges

(all student behaviors subscripted C), student evaluative statements (s8, 59,

S11, S12), and student assertiveness (evaluative statements plus initiatio.g--

S4's). These variables all indicate the extent to which students played an
independent role in the classroom. Another measure of student assertiveness

was student interruptions (all S behaviors subscripted I); sometimes, students

interrupted each other, but most interruptions involved the professors.

Personalizing in the classroom. We alsc constructed measures of person-

alizing ‘n the classroom. A general personalization variable was constructed,

which summed all professor references to the personal lives of the students or
their own (all teacher behaviors with subfunction M). We then created separate

variables measuring professors' references to self (subscript S) and to students

17
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(the original variable less references to self), as well as a measure of all

student personalizations (all student behaviors subscripted S or W, excluding

negative judgments). These variables indicated the extent to which the class-
room environment permitted or encouraged the sharing of private experiences.
Two further indicators of'the extent to which professors created personal

classroom atmospheres were acknowledgements of student coniributions, which

might include thanking the student, referring back to the student's idea,

using the student's name (T10's), as well as a measure of professor's, empa-

thizing with the students, involving statements such as "I understand this

is hard for you," or some other statement of understanding (T10M's). These
behaviors seemed directed at enhancing the personal, intimate quality of
classroom interaction. They involve professors and students in interactions
based on needs for respect, and intimacy and they permit more personal contact
than normative definitions of the professor/student roles prescribe.

Observer impressions of classroom atmosphere. In addition to the beha~

vioirs observed and coded during the classroom period, the observers also
recorded their general impressions cf the professor's tendency to (1) remain
stationary or move around during class , (2) maintain eye contact with the
students, (3) extemporanecusly talk to the class or rely almost exclusively
on notes. (4) include discussion in the class format or use only a lecture .
presentation, (5) create a casual classroom climate or maintain a formal at—
mosphere, (6) use a varied presentation style or engage in monotonous presen-
tations, and (7) keep the students'’ attention. Dummy variables were created,
scoréd 1 if the professor remained stétionary, lost eye contact, spoke extem-
poraneously, used a discussion format, created a casual climate, used a mono-
tonous presentation style, and retained the students' attention, and 0 other-
wise. Since these varizbles do not represent the hopefully more "objective

information we have on teaching styles, we used them only in a brief, introduc-

. tory analysis reported in Chapter Three. Their relationship to student

23
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evaluatioﬁs did, however, improve the credibility of our observers. Apparently,
our observers were sensitive to aspects of the teaching situatlion that had
imﬁorta;t effects on the students.

Student Fvaluations

! Student reactions to these classroom behaviors were assayed through a

questionnaire administered at the end of the term to each class observed. We
asked five questions that appear on a standard evaluation form (designed to
measure perceived competence)., plus another question about logic, several
questions about the likeability of the professor, and a question asking if the
professor is sometimes "too authoritarian."” A summary of these evaluation

items appears in Figurq 2-B; the complete questionnaire is available in Apren-

Figure 2-B about here

dix A. Students responded to these items on a 5-point scale ranging from
strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5).

Students were also asked several background questions such as sex, grade
point average, grade expected in course, major area of study, prior experience
with female professors. These background factors did not differ by sex of
professor, with a few éxceptions. Women professors tended to teach som;what
smaller classes and to have fewer natural science majors. Women professors
also had more students with previous experience with female instructors.

Since we were concerned that students may react differently to men and

.Women professors, we first checked for possible sex differences in competence
and likeability. It was gratifying to discover that, on the average, these pro-
fessors were judged highly competent and likeable and no significant sex
differences appeared (Table 2-G). Past studies have yielded similar results

(Ferber and HuKer, 1975: Hesselbart, 1978; Barnett and Littlepage, 1979).

Table 2-G about here
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Next, we were concerned that these items truly measured the two dimensions

of competency and likeability they were intended to measure. An orthogonal

factor analysis (Table 2-H) shows that to some extent, this was the case for

Table: 2-H about here

thie entire sample. Competency items tend to load more highly on Factor 1
(several load on Factor 3) and the likeability items load more highly on
Factor 2. (Factor 3 was not significant, indicated by an eigenvaiﬁe of less
than 1, and so may be disccunted.) This tendency becomes even stronger if
we consider these items as they factor for male and female professors separ-
ately. For women professors (Table 2-I), these factors are more distinct,

while for men professors (Table 2-J), some competency items appear on the

Table 2-1 and 2-J about here

"affect" factor and vice versa. Apparently, students do not differentiate
these two dimensions as carefully for men as for women professors; Jjudgments

of likeability and competency are not made quite as separately. Hence, in
further analyses, we construct separate student evaluation scales for men and
women professors. The reliability of these scales were: (1) .91 for the men's
competency scale, which included items 1, 3, 4, 6 and 7: (2) .91 for the men's
likeability scale, which included items 2, 5, 10 and 11; (3) .96 for the
women's competency scale, which included items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 11; (4) .94
for the women's likeability scale, which included items 7, 9 and 10. Notice
that we have deleted the item asking if the professor was "too authoritarian”
(item 8) from all scales;’a reliability analysis suggested that the scales
would be more reliable if this item were deleted. However, we did use the

"too authoritarian" itgm in separate analysis of authority management behaviors.

Mean differences on these scales for men and women in male-dominated and

non-male-dominated departments are presented in Table 2-X. Men in non-male-

Table 2-K about here
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dominated departments were judged both more competent and more likeable than
men in male-dominated departments, while a much smaller difference (though in
the same direction) exists between the two groups of women. We will explore

the dynamics of these evaluation differences more fully later in this report.

ANATYSIS OF QUANTITATIVE DATA

v

Classroom Interaction

After constructing our measur-es from the observational and student data,_
we analyzed the data looking for (1) sex differences in classroom behaviors
and (2) the implications of these differences for student evaluations. Our
analysis techniques consisted of mean comparisons, zero-order (Pearson) cor-
relations, and regression equations. For most of our analyses, we considered
sex differences, thcugh in some preliminary analyses (Chapter Three) we did not.

Sex differences in classroom behaviors. For each set of behaviors--g--

teaching, authority menagement, and personalizing--our analysis first considered
the sex differences in these behaviors. We expected women professors to use
somewhat more "good teaching" techniques andlgggz more authority control and
authority reduction techniques, as well as more personalizing; We expected
men to use more of the harsher authority control techniques and to spenc more
of their classroom time presenting basic lecture material. We also thoughu
men might be as likely as women to structure their material during presentation.
We were concerned that these sex differences would be more or less pre-
valent for those in male-dominated and non-male-dominated departments. Hence,
we began our examination of sexldiffereﬁces by looking at mean differences in
the behaviors among men and women professors in male-dominated and non-male-
dominated departments. Looking at differences across these four subgroups
showed more interesting patterns tran looking only at the differences between

men and women. However, no consistent pattern of differences emerged, although
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women in non-male-dominated departments were somewhat more likely to exhibit
iile most "female-typed" strategies in the classropm. (Some important excep-
tlons to this generalization were found, however.) Also, tests for signifi-
cant interaction between sex and male-domination of department on the incidence
of these behaviors were generally not significant. That is, while the patterns
generated by considering a four-way sex by male-domination of department dif-
ference were interesting, this four-way difference was not statistically sig- .
nificant. The important significant difference was still between men and
women, regardless of the sex-ratio of their department.

To estimate the extent to which sex and sex-ratio of department *rad
independent, acdditive eff'ects on the behaviors we observed, we estimated re-
gression equations predicting the proportion of time these behaviors occurred
in the classroom; these equations included measures of sex (1 = female) and
sex-ratio (1 = male-dominated). They also included controls for the professor's
rank (an ordinal measure ranging from l--Instructor--to 4--Full Professor),
course level (an ordinal measure renging from 1 to 9, with 1 designating 100
level or freshmen courses), and the sizs of the class (estimated by the ob-
server, broken into 6 ordinal categories). We simply wished to remove these
possibly confounding influences from our analysis. No specific pattern of
effects emerged for these control variables. Therefore, their effects are
rarely discussed. One equation was estimated for each measure of teacher and
student behavior described above.

These equations more precisely estimate the extent to which men and women
differed in these behaviors and the extent to which those from male-dominated
and non-male-dominated departments differed. For instance, the coefficient
for sex will tell us the extent to which women professors are more or less
likely to engage in these behaviors or elicit certain behaviors from their

students. Likewise, the coefficient for male-domination of department will
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tell us the extent to which those from male-dominated departments were more
likely to engage in these behaviors. Because these equations estimated these
effects independent of possibly confounding influences (the control variables),
these results are used to determine the statistical significance of the ob-
served differences.

The test for the statistical significance of the interaction between sex
and male-domination of department (mentioned above ) was performed with these
equations. We simply re-estimated the equations adding a multiplicative inter-
action term between sex and male-domination. Since these interactions were
rarely significant, they were not presented but were discussed in each of the
findings chapters. As stated, the lack of significance assured us that while
mean differences across the four groups were interesting, the apoarent inter-
action, because it was not significant, did not invalidate the regression
approach; where sex and male-domination were treated as additive variables.

Classroom behaviors and student evaluations. We next considered the

impact of these behavicrs on student evaluations. We considered the impact

of behaviors in all three domains--good teaéhing, authority management, and
pPersonalizing--on the student evaluation scales measuring competency and like-
ability. We also considered the impact of authority management strategies on
the "too authoritarian" evaluation item.

We first estimated zero-order (Pearson) correlations between the evalu-
ation scales and each behavior variable. (We sometimes present correlations
between behaviors and the individual evaluation items, also.) These correla-
tions were estimated separately within our four sex by male—dominationsub—,
groups. (Separate competency and likeability scales were used for men and
women in this analysis.) While these results showed interesting digferences
among these four groups, the sample sizes were very small, making the results

somewhat suspect. Certainly, a regression approach would not have been
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appropriate within these four subsamples. Also, we are concerned that sice

we have observed so many correlations, we have simply obtained several signi-

ficant correlations by chance. This possibility will be discussed mcre fully
In the conclusions.

To estimate the impact of these behaviors on student evaluations net of
confounding influences, regression equations were estimated that predicted the
evaluation scales (and "too authoritarian" in the authority management chapter).
Predictors included various groupings of relevant classroom behaviors (care
being taken so that no two variables with overlapping behaviors were included
In the same equation). Preliminary analysis suggested the necessary controis:
class size, male-domination of the department, and the proportion of the stu-
dents in each class who were female (calculated from students' responses to
"sex" on their questionnaires). Contrary to the regressions preqicting class-
room behaviors, the control variables in these equations showed consistent and
interesting patterns of effects, and so they are frequently discussed in the
énalysis chapters. These equations were estimated separately for men and women
professors, gince we éxpected students to respond differently to men and women.
For instance, we thought it possible that students would resent harsh authority
control on the part of women professors but take it for granted on the part
of men. _Or, students might resent women professors who did not personalize
in the classroom but take this lack of personalizing for granted‘in men. Es-
timating these equations separately by sex allowed us to consider this possi-
bility. (Indeed, we found several interesting differences.) We could not
estimate these equations within categories of sex and male domipation'of‘depart—
ment Decause the sample sizes were too small.

The next four chapters present our results. Chapter 3 gives general
information on the teaching styles and student reactions in the sample as a
whole. The following three chapters focus on sex differences--Chapter 4 on

"good teaching," Chapter 5 on authority management, and Chapter 6 on personalizing

o¢
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Figure 2-B

Items from Student Survey

1. The instructor was well prepared for class.

2. The instructor had a thorough knowledge of thezubject.

3. The instructor communicated the subject matter well.

4. The instructor stimulated interest in the course subject.

5. The instructor is one of the best OSU teachers I have known.

6. The instructor presented the material in a logical manner.

7. This instructo» was recponsive to student input.

8. This instructor was generally very considerate of students.

9. If given the opportunity, I would like to lnow this instructor more informally.
10. Compared to most other female/male instructors, this one is among the best.

1l. 1In general, I would rather be taught by male than female instructors.




Table 2-A

Sex and Male-dominaticn of Department Distribution

of' Sample
Male-dominated Jon-riale-dominated
Sex
Females 31 40
Males : . 57 39

n
2




Table 2-B 45

Comparison of Rank Distributions of Sample and Population
Age Distribution of Sample

by Sex
Females Males
Sample University Sarple University
Rank
Assistant 61.2% 63.3% 24.6% 36.2%
Associate 23.9% 25.7% 34.1% 27.4%
Full 14.9% 11.0% 41.3% 36. 4%
20's 18.3% 7.3%
30's 42.3% 38.5%
40's 19.7% 32.3%
50's 19.7% 17.7%
60 and over —— 4. 2%

37




Table 2-C 46

ANOVA "F" Probability Values Testing for
Observer Effects--Teacher Behaviors .

Women Men Women Men
Non-male-dominated Non-male-dominated Male-dominated Male-dominated

T4 .0351% .2167 .5362 .6697
T5 .3630 .0323% 4452 L7644,
T6 L4979 .1991 . 4682 .2614
T7 .5508 .0787 .9532 . 3021
T8 .1595 . 3213 .5008 .2861
79 .2679 .0975 .1925 . 3849
T10 .6903 .2893 . 5817 .9552

*%¥T11 .005% .0156#% .1097 . 2661
T12 .0581 .0093% L5242 .1726
TO3 .1683 . 3566 .0098# L2176

**T04 .0115% 6793 .9649 .0450%
T05 .0986 . 5965 .0992 . 3054
TO6 .0836 .0063# L1479 L1217
TO7 .5872 .658 .8786 . 5673

*%S4 .0002% .0192% 2412 . 2280
S5 .5813 4275 . 3594 L7617
S6 . 3084 . 354 .0413% 0711
S7 .7085 L4179 . 3610 L6751
38 .1208 .0490% . 3958 L2277
39 —_— .0257#% _— .5838
g10 . N000* .1492 .0581 . 3072
511 L1374 .0067% . 2066 .5782
S12 .0549% .2312 .2523 .2580
*p € .05

¥¥More than one category witn significant observer effect

A
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Table 2-D

T1ll and Tl2 Observer Means and Significant Constrasts
Within Analysis Categories
with Significant Observer Effects

Women - Non-Male-Dominated Men - Non-Male-Dominated
Signif. Contrasts Signif. Contrasts
Group Means Groups "T" Prob. Group Means Groups "T" Prob.
T1l 1 L0098 1+ 3 .018 1 .0074 1+3 .352
L 2 0047 1 + 4 .023 2 .0045
" 3 0014 2+ 3 .009 3 .0o17
" 4 .0023 4 .Q020
Ti2 1 .0000 1L+ 4 .054
" "F" Not significant ' 5 0052
" ' 3 .0019
it 4 .0005
r
of
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Table 2-E

T4 and TOA Observer Means and Significant Contrasts
Within Analysis Categories
With Significant Observer Effects

Women ~ Non-Male-Dominated den - Non-male-Dominated
Signif. Contrasts Signif. Contrasts
Group  Means Groups "T" Prob. Group Means Groups "T" Prcb.
T4 1 L4732
" 2 .4303 2 + 3 . 004 -7 ANOVA "F" not significant
" 3 . 7060%
" 4 -5399
T04 1 L0597 1+ 3 .052 1 0004 1+ 2 .000
" 2 L0534 3+ 4 .004 2 0337 1+ 3 .033
" 3 .0037% 2 + 3 .001 3 0141 1 + 4 .000
" 4 .0348 4 0200 2+ 3 .012
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Table 2-F

34 Observer Means and Significant Countrasts
Within Analysis Categories
with Significant Observer Effects

Women -~ Non-Male-Dominated Wen - Non-Male-Dominated
Signif. Contrasts Signif. Contrasts
Group © Means Groups "T" Proo. Grouy  Means Groups "T" Prob.
1 .0562 1+ 4 .045 1 L0374 1L+ 4 LG22
2 .0241 3+ 4 .047 2 . 0164
3 .0146 2+ 4 .002 3 .0297
4 .0015 4 .0045

61



Table 2-G

Mean Evaluation Scores

by Sex
Sex of Instructor
Males Females
Professor is:
COMPETENCE 1. Prepared 1.49 1.57
2. Thorough 1.38 1.41
3. Able to communicate ideas 1.95 2.02
4. Stimulating 2.08 2.08
5. One of best instructors 2.52 2.47
6. Logizal 2.00 2.02
LIKEABILITY 7. Responsive to students 1.89 1.83
8. To authoritarian 3.55 3.56
9. Considerate of students 1.85 1.82
10. Scmeone I would like to know 2.36 2.21
know informally
11. One of the best same-sex 2.38 2.25

instructors




Table 2-H

Results from Orthogonal Facior Analysis
for Evaluation Items
Whole Sample

Competency  Likeability Competency IT

1. Teacher zrepared . 804 -. 065 .249
2. Teacher has thorough knowledge .142 .211 . 868
3. Teacher communicates well 2923 231 175
4. Teacher is stimulating T .845 - .366 .117
5. One of best teachers at 0OSU =617 -433 580
6. Teacher presentations are logical ;éggi’ 144 .163
7. Teacher responsive to students .229 . 846 . 361
8. Teacher too authoritarian .019 -.821 -.174
9. Teacher considerate of students ) .587 665 -.197
10. Want to know teacher informally 304 702 491
11. P=st male/female teacher have had 534 -539 957
Eigenvalue

Factor 1 6.601

Facter 2 1.673

Factor 3 0.927

Note: Factor loadings of .30 or greater are considered to be significant; they
are underlined.

&
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Table 2-1

Results from Orthogonal Factor Analysis
of Evaluation Items
Women Professors

Compe tency Likeability
1. Teacher prepared .865 .037 .
2. Teacher has thorough knowledge 854 016
3. Teacner communicates well 827 =460
4. Teacher is stimulating .721 623
5. One of best teachers at 0SU - .852 491
6. Teacher presentations are logilcal .808 , =373
7. Teacher responsive to students 345 869
8. Teacher too authoritarian .061 -.808
9. Teacher considerate of students 315 .880 -
10. Want to know teacher informally 2495 2739
11. Best male/female teacher have had . 800 .538
Eigenvalue
Factor 1 7.559
Factor 2 1.606

Note: Factor loadings of .30 or greater are considered to be significant; they
are underlined.




Table 2-~J

Orthogonal Factor Analysis
for Student Evaluation Items
Men Professors

Competency Likeability .
1. Teacher prazpared -850 .006
2. Teacher has thorough knowledge -.039 2771
3. Teacher communicates well =950 .182
4. Teacher is stimulating .888 214
5. One of best teachers at QSU 2548 2713
6. Teacher presentations are logical .909 .097
7. Teacher responsiive to students .192 -910
8. Teacher too authoritarian -.022 -. 767
9. Teacher considerate of students 629 243
10. Want to know teacher informally .254 903
11. Best male/female teacher have had 433 . 827
Eigenvalue
Factor 1 5.945
Factor 2 2.447

Note: Factor loadings of .30 or greater are considered to be significant;
they are underlined,

&5
%




Table 2-

Means and Standard Deviations of Evaluation Scales

by Sex and Department of Professor

Women Competency
Women Affect
Men Competency

Yen Affect,

Men in Male-

Dominated Dept,

Women in Male-

Dominated Dept.

Men in fon-Male-
Doninated Dept.

Women in Non-Male-
Dominated Dept.

Means St. Dev,

Means St. Dev,

Veans St. Dev,

14641 3.446
8.969 2.511

13,763 3.817

0.013 1.470

13,748 3,007
8,143 1.648

Means St Dev,

13.850 3.6%9

7.159 1.3
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. CHAPTER THREE

A PRELIMINARY LOOK AT TEACHING BEHAVIORS

Before analyzing sex differences in teaching attitudes and behaviors,
we will present a brief overview of the typical teaching behaviors of our ob-
servational sample and report the typical student evaluations of those'pro—
fessors. These data set the stage for the comparative analysis of male and
female professors.

Typical Teaching Style

When we consider the three constructs whicn have informed this study--
good teaching, authority management and personalizing, we find that a typical
teaching style is evident among the university professors we observed. Tablé
3-A presents the proportion of classtime spent in varicus behavioral indicators

of these constructs.

Table 3-A about here

Professors, as will be discussed later in detail, claim to highly endorse
the participatory model of good-teaching. GClasses are labelled "dull" or
"difficult" when student participation is lacking. Yet, typically, Hased on our
observations, the overwhelming majority of classtime--71%--is used by professors
to order and convey information. More than two-thirds of classtime (67.4%) was
used for lecturing and another 3.6% of the time.was devoted to managerial
behaviors (at least partially designed to enhance the orderliness of the pre-
sentation). Little time (2.2%) is given to managing authority or to professors'
attempts to personalize the classroom (3.6%).

Students do participate. Nearly 12% of the classtime is direct student
input, 8.7% of the time is used by‘professors to respond to student guestions,

55
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and another 4.4% is spent evaluating and acknowledging student contributions.
Thus, the typlcal class includes interuction between the student and the pro-
fessor, althougii little of that interaction stems from independent student
contributions. Thirty-six percent of all student particivetion was in response
to teachers' solicitatlons, and another °2% was in response to prefessors'
questions. Chillenges, interruptions and other instances of student asser-
tiveness account for approximately 10% of s udent invut, or 3% of the total
classtime.

The typical classroom we observed, then,was structured by the rofessor
and could be described as falling into the category of "good teaching" beha-
viors. Lecture presentation predomirated with a fair (but not overwhelming)
amount of student participation. Studeinits participated primarily in response
to professors' iequests that they do so.

Depending on one's standards for how much and what kind of participation
constitutes "good teaching," classrooms in our sample can be vi~wed as "overly"
controlled or "open" to student input. The reader will recall that student
enrollments in typical classes are large and occasionally huge ( 300-400),
especially in the lower division classes. This creates structural zonstraints
to student participation and socializes them to non-participation (see Chapter
Two). The fact that students participate as much as they do, perhaps, attests
to the strength of the concern that faculty exvressed in ithe interviews that
student involvement is desirable and, if necessary, must be "struggled for."

Typical Student Evaluations

Studencs, the reader will recall, rated their professors on eleven items
on a 5 point scale (l-strongly agree to 5-strongly disagree). Table 3-B gives
the averaye student ratings for these items. In general, ithe students evaluate

their professors highly. 3y and large, students see their professors as both

Table 3-B about here

S)
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competent and likeable. The lowest average evaluation score falls between
2 and 3 (neutral and agree), while the highest falls close to 1 (strongly
agree ).

Table 3-B also shows the impact of one elassroom contextual feature--the
sex composition of the students. The higher the proportion of female students,
the higher the evaluation of the professor. This may be a function of greater
"compliance" or "poiiteness" on the part of female students, or it is possible
that professors who teach predominately female classes are, on the average,
actually more competent and more likeable than their colleagues who teach pre-
dominntely male élasses. Since high female enrollments exist in the social
sciences and humanities courses, professors who are teaching in these areas
may actually be more "people-oriented" than their cclleagues in the natural
science;.

Not only does a high concentration of male students reduce the evalua-
tions of professors, it has differential effects on male and female profes-
sors. Female professors with few female students are more likely to be judged
less competent but more likeable than their male colleaghes. Perhaps, because
a high concentration of male students are likely to be found in natural sci-
ences courses, the competence of the few women who teach in these departments
may be under extreme scrutiny by their students.

When we correlate particular teaching behaviors with student evaluations,
we find that students consider their professors competent and iikeable, re-
gardless of their specific teaching behaviors. Table - presents the rela-

tonships between basic categury behaviors and the s:udent evaluation scales.

Table 3-C about here

However, student participation did have an impact on student evaluations
of their professors, especfally on the likeability scale. Students liked pro-

fessors more when the participatory model was used; they did not like professors

‘"‘-‘
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who failed to use this model (although students did not Judge those professors
as less competent). 1In general, however, variations in specific behaviors
were not important shapers oi' student evaluations.

Less specific behaviors, however, did heve an impact on student evalua-
tion. The reader will recall, observers coded some general aspects of the
classroom atmosphere and the professor's style. The relationship between these

variables and student evaluations are presented in Table B-D. Professors with

Table 3-D about here

more eye contact, who extemporaneously delivered information, avoided strict
lecture presentations, and created a casual classroom atmosphere were judged
to be mos* competent. Professors were liked more when they kept the students'
attention, delivered information extemporaneocusly in a varied speaking style,
and created a casual classroom climate. These effects held fairly constantly
for both sexes, though unreported analyses show that most of these effects
were stronger for men. Women professors received more negative consequences,
however, when s*tudents were disruptive and unattentive.

These results indicate that students were not completely oblivious or
indifferent ‘¢ teaching strategies. The more general aspects of these strate-
gies séemed to be the critical factor, rather than the more specific behaviors.
Specific behaviors are more likely to very from day to day than these more
general éﬁZlEf' Since we only observed one class period, our measures of
mgfe specific behaviors may be less reliable than our measures of general class-
room/teaching attributes. If our more specific measures do less adequately
represent a professor‘s usual behavior, the correlations would, of course, be
attenuated. While fhe stronger effects of +the more general characteristics
attest to the reliability of both our coders and our evaluation items, we
concentrate in the remainder of this report on ihe more specific classroom

behaviors. They are, after ali, the major focus of this study.

’~
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Table 3-A

Proportion of Classroom Time Spent
in Selected Activities*

Good Teaching Behaviors

Teacher presenting material 67.4%
Teacher ordering presentations 8.7
Teacher managerial behaviors 3.6
Teacher manipulating artifacts 0.8
Teacher unspoken presentations 0.8
-
Teacher soliciting clarification .3
Teacher responding to stucents 8.7
Teacher asking for questions 2.1
Teacher giving exveriential presentations 0.3
Students engaging in experiential activities 0.6
Students manipulating artifacts 0.3
Professors soliciting general input 3.7
Student responses to solicitations 4.3
Student questions 2.6
Teacher thought 0.3
Student thought 0.6
Teacher laughter 0.2
Student laughter 1.2
Authority Management Behaviors
Positive evaluations 2.2
Negative evaluations 0.6
Teacher Interruptions 0.2
Admonishments 0.2
Professor self-judgments of incorrectness 0.2
Total student participation 11.8
Student assertiveness 1.8
Student challenges 0.3
C.2

Student interruptions

Personalizations

Teacher personalizations

Teacher personalizations with referrent to studenis
tudent personalizations

Teacher acknowledging students

Teacher empathizing with studenis

O OKFIMN
N~ MWLWO

¥Thece percentages do not sum to 100% because there is some overlap between
variables and not all coded behaviors are included here.

~
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Table 3-B

Meen Fvaluation Resporses by Sex of Frofessor and
Sex Compoeition of Clase

Whe'le Hi Female Hi Female ‘Lo Female Lo Female
mple  Concentraticn  Concentration (oncentration Concentration

Males Females Males Females
Teacher Prepared 1.5 1.%9 1,52 1.5 1,66
Thorough Knowledge 1.3¢ 1.4 1.3 1,37 1.5
Communicates Well . % 1.79 1,9 2,03 A
Is Stimulating 2. 08 1.92 2.05 2,16 2,14
One of Best Teachers at University 2,50 2,43 2.9 2,55 2,62
Presentations are Logical 2.0 1.89 2.00 2,09 2,08
Responsive to Students 1,87 1,85 1.8 1,91 1,88
Too Authoriterian 3.5% 3.48 3.59 3.52 3.60
Considerate of Students 1.84 1.7 1.82 1.92 1.8
Want to Know Teacher Informally 2,30 2.%8 2.17 2.35 2.9
Best Male/Female Professor 2,33 2,31 2.2 2.41 231
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Taple 3-C 61

Zero-order Correlations of Good Teaching Behaviors
T T with Student Evaluation Scales

Competency Likeability °*
Presentation of material -.063 -.078
Ordering presentations -.003 .081
Unspoken presentations .024 -.009
Managerial benaviors .116 .052
Manipulating artifacts -.039 ~-.040
Checking student understanding . 004 . 067
Solicitation of clarification .056 .015
Responses to student questions -.049 -.014
Solicitation of student input .034 . 064
Experiential presentations .076 L136%
Student experiential activities -.008 .009
Student manipulating artifacts -.022 -.049
Student responding to solicitations .103 .132%
Professor thought ~-.066 .003
Student thought’ -.077 -.030
Professor laughter -.049 -.016
Student laughter .039 . 094
Positive Jjudgements .017 .076
Negative judgements .031 .036
Acimowledgements .129% .259%
Student presenting material ~.033 .059
Student requests for clarification .050 .194%
Student gQuestions ~-.017 =.144%
Student positive evaluations .1320% .131%
Student negative evaluations .049 .091
Student acknowledgements -.025 .038

¥Coefficients significant at .05 level.




Taple 3D

¢

Lero-Urder Correlations Belween General Teaching Slralegies and
Classroom Atmosphere and Student Evalualions

Instructor Eye Extempor- Discussion Casual Students Monotonous
Station vy Contact sneous  Style Climate Attentive Style

Entire Clas

" Teacher Prepared 006 -16 0 -.085 052 -6
Teacher has Thorcugh Knowledge =07 08 185 ..009 09 056 -2
Tescher Communicates Vell -.029 037 136¥ 090 A8 3t - 210
Teacher s Stimulating -, 044 109 L36¥ JL2Tk Q0T 1068 - 255
One’of Best Teachers at -.026 564 102 20 Lsox 112 -.280%
Teacher Presentations are Logical -00 -0 a0 059 177 .09 - 150
‘Teacher Besponsive to Students ~.063 JOg 2R 200 g 06T - o7
Teacher Too Authoritarian - 048 =268 L1300 L17B <16 000 Ja4k
Teacher Considerste of Students 027 A% 095 119 L7108 ,068 -.200
Went to Know Teacher Informally ~.066 220 I5% 158 8 24 - 30
Best Male/Female Teacher Have fad -,009 L08% 2%k 110 L0% 0 19% - %60k

Affect Seale -, 041 L0 183K 1854 250,090 - J04

Competency Scale -.031 09 81 (86 o8k 138 -0

i
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CHAPTER FOUR

SEX DIFFERENCES IN "GOOD TEACHING"

We conceptualize "good teaching" (as discussed earlier--Chapters 1 and

2), along two dimensions: (1) structuring of presentations and (2) adherence

to the participatory model. The first dimension refers to techniques and

strategies through which the professor orders, organizes and manages the pre-
sentation of material, including his/her questions designed to check whether
the students have understood the material. Common sense notions of "good
teaching" require that the professor communicate "knowledge" clearly to the
students. The second dimension refers to the techniqu:s and strategies pro-
fessors use to create a classroom.;tmosphere in which students are active par-
ticipants. Although there is no "requirement" that professors adhere to an
interactive mode of'keaching, it is the normatively expected style, and pre-
sumably increases the investment of the student in the learning process. Since
such investment is valued positively in the academic community, techniques
demonstrating adherence to the participatory model are a vart of "good teaching."
Adherence to the participatory model is a complex issue, and adherence
to it may, in fact, overlap with the professor's structuring of cpresentations.
For example, a professor may organize the classroom presentation in such a way
as to facilitate student feedback. The feedback may be used as a check on
whether the prof'essor is communicating with the class; but it may also be
used as a way of involving students in their education. Recogizing the po-
tential overlap, we have nevertheless decided to consider any input fzgg the
students as use of the‘participatory model. However, because of this complex-
ity, we have conceptualized adherence to the participatory model in terms of
degree.
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Minimal adherence to the participatory model refers to exchanges which

require miniral feedback from students, such as the "recitation" of the "right"
answer or the assent t0 2 question such as, "Do you understand?" Such beha-
viors suggest an adherence to the "form" but not toc the "spirit" of participa-

tory education. The "spirit" of participatory education is found in classrooms

managed by professors who have a strong adherence to the participatory model.

In such classrooms, for example, professors engage their students in exploring
ideas about the material, in asking questions, and sharing opinions. They
create classroom climates, suéh as through the use of humor, that are "plea-
sant" and "warm." Their pedagogy may be experiential such that students e:.mine
artifacts being described, flip coins to "see" probability theory, engage in
sociodramas, mock-debates, etc. These behaviors--the encouragement of students'
ideas and opinions, the use of humor and experienfial teaching methods--we

view as examples of strong adherence to the participatory model of good teaching.

Our interview material allows us to explore the levels of commitment to
good teaching held by male and female professors and its meaning to them, whereas
our observation data permit us to examine sex-differences in actual behavior.
More specifically, the interview material permits us to assess the saliency of
the teaching role to professors, their claimed commitment to structuring mater-
ial and encouraging student participation, their use of humor, and an addi-
tional concept related to the participatory model, namely, whether the profes-
sor's classroom focus is on the professor or on students.

The observational data coﬁtain indicators for nine behaviors classified
as structuring of presentation. (Also, see Chapter Two.) Fach of them are
behaviors likely to lend structure to the professor's presentations and to
make communication tlearer, but require no interaction with the students.

There are three indicators of minimal adherence to the participatory model.

and eleven for strong adherence to the participatory model. All of the class-

~
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room indicators of good teaching have been discussed previously in Chapter
Two, and will be more concretely introduced later in this chapter.

Although our indicators of perceptions and attitudes toward good teaching
are not identical with the indicators of the actual teaching behaviors, tra:
emerge from the same theoretical perspective. Hence, we will explore whether
or not s2x differences are consistent aéross the two sets of data.

Theoretically, we do not postulate that sex differences in adherence to
the good teaching model will be great. This is so because both males and
females are socialized into an academic culture which holds the model of good
teaching. Consequently, males and females could feel eaiii pressure to con-
form to it. However, we hypothesized that women, because of their presumed
greater status-anxiety, may feel more pressure to conform to the model and may
invest more in their teaching (cf. Atin, 1963). We hypothesized that women
may not engage in more stiructuring of material, given men's strong tendency to
do sc, but may conform more closely to participatory teaching norms. Although
sex differences are not likely to be great, we expected women to emphasize the
importance of teaching more than men, to invest more effort in implementing
the participatory teaching model, éna to receive stronger sanctions from stu-
dents (lower student evaluations) when they do not.

We turn now to the interview material. Following that analysis, we will
look at the observation data, noting consistent sex differences in attitudes
and behaviors. Finally, we will see if these behaviors are related to student

evaluations of teaching.
PROFESSORS PERCEPTIONS OF "GQOOD TEACHING"

Emerging from our interview materials are three clusters of ideas rele-
vant to the question of "good teaching." The first we refer to as "salience of

teaching role," the second, the importance of structuring material, and the use

~’
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of the participatory model of teaching, and third, the classroom focus: the
L

professcr or student. We expected the teaching role to be more salient for
women; we aleo expected women to be more committed to the participatory
teaching model and to students as the focus of the classroom.

Saliency of Teaching Role

Commitment to teaching may vary between professors. For some, teaching
may be & highly salient role; for others it may be virtually a ritual; a per-
functory role. Being highly committed may not mean one is an excellent teacher,
nor is the reverse necessarily true. But, differences in the saliency of *he
role by sex may affect the amounts and kinds of satisfactiors malec and females
derive from teaching, as well as their propensity to conform to the ideals of
"good teaching."

Our respondents discussed four issues which we have used as indicators

of the "salience of the teaching role." These were (1) affective attitude to-

ward teaching, (2) importance of being an excellent teacher, (3) amount of time
spent discussing teaching, and (4) amount of time spent preparing for class.
ZTach respondent was assigned a sccre from 4 (high) to O (low) on eéch of the
indicators and these indicator: were -ummed into a single scale with a range
of 16--"Dedicated" to O--"Nct-Invested" in teaching. In addition, respondents
volunteered information concerning the amoung of "1ife—in§olvement” they had
in teaching, e.g., the relevance of that activity to their general state of
well being and to the management of t'eir other role-respor.sibilities. Each
of the researchers responsible for the interviews independently rated fiom

0 (low) to 4 (high) each of the respondent's "life-invrlvem at" in teaching.
The coders agreed on all but two judgments, and those were negotiated. Life-
involvement judgment scores stand as secondary or confirmaitory data “or th

saliency of teaching scores, since there was considerable agreement between

the two.
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Tables -4~A-1 and 4-A-2 about here

Table 4-A-1 presents the mean salience of teaching scores and the mean
life-involvement scores by rank, sex, and orientation. Table 4-A-2 gives those
scores by male-domination/non-male-domination of department. (We do not pre-
sent here the specific scores of individual faculty in order to preserve conti-
dentiality.) As the tables reveal, there are no overall sex-differences, al-
though there are some differences in relationship to male-domination/non-male-
domination of department. Teaching is more salient for those in male-dominated
departments than for those not so situated. Inspection by department, however,
revealed that these differences are primarily accounted for by one non-maie-
dominated depariment. Professors in that department commented that not only
was "good teaching" not rewarded (in terms of salary, promotions, professional
leaves, etc.), but that it was negatively sanctioned. ("There was punishﬁent
for teaching well." "I was told if I wanted to get tenure, I had to stop
teaching so well because the other faculty were jealous.")

Most interesting, however, are the interactions between sex and rank in
the saliency of teaching scores. Specifically, c.mmitment decreases as rank
increases; male and female professors tend *o be equally dedicated, with assis-
tants being the most dedicated and full professors the leést. The main sex
difference occurs at the associate level, where women are more dedicated than
the men; they are closer to the assistant professnrc in their degree of dedi-
cation whereas male associates have mid-way saliency of teaching scores.

Finding no sex differences in overall saliency oﬁ teaching, we conjec-
tured that teaching,nevertheless, might be salient for men and women for dif-
ferent reasons. To explore this possibility, we constructed separate composites
of the male and female dedicated teachers based on the interview materials.

These composites-~the male ideal-typic dedicated teacher and the female ideal-

Co
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typic dedicated teacher--do not represent any particular professor but a
blending of those characteristics found among‘the dedicated teachers.

The male ideal-typic dedicated professor sees teaching as "the most exci-
ting, stimulating, varied profession that exists." He "loves it." He wants
to do well at it. He spends nearly all hics *ime preparing, seeing students,
and talking about teaching to his colleagues. A major portion of his prepara-
tion time, and a major subject of his conversations are devoted to "the mechanics

S

of teaching," "designing %eaching techniques," and sending memos to his col-

leagues about his ideas. Transferring content is not enoiagh, "you must find

2 way to get the material into their heads." Teaching is a calling, a "mission
much broader than the subject matter." Part of that mission is to find ways

to teach his colleagues to teach better, to recognize students as human beings,
and to devise technigues that wérk. When the techniques are successful, the
professor feels good. When they flop, he designs new ones. He orders the re-
mainder of his life around his teaching. This may mean that his wife "chooses"
not tc work, or she helps him with his curriculum planning and course presen-
tation, or that he sacrifices being an "ideal husband/father," or that in order
to have any time to himself he "has to get out of town."

The female dedicated professor, as an ideal type, sees teaching as extremely
valuable and important, perhaps "her most immortant professional contribution,"
"the thing she does which has the greatest value," She is "highly devoted" and
"ego-involved." She "loves it." She spends, a considerable amount of time Dre-
paring, thinking about it, counselling students, and talking about her teaching{
especially with colleagues whe are friends. For her, teaching means "commun-
icating.the subject matter and working with the students." Both are equally
important. ("I get to read books I'm really interested in and talk about them
with others (students).”) Students' responses are extremely important to her

as she sees students as valid judges of her excellence. She craves feedback,
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including nega*ive feedback, so she can improve. If her class goeslwell, sh
shares her elation with colleague-friends; if it goes badly, "if the s:tudents
become disenchanted--for whatever reason--everything else in (her) life feels
out of whack;" doing a poor ves her feel "depressed for hours--even into
the evening." She knows st = -ole-model for her students, especially her
female students, and strives tv r'ind ways to encourage them to succeed and at
the same time to differentiate themselves from her--to find their own paths
toward success.

The ideal-typic dedicated male rrofessor and the ideal-typic dedicated
female professor, then, are similar in some ways. They both love teaching,
want to be excellent at it, and expend a considerable amount .. time preparing
for it and talking about it. And, both have high life invoclvement with it.
However, males tend to take a more instrumental orientation toward their teach-
ing, and females a more expressive one. This is seen in several ways. First,
males discuss their teaching dedication in terms of techniques and methods of
teaching, whereas females focus on the content and the students. lecond,
males talk to eolleagugglabout those methcds, whereas females tend to talk to
colleague—igigggﬁ sbout their feelings concerning a particular class or student.
Third, m ..- . .cressors fezl hadly when a technigque flops, and they rectify it
by devisir, a different method. A bad teaching experience can be "turned
around" by @ new technique. On the other hand, female professors report feel-
ing very badly and depressed when their classes go poorly. Rectification comes
from getting student input and evaluations. Fourth, dedicated males view
traching as a calling, a "mis. lon." Their job is not only to teach students
to enjoy lesraing--an abstracted mission--but to teach the other teachers--an
axternalizid one. Female professors do not report the same messianic zeal, but
rather view themselves as individual roile-models who have a responsibility to

create a more personalistic and individualistic relationship to their students.
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Thus, dedicated teaching seems to have differs=nt meanings for men and
women; the .impact of "dedicated teaching" on their lives is different--hoth
emotionally and stiructurally. Males tend to view the role as a "career" or 2
"cause" and structure their private lives accordingly; wives and children
accommodate to the demands that "dedicated teaching" requires. Female dedi-
cated teachers, apparently, do not expect the lives of their families %o accom-
modate to the time-demands that flow from their dedication. However, unlike
the males, they frequently mention < :e personal consequences dedicated teaching
has for them in terms of their emotional state, their feeling of well~being or
depression. Dedicated males either do not experience these emotional conse.
quences or erase them quickly through re-focusing on teaching as a technical
probliem. Females focus on the relationships they develcp with the students;
males are more concerned with their ability at executing a technique. In part,
women are more concerned with interactions with students, Drecursor to use
of the participatory teaching model. Thus, while teaching itself may not be
much more important for women, use of the participatory model may be.

Almost directly opposite to these dedicated teachers are male and female
professors--mostly at the full rank--who can be described as "non-invested" in
teaching, not devoted or dedicated or involved. To what extent do male and
female professors experience that non-involvement in similar or dissimilzr
ways? To address this question, we have. again, constructed ideal-typic por-
traits of the male non-invested professor and the female non-invested professor.

The male non-invested professor sees teaching as "at best ancillary to
the role <f scholar/researcher,” and at worst, "the temptation of the devil,"

a waste of his talent and energy. Excellence in teaching is not a "priority"
or a "prinary motivation." Little time is given to preparing for class, but
he bring; to it his "years of reading." Only occasionally does he discuss

his teaching, and then with friends or spouse. Students have to motivate
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themselves, and "spending time with such unformed and uninformed minds" is
deadly to one's 6wn development and growth.

The ideal typic female non-invested professor views teaching as at best
"what I do for a living," and at worst, "a chore, an interruption.” Excellence
in teaching is not important, and in any case, "teaching takes up too much
time." She rarely talks about i%, and then primerily to a friend or spouse.
Preparation time is minimal. but her "whole intellectual life is preparation."
Students feelings are not very interesting, their ideas not very stimulating,
and their evaluations not very important. They are not her "cons*ituency;"
they are not the persons whose approval she seeks. Role-model pressures are
felt, but she believes it is her own life and she can act in ways she--not
they--judge appropriate.

As is clear from these two ideal-typic constructions, these men and women
sound very similar; indeed, occasionally the language is nearly identical.
Non-invested professors spend a minimal amount of time preparing for and talking
about teaching, have low ego-involvement in being excellent, and do no* hold
teaching as a priority. They have other interests. In the accounts of the
male professors, the other interests are clearly specified as research/scholar-
ship. That specification is not found in the women's accounts. We might view
this as a continuation of the male career investment mode that was noted among
the male dedicated teachers. That is, *he male non-investad professors, al-
though not concerned with teaching, make it abundant’y clear that they are
invested in other aspects of the professorial role--scholarship/research/
writing. The female professors leave open what their other commitments and
interests are. Further, although it is clear that teaching has lost its emo-
tional saliency for women, there is no sense from the interviews that other
aspects of their role have.captured their emotional investment. Consequently,
we might hypothesize that as females move through the ranks, they become more

like the males--in the sense of éropping the expressive dimension, but that

.
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they are less likely to adopt the "career" and "mission" alternative.

In summary, then, male and female professors are equally dedicated or not
dedicated to teaching, and there is an association between sex. and rank. Ded-
ication decreases as rank increases, with dedication decreasing more rapidly
for males than for females. By locking at the ideal-typic male and female
dedicated teachers, however, we find that the meanings of that dedication
are quite differant by sex. Dedicated male professors are more instrumental
in their orientation, whereas dedicatad female professors are more expressive.
Finally, the meaning of the teaching role for the non-invested professors is
quite similar for both sexes; these males and females both lack an expressive
orientation toward teaching.

Commitment to Structuring of Presentation

The interviews also contain information about specific teaching strategies
used. First, we consider indicators of commitment to structuring presentations,
then the use of the participatory model. An important feature of "good teach-
ing" is the structure and clarity of the material Presented to the students.
This involves, in part, the notion that teachers should Plan the progression
of ideas and have an "agenda" in mind for each classroom‘session. In the inter-
views professors varied widely in the degree of structure they claimed char-
acterized their teaching styles. We discuss the three primary types: tight
structure, loose structure, and "deceptive" structure. As expected, the use
of these structures was not associated with sex, nor was it associzted with

rank. disciplinary orientation or sex-ratioc of department.

Some of the professors described a style which involved careful prepara-

tion and tight organization. For example, one male associate professor in the

Humanities explained: "You lecture as clearly and in as organized a fashion
as you can." A woman full professor in Home Feconomics noted, "I outline
usually or go with transparencies, but I get them organized. [ don't like to

be in a class myself where the teacher is fumbling around."
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Other professors described a looser style which involved less preparation

and granted more organizational responsibility to students.

"I make a practice of not reading (assignments) that are going to

be discussed in class ahead of time so I don't have preconceptions

about them. Somebody in the class is going to be a critiquer so they

read it aloud and start talking about it." (Humanities)
A woman associate professor in Home Economics gave the following example: "I
have a plan in mind but if students bring up some relevant subject matter we'll
go with it because that's where they are. That's the teachable momen*. That's
the time to make use of that."

Third, other professors reported a style which was essentially a mixture

of the two preceeding ones. This style was described as one in which profes-
sors maintained an organized presentation of ideas while making it appear as
" if students actually controlled the classroom. That is, pProfessors were able
to orchestrate students' spontaneous presentation of iéé;s and insights to
caéform to the teacher's plan for effectively presenting information; the
class appeared deceptively loose. Two examples, one from a male and one
from é female professor, are presented below:
"It's an easy, free-going class, though all the time I'm pulling
the strings underneath. Someone deseribing me would say: 'He's
apparently very easy-going, deceptively loose, but underneath there's
a very tight structure." (Male--Assistant--Humanities)
"There really is structure. I have in mind things that ought to
be covered in a session but I let the students move in agendas of
their own but try to get us back to what the agenda really is."
(Female~-Full--Social Sciences)

Although there were no sex differences in the faculty's reported use

of any one of the three types of styles, there was an interesting difference
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in student reactions according tc accounts of the professors. Women who des-
cribed their style as loose and unstructured were more likely to report hos-
tile reactions from students. As one woman assistant orofessor in Home Econ-
omics noted, "Some get very upset if there is not a lot of structure." Several

women felt that students see a looser teaching style when used by a woman as

indiéativémgén1§w”ééﬁpétency. As one eazsociate professor in the Humanities
explained:
"They think that I am too disorganized. I give the impression of

not having things laid out in rigid structures. A lot of our students

want coverage...Il'm not a coverage person."

In summary then, the professors reported teaching styles that varied widely
with regard to the degree of structure involved. Three orientations toward
planning and organizing were evident in these descriptions. While men were
as likely as women to describe each of the styles, women were more likely than
men to report student resentment of looser, less-structured approaches. How-
ever, our student evaluation data (discﬁssed below) indicate that this is not
so; none of our indicators of structuring had an effect on the competency
ratings of men or women professors. It could be, though, that our indicators
were not measuring precisely the same phenomena described by these professors.
At any rate, the interview data suggest that women's attempts to soften their
presentaticns by loosening up the class structure are perceived by the
women as creating negative student reactions.

Commitment to the Participatory Model of Good Teaching

We assessed commitment to the participatory model of good teaching in two
ways. First, we considered humor to be an indicator of easy interaction with
students, ani examined differences in the use of humor. Then we examined four
direct indicators of commitment to the participatory model in order to develop
& scale of commitment to the participatory mode.

Humor. One indicator of adherence to the participatory model of good
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teaching rests in professors' attempts to create warm and "pleasant” atmo-
spheres, such as through the use of humor. Although we found no sex differ-
enceé in the use of humor as part of '"good teaching," there were se;idiffer—

- ences in the reasons men and women gaﬁe for use of humor. As before, these
sex differences seemed to interact with rank.

Male professors, especially assistants, used humor to "relax the class,"
to encourage student participation. Humor, according to their accounts,
helped informalize the class as exer)lified by the following statement by an
assistant natural scientist:

"I'm lewd. I use semi-lewd humor because some of the things in

the course relate to touchy sorts of things that need Juct a little

humor to break the ice." )

Men also used humor as "entertainment;" to.enliven their classes. They re—-
ported feeling good when their "jokes" were well-received.

Female assistant professors rarely report using humor purposefully in
their classrooms but tenured women frequently report using it. Sometimes they
used humor to deflect situations which were potentially a challenge to their
authority, as the following two quotes illustrate:

"One man raised his hand and said, 'How can you be a liberated

woman? You're wearing a bra.' I have a tendency ﬁo'ridicule back

and my tongue is. sharver than theirs...I just out-snide them in

class." (Full--Social Sciences)

"If they make a snide comment I try to keep it in a joking

basis." (Associate--Humanities)

The tenured women, also, used humor as entertainment like the men did.
As one stated; "I use a lot of humor and funny illustrations...I put on a show."
And some saw it as an essential ingredient of "good teaching" as witnessed by
the following excerpt: "I don't think I've doﬁe a good job of ‘teaching if we

haver't laughed during a class period.”
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Thus, untenured males and tenured fgmales are liely to claim humor as a
strategy for "good teaching.” "Entertainment" is used by male assistants
and tenured women to create a friendlier and more pleasant atmosphere. How-
ever, male assistants are also likely to use it to "take the edge off" and
enhance student participation whereas tenured women use it to control inappro-
priate student participation. Given the options potentially available to
women in situations where a student is "obnoxious” and "out of line" (such as
directly confronting him/her, removing him/her from the classroom), the fact that
they use humcr suggests they are trying to handle the situation in a2 way which
minimally disrupts the "open," "non-threatening," "warm and personal" class-
room environments they +try to create.

Participatory model scale. To assess the preference for the participatory

teaching model, we use four kinds.of information from the interviews: (1)
stated use of an interactive class format, (2) desire for student input in
class, (3) desire for student input in the form of student evaluations, and
(4) the professor's attitude toward student opinions. A single measure,

commitment to the participatory model, was formed by assigning each interviewed

professor a score of O (low) to 4 (high) on each indicator and summing the
scores for all four indicators. Hence, this neasure, ranging from O to 16,
reflects the professor's claimed commitment to the participatory model.

Nearly all the faculty claimed they used an "interactive" classroom for-
mat--lecture-discussion, question periods, etc. Even the faculty in the
natural sciences, where it is sometimes claimed that the "interactive format"
is inappropriate, stated their preference for this model.

Table 4-A gives the mean participatory model scores by sex and rank, and
Table 4-A-2 the scores by sex-ratio of department. Note first the almost uni-
versal stated adherence among our respondents. There are no crerall sex, dis-

ciplinary orientation, or sex-ratio differences. Sex and rank, however, Zo
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interact. The lower the rank, the greater the ciaimed adherence to the model.
As with the saliency of teaching scores, female associates are closer in
claimed adhereice to assistants (both male and female) whereas male associates
are closer in claimed adherence to full professors (both male and females).

Although male and female assistants score similarly, as do male and
female fulls, we wanted tc know whether or not the meaning of participatory
education is the same for both sexes. That is, do they have the same reasons
- for adhering to it? ‘7o ans »:r this we draw upon the interview mater{éi of
faculty who claim strong adhe 2rce to the model, and of those who claim little
adherence and construct ideal typic portraits of male and female adherents and
non-adherents.

The male professors who are strongly committed to the participatory model
discuss student input as necessary and valuable because "we need to find what
the students want to learn and what they expect" so we can "then do it."
"Students won't learn unless motivated and interested.” Further, because it
is difficult to get students to discuss,sometimes‘ié is necessary to "throw
away a period just to get them talking...and chattering about the material."
Most of the interaction, however, is between student and professor.

The female professors who are committed to the participatory model, on
the other hand, discuss student input as desirable and valuable primarily
because "through the interchange they (the students) develop a commitment to
ideas;™" "the process of learning is the learning." Eliciting discussion is
not difficult because the professor creates a classroom atmosvhere that is
warm, relaxed, open, and non-threatening. Best of all is the interaction

that occurs between student and student, seeing them "relate to each other,

listen to each other."
Male professors who are strongly committed to the participatory model,
then, see the interactive process as potentially a "time waste," difficult to

sustain, primarily as relation between professor and student, and valuable to
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the extent that they can find out what the students want to learn so they can
teach it. On the other hand, female professors view the interaction as valu-
able in and of itself, and they create non-threatening classroom atmospheres
in which students can exchange ideas with each other. Obviously, these are
very ditferent attitudes toward the value of participatory education (differ-
ences which are discussed in greater detail in Chapter Six).

In contrast to strong adherents to the participatory model, males who are
not strongly committed to the participatory model view student input "as not
a very useful thing," since "not everybody's opinion is equally good." They
do "not even t1y to talk to the students" about their preferences and opinions
rejarding their education. Students are not able to evaluate Since they lack
- basic competence.

Females who are not committed to the participatory model view student
evaluations as primarily judgments about the professor's personality rather
than her competence. Students are not “poriicularly thoughtful" in those
evaluations. "i know whether I'm prompt, prepared or organized." They may
not "even bother to read" their evaluations. They encourage classroom inter-
action and will ﬁ}g}_students move in agendas of their own" or encourage ques-
tions to the professor, and they will try not "to talk down."

Male and female non-adherents, consequently, are fairly similar in their
lack of respect.for student evaluations. They differ in terms of their class-
room interaction patterns. Males tend to down-play such interaction almost
entirely, whereas females have adopted the model of student-interacting with
professor (rathe? than witb other students) that was prevalent among the men
who strongly adhered to the participatory model.

Locus of Learning: Professor or Student

Our analyses of the meanings of participatory education and dedicated

teaching for males and females both led to an interesting conclusion; men and
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women professors seem to have very different attitudes toward students. Woﬁen
professors, especially those who are dedicated to teaching and the partici-
Datory model, value student contribution as an end in itself; for them, it is
not simply a pedagogical technique to stimulate student interest and motivation.
Dedicated female teachers see students as valuable sources of learning. Stu-
dent participation is a source of stimulation and learning for these women;
affective relationships formed with students are also an important part of
teaching. Even the women professors who do not adhere to the participatory
model encourage classroom interaction, albeit between student and professor.

Male professors do not mention the value of students as contributors, as
collaborators, as sources of knowledge or stimulation. Nor do they mention
the importance of relationships they form with students. Rather, they see
themselves as the cenuer of the classcoom, as the source of knowledge. Male
dedicated teachers talk about the methods they might devise to better convey
the’material; maie adherents to the participatory model talk about the neces-
sity of "permitting" student participation in order to motivate the students
or find out what they know, what they want to learn. Students are not seen
as having any real, active part in the learning process.

This stance toward the students we have termed "locus of learning." Male

professors tend to see this lecus as.being entirely with themselves, while
female professors tend to see it as being at least partially with the students.
The sex difference is seen most clearly in faculty assessments of "good” and
"bad" classroom experiences.

Professors wzre asked to describe a particular classroom experience they
felt was especiaily positive or rewarding, and a classroom experience ‘they
found especially negative or disappointing. Almost without exception, profes-
sors' deseriptions of best classes emphasized a high degree of student involve-

ment in the learning process (related to the blanket endorsement of the
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participatory model discussed above). This involvement was generated in a
variety of situations including interaction between studenits, interaction
between a student and the professor with the rest of the class as audience,
and during a professor's lecture when students listened attentively. For
example, some professors described student involvement in the context of a
class discussion in which students .became excited and "caught-up"” in relating
their ideas and opinions ("Everybody was sort of leaping in saying things and
getting involved and enthusiastic." (Female--Assistant). In other cases in-
volvement occurred when some or all of the students were able to relate what
they were learning to their personal lives ("We tzlked about heart attacks and
one student was crying because her father died of a heart attack so it was a
very emovional experience and the class all liked it" ( Male--Assistant). In
still other descriptions, involvement was fostered through sinultaneous, but
independent, intellectual discovery in which students seemed to suddenly gain
insight during a lecture ("It was one of those moments where the whole lecture
section suddenly wakes up and you see that thare is some comprehension' ( Male--
Associate).

In this sense, the two sexes wer: highly similar, however, men and women
differed in one important way. Women were more likely to describe situations
as being most rewarding which involved students increasing their independence
from the professor, taking charge of the progression of ideas, pursuing topics
outside the course requirements, or anticivating professors' major points.

The following provides some examples:
"(It happens) when a class starts to take over and I find that
they're generating their own ideas and getting to the'questions that

I wanted to ask before I have to ask them. So that they move the dis-

cussion along." (Humanities)

o
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"I'd gotten to the statement of the theory near the end of th;

cilass but I didn't have enough time to put “he argument together. The

next time we got back together they had corstructed the argument.

They were able to see exactly how this all fits together. That was

exciting." (Natural Sciences)

"I could see them talking to each other, sharing ideas, relating

to each other. They were not talking to me, they talked to me as

if I was anyone else, a member of the class." (Social Sciences)

On the other hand, men were more likely to describe best classes as situ-
ations in which they, as professors, had played a crucial pPart in generating
student involvement. In these descriptions, what made the class "best" was,
not only the fact that students became very involved in learning but also that
the men felt a semnse of satisfaction for being able to foster this classroom
atmosphere. The following presents some descriptions:

"It was occasions when everyone would be talking, everyone would

be well read. It's like i motivated them to some extent. There was

a good exchange of ideas based on the material presented so that when

I walked in that room it was like I turned them on in some way or

another." (Female-Dominated)

"I had, in fact, covered the material well, conveyed tihe impor-

tant facts and yet, in a sense, I entertained them and ¥ept them

interested in it. I had a little story to tell and it went over

well and contributed to the atmosphere in the classroom." (Social

Sciences)

"There was a lscture I gave on the counter culture of the 60's

that really struck home since I was a graduate student then and I

used a lot of my own experiences. It really seemed to get things

across to students...to the extent that they got up and applauded at

the end of the lecture."” (Humanities)




82

The professors' descriptions of their worst classes showed the same sex
differencé in perceptions of locus of learning. For women, the worst classes
were those in which students' contribution to the classroom was lacking in
some wayl("They were completely disinterested;" "They had all been assigned
to read a book and-ﬁobody had read it;" "I think the studeﬁts.were Jjust all
bad"). For the men, however, descriptions of worst class experiences tended
to focus on the deficiencies of the teacher ("I skipped some material and had
to go back and got confused;" "The most embarrassing ones are where you go in
and actually get lost in your own explanation;" "When I use teaching techniques
that just fiop terribly").

In sum, this constitutes fairly strong evidence for sex differences in
locus of learning. Males and females take different stances toward the stu-
dents and have different perceptions of the student's role and competency in
the classrocm. Women professors tend to see students as more valuable con-
tribufors, a more integral part of the learning process. Given this differ-
ence, we might better predict sex differences in the ordering and participa-

tory behaviors observed in our larger sample of professors.
CLASSROCM "GOOD TEACHING" BEHAVIORS

Male and female professors are similar in their claimed adherence to
zood teaching, although they differ in the meanings good teaching has in their
lives, their ideas of what actually constitutes participatory education, and
their stance towards students' roles in the learning process. Females tend to
be more student-centered than males. However, we do not know, at this point,
if these different meaning-structures have consequences for how they actually
teach. To find out wnat those teaching behaviors actually are, and whether

there are sex-differences in those behaviors, we turn to our classroom obser-

vational data.



83

i

We expected women to engage in more "good teaching" behavior§, due to
their heightened status anxiety and probable hesitancy to deviate?f#om the
good teaching model. Sex differences might be greater for certaignof these
behaviors, however. Given the higher value women place on student inﬁut, emo-
tional responses, and teacher/student relatioﬁships discussed earlier, greater
sex differences might well appear in interactive behaviors, estecially those
which permit or encourage more student input.

Mean sex differences in these behaviors are examined in Table 4-B. We

consider sex differences for those in male-dominated and non-male-dominated

Table 4-B about here

departments separately in order to see the impact of sex-ratio on sex differ-
ences. Figures 4-A to 4-FE show the distributions for some of these behaviors
for the four groups of professors. (See Appendix B.) Tables 4-C, 4-D, and

4-E use a regression format to estimate the independent effecis of sex and
male-domination of department on selected "good teaching" behaviors, controlling
for other possibly confounding factors. This regression format élso allows

us to test for the significance of sex by male-domination interactions that
appear in Table 4-B. Results from this interaction analysis in regression
format are not presented below since most of the interaction terms were not
significant. Occasionally, these results are menticned, however.

Structuring of presentation. Locking at the means for s¢ructuring of

presentation variables (see Table 4-B), there are not many 4. ferences. The
most striking one is the relative non-use of lecturing (presenting material)
by the women in non-male-dominated departments. (We return to this below.)
Men in non-male-dominated departments are more likely to give ordering state-
ments and both groups of men are more likely to give unspoken presentationz.
Both men and women in male-dominated departments correct themselves more often.

¥ithin each sex-ratio category, women tend to use,in total, more managerial
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behaviors than their male counterparts. However, none of these differences
were statistically significant (see Table 4-C) when class-size, course level,

and rank are controlled.

Table 4-C about here

These results concur with our interview materials. No great sex differ-
ences were discovered regarding the professors' accounts of their structuring
activities. And bolh sets of findings do support our theoretical expectations--
women are no more likely than men to structure their presentations.

Adherence to the participatory model. We next consider differences in

adherence to the participatory model. The reader will recall that the inter-
view material showed no overall sex differences in the claimed commitment to
this model, although there were patterned differences in what the faculty
meant by participation. Males tended to mean by participation, limited parti- ..
cipation, whereas women meant the students were active partners in the learning
experience:. The findings from the observational data are consistent with
these results. |

Although we have conceptualized "lecturing" as an indicator of structuring
of presentation, differences in the proportion of time a professor spends pre-
senting information can be interpreted as a negative indicator of such adher-
ence; the more classroom time professors use in presenting their own informa-
tion, the less time available for student participation. Differences in this
behavior (Table 4-B) are in the expected direction; women in non-male-dominated
departments engage in mugh less of this behavior. (Coding difficulties may
have reduced the actual impact of this difference; see Chapter 2 for a full
explanation.) Figure 4-B gives the distributions of this behavior, showing
that these mean differences are not the result of several unusual cases. How-
ever, as mentioned earlier, the regression results in ‘Table 4-C show that this

difference is not statistically significant when class size. course level, and
. t
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the professor's rank have been controlled. Only class size has a significant
effect, with larger classes receiving more straight lecture presentation.

When we look at the behaviors which are direct indicators of adherence
to the participatory model, we do find some interesting and significant sex
differences in behavior, especially in the strong adherence variables, or
those behaviors which involve students more fully in the léarning process.
Differences in the minimal adherence variables were smaller, appeared less
consistently, and were sometimes in the opposite direction.

Locking at Table 4-A, second panel, we see that men spend more class time
than women responding to students' guestions and soliciting ¢larification
("What exactly do you mean by...?") from the students. "Figure 4-C, which
gives the distributions of responses to student questions, illustrates the
form of this sex difference. All o the distributions are skewed markedly'to
the left, though less so for the men. Perhaps this siructured type of inter-
action is the major type of professor/student interaction in male professors'
classrooms. Although the regression analysis (Table 4-D) indicates that this
sex difference is not statistically significant, the direction is consistenp
with the interview material. Men are more iikély to be the locus of learning

in their classrooms, to view themselves as the "givers" of knowledge.

Table 4-D about here

Contrast this finding with women's statistically more significant propen-
éity to ask if sfudents have any questions (See Table 4-D). Figure 4-D gives
the distribution for this behavior. Although women in male-dominated depart-
ments use this strategy less often than women in non-male-dominated departmenté,
they use it subétantially more often than the men in their departments. Of
the three minimal adherence variables, checking if students have questions is
the strategy which is the most student-centered. Consequently, these results

are consistent with our interview materials.
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Larger sex differences occurred in classroom behaviorgvindicating strong
adherence to the participatory model. Women in male-dominated departments
of'ten engaged in more of these behaviors than women in non-male-dominated
departments (Table 4-A, third panel), although the (unreported) sex by sex-
ratio interaction terms were not significant. That is, sex and sex-ratio had
additive effects.

When the‘mean differences are inspected, we find that women more fire-
quently use those techniques which are *he 2353 student-centered, e.g., stu-
dents--as contrasted to the professor--involved inexperimental aétivities;
students--as contrasted to the professor--engaged in laughter, students and
professor paused for thought and so on. Indeed, the total mean differences
in student .input in male and female classes are substantial. (See Table 4-4,
panel three). |

Professor engaged in thought and soliciting student input, students'
total input and students' manipulation of artifacts, however, were the only
statistically significant differences. These behaz}ors were moré likely to
occur in women's classes, and they are clearly behaviors which are student-
centered.

Male-domination of department affects some behaviors significantly,
namely, the professor's use of experiential methods, the professor laughing,
and thinking. Faculty in non-male-dominated departments are more likely to
uge the first two techniques, and their colleagues in male-dominated depart-

ments the third one. (See Table 4-E). However, when we re-inspect the mean

Table 4-E about here

differences in professor's experiential presentations (Table 4-B), we see
that thiseffect of male-domination is caused primarily by the total lack of
such behavior among the men in non-male-dominated departments. The women in

these departments use more experimental presentations than the men or women
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in the non-male-dominated departments. The male-domination effect for pro-
fessor thinking is primarily accounted for by the high frequency of hat beha-
vior among women in male—deinated departments. Thus, important sex differ-
ences partially account forvmost of these sex-ratioc differsnces. Although
professor laughing is not common, professors in non-male-dominated departments
laugh mére; and men in each category laugh more than their female counterparts.

In summary, fhen, when we view all the participatory model behaviors, we
find there is a remarkable similarity between male and female professors. The
major portion of classtime is used by the professor to present information with
a fair amount of interaction with students interspersed. This generalization
is consistent with our interview material. When we look more closely at spe-
cific behavioral indicators of adherence to the participatory model, however,
we rind a sex-difference; and that sex-difference is also found in the inter-
view material.

Women, according to the interviews, are more likely to view their students
as active, important contributors to *™e class. Our observational material
agrees with this; of the various behaviors examinéd, women--regardless of the
sex-ratio of their departments--are more likely to use techniques which increase
the total amount of s;pdent input into the classrcom, and to use those which
are the most student--rather than professor--centered. Although both males
and females adhere to "good-teaching,” and have overall similarities, women's
classes are typically different than men's classes in that students partici-

pate more, and this participation is more independent.

Effect of Rank

Given our hypothesis tha* sex differences may exist in these behaviors
because of women’s heightened status anxiety, we might expect to find sex dif-
ferences largely among assistant professors for whom status anxiety might be

most extreme. Hence, we re-estimated the regression equations in Table 4-G
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adding a term allowing for interaction between sex and rank, where rank was
a8 dummy variable coded 1 for assistant, O otherwise. We found only two'signi—
ficant interactions using this procedure, namely, presentation of information
and soliciting student input. In both instances, the pattern was the cpposite
of that expected; sex differences were greater (and significant) for professors
at ranks higher than assist§nt. Assistant men and women both made great use
of the partigipatory model, while tenured meﬁ were less likely to do so. Based
on the results from the interview data, this sex difference among tenured pro-
fessors may be largely due to differences between associate professors (the
bulk of our tenurad women). Women full professcrs may become more similar to
men full professors in their divestiture from tle teaching role, a possibility
we cannot test with this sophisticated technique because there are not enough
women full professors in the sample. Tabular analysis however, consistent with
the interviews, indicates that women full professors do reduce their adherence

to the goéd teaching meodel.
GOOD TEACHING AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS

Having shown which of these good teaching behaviors were more tyovical of
one sex or another, we are now congerned with their impact on student evalua-
tions. InChapter One we argued that students may sanction professors who de-
viate from sex-appropriate teaching siyles and reward professors whb do not.
Student evaluations serve‘as a kind of barometer for the feedback students
give professors throughout the term. Recall that we have measured two types
of student evaluations: competency and likeability of the professor. Both

types of teaching evzluations may be affected by gocd teaching behavicrs,

. | .
though competency evaluaticons would seem more relevant. We have predicted

that women will be more severely sanctioned for deviating from the gocod teach-

ing model than men. +tudents' competency ratings of women professors may be
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especially affected since their competency may not be as taken for granted
as men's. Indeed, several professors mentioned this in the interviews. Hence,
women who do not engage in the familiar good teaching behaviors may be espe-
cially likely to be judged less competent by the students.

To test this idea, we look first at zero-order correlations between good
teaching behaviors and the student evaluation scales (Table 4-F). We then
look at regression equations predicting student evaluations with selected sub-
sets of good teaching behaviors, controlling for class size, the proportion
of the class which is female, and whether the department is male-dominated,
giving us the direct effects of certain good teaching behaviors independent of
other possibly confounding influences. It also gives us some idea of the total
impact of sets of these good teaching behaviors.

The zero-order correlations between these behaviors and student evalua-

tions (Taple 4-F) shows that few of these behaviors have any impact on student

Table 4-F about here

4
- evaluations. (The same was true when locking at their correlations with the

individual items that comprise the evaluation scales.) There was some tendency
' for women's evaluations, especially those for women in male-dominated depart -
méﬁts, to be more affested by these behaviors, though the effects are some-
times in the opposite direction of that expected.

Women in male-dominated departments who solicit more student input and
give more experiential presentations receive lower competency ratings. We had
thought students would be favorably impressed by these methods; perhaps they
see them as wasting time. Or, perhaps, they are considering the way the men
in those departments teach as the "right" way, and since these men do not use
experimental methods or frequently solicit student input, doing so may be
Judged "wrong" and, therefore, a reflection on the woman's competence. Women

in non-male-dominated departments are Judged less-competent the more they man-

10
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ipulate artifacts during class time. Perhaps students also see these demon-
sfrations as '"marking time." It is ironic that women are negatively sanctioned
in these instances for attempting to broaden student participation, a teaching
style they are more likely to use.

Some of these teaching strategies improve student evaluations, especially
of likeability. Women professors in male-dominated departments who laugh more
often in class are liked more and judged to be more competent; women in non-
male-dominated departments are better liked the more often students laugh in
their classes and the more student questions they receive.

Good teaching behaviors have very little impact on student evaluations
of male professors. They Lave absolutely no impact on men's competency ratings.
Men in .1ale-dominated departments are liked better the more they solicit clar-
ification from students, while men in non-male-dominated departments are liked
better the more they solicit general student input. These men are also liked
EEEE the more Eggz'laugh in class. Apparently men professors are judged to be
competent regardless of their "good teaching" behaviors in the classroom,
though they can improve their affective relationship with their students by
encouraging more student participaticn. The use of these strategies does not
work so well for women; their competency ratings seem té suffer the more stu-
dent involvement they encourage. Use of humor, however, makes theh more like-
able. Herce, the same category of behavior when performed by a male or a
female his different consequences for studeat evaluations.

When other factors are controlled for, these results are slightly modi-

fied (see Table 4-G). Women's evaluations are affected by their use of certain

Table 4-G about here

behaviors, but men's are not. J3pecifically, women are better liked the more
they ask if students have any questions, the more experimental presentations

they give, and the more solicited responses their students give. They are
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also judged more competent, the more expe}imental presentations they give.
Men's evaluations are not affected at all by these teaching strategies,
but the structural variables are quite important; Class size (a factor also
important for women) has quite a large effect; the larger the class, the lower
the students' evaluations of professors'competency and likeability. Men are
judgéd to be more competent the higher the proportion of females in their
classes, and they are liked better if they are in non-male-dominated depart-
ments. Women's wevaluations are not affected by these latter two factors.
While these results are somewhat inconsistent with the zero-order correla-
tions, both sets of results show several sex differences in student evalua-
tions. First, although good teaching behaviors generaily have very little
impacf on student evalﬁations, they do have more impact for women than for
men. With structural aspects of the class controlled, women are judged more
competent and more likeable the more pérticipatory teaching methods they use.
This same benefit does not_accrue to men; their evaluations are more strongly
affected by structural features (e.g., class siz:, proportion of females).
This suggests that students may‘have very strong preconceived notions of men
professors which actual classroom interaction is not able to alter. Regard-
less of what men actually do in the classroom, their evaluations are most
strongly affected by structural features. In the interviews, many men com-
plained thet their students stereotyped them ancd that dispelling those stereo-
types was a major problem. The following chapter discussed this issue more

fully in the context of authority management.
SUMMARY

Tpese results lend some support to our original hyvotheses, although some
modifications are also suggested. Women professors ars more likely than men

to use the participatery teaching model, especially in ways that allow for
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more independent student input. This difference is reflected in the behaviors
we observed, as well as in the interview material dealing with attitudes to-
ward students. Women professors view students as active collaborators in the
learning process; hence, they give students|more latitude in the classfoom.
These sex differences are especially true of associate professors; men assis-
tants adopt the more female typed participatory modél and female full pro-
fessors divest themselves of this interest.

Student reactions seem to reinforce the sex differences we did find.
Students dislike women who do not afford them the opportunity to participate,
and show some tendency to judge these women incompetent. Students do not
seem to have the same expectations of male professors; they show little ten-
dency to denigrate men who fail to use these methods ©r +to reward men who do.

While these expected sex differences dii appear, others did not. Women
were not more commit?ed to the teaching role or to the participatory model.
Both adopted normative stances typical of those ip the "teacher™ role, empha-
sizing the importance of "teaching well" roughly to the same degree. Both
were equaily concerned with the clarity and structure pfbtheir presentations
(though we had originally expected this similarityj. Both felt student paf—
ticipation was essential for a successful teaching venture. The major differ-
ence was in their at*titudes toward students which conditioned the extent and
quality of student participation they encouraged and received. The tendency
for women professors to make fuller use of the participatory model may gd
beyond the kind of student input considered here; women professors may give
students even fuller reign in the classroom; allowing them to contribute sub-
stantively to the class. This possibility and others are considered in the

context of authority management in the following chapter.
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Table 4-A~2

Saliency of Teaching and Adherence to Participatory Model Scores
by Male Domination/Non-Domination, Bank and Sex
(Interview Material)

Saliency Life Participatory
of Teaching® InvolvementP Modela
Femaies Males Females Males Females Males
Male-Dominated Departments
Assistant 13 16 3 4 12 1
Associate 10.5 10 3 3 13 10
Full 4 2.5 0 .5 6.5 6
Overall Mean 9.1 9.5 2 2.5 10.5 10
Non-Male-Dominated Departments
.Assistant 10.3 9.6 3.3 2.3 10 11.3
Associate 10.6 6 3.3 2 10 8
Full 6 7 2.3 1 9.3 8.6
Jverall Mean 8.9 7.5 3.0 1.7 ‘ 9.8 9.3

lRange possible: 0-16.

JRange possible: 0-4.




Table 4-B

Mean Differences in "Good Teaching" Behaviors
by Sex and Male-Domination of Department

Men--}ale- Women~-Male- .  Men--Non-Male-  Women--Non-Male-
4 Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept,
Mean  85.D, Mean  S.D. Mean  S.D, Mean  S.D.
Structuring of Presentation
Total Managerial Behaviors 029 .09 0% .0% 038 .05 045042
Managerial Manipulation of Artifacts 002 .004 003,006 000004 002,006
Menagerial Presentation of Information 025  .025 028 .03 03,049 038099
Managerial Responses to Questions 002,008 002,003 003,009 009,009
Managerial Solicitations of
(lerification 001,001 000 .00 000 .00 002,003
Professor Manipulating Artifacts 009 .08 009 .02% 004,013 008 017
Professor Presenting Material g2 188 5 1.046 07702 S0 218
Professor Ordering Presentations 09 109 J00 144 A1) 192 1000066
Professor Unspoken Presentations 012 .02 004,008 005,010 007 .06
Professor Correcting Self 003,004 002,002 001,002 001,002
Mininal Adnherence to Participatory Model
Checking Student Understanding 01 0 02,040 020,006 02,017
Professor Responding to Questions 094,188 086,107 085 .093 080 123
Professor Soliciting Clarification 000 .01 O .013 017 .00 014 014
Strong Adherence to Participatory Model
Professor Soliciting Student Input 023 .02 053,062 08 .09 043027
Professor Experiential Presentations 000,002 009 0% 07 .024 006,023
Student Experiential Activities 004,027 009 .03 004,013 010 .0%
Student Manipulation of Artifacts 001,003 003 .019 000,002 008 .032
Student Solicited Responses 031,037 050 .08 045 .04 033 .04
Student Solicitations of Clarification 009 013 013 .02 01 .01 007 008
Student Solicitations, General 012 01 022 .03 01 .017 013 012
Professor Thought .002 .05 .08 03 .01 .003 002 004
11 1 Student Thought 00 008 .008 020 005 009 006 0L
Professor Laughter 002 004 000,002 004,012 003,005
Student Laughter 009 .01 Q17046 03018 O .07

ERIC
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TABLE 4-C

Regressions Predicting Structuring of Presentation Behaviors

Sex of Professor
Male-Dominated Department
Rank of Professor

Class Size

Course Level

Constant

Sex of Professor
Male-Dominzated Department
Rank of Professor

Class Size

Course Ievel

Constant
R2

Teacher
Manipulates
Artifacts

b Beta

.001 (-.032)
.003 ( .086)
.003 (-.145)*
.002 (-.072)
.001 (-.112)

.023
.039

Total
Managerial
Behaviors

b  Beta

.007 ( .082)
.008 (-.298)
.002 ( .033)
.001 (-.028
.002 ( .110

~—

.028
.037

Teacher Presents

Basic lecture

fMaterial
D Beta
-.022 (-.019)
.080 ( .068)
.034 ( .051)
.136 (- .198)%
.018 ( .069)
.163
.043
Unspoken
Instructions
9_ Beta
-.004 (-.113)
.003 ( .083)
-.001 (-.047)
-.000 (-.007)
-.000 (-.018)
.011
.020

(
-.009 E—.OBS)

-.001

(-
(

-.000 (-.091)

-.000 E-

Teacher
Ordering
Presentations
E_ Beta
. 001 .006)

.089)
.077)

.012
.011 (

-.000 (-.006)

.050
.013

Teacher
Corrects
Self
b Beta

.114)
.00 ( .142)
.085)
.0001( .044)
.003
.041




TABLE 4-D

Regressions Predicting Minimal-Adherence to Participatory Mocel of' Good Teacuning

Teacher Checking
Responds to Student,
Students Understanding
b Beta b Beta
Sex of professor -.014 (-.049) 008 (.188)%
Male dominated department .020 ( .071) -.005 (-.110)
Rank of professor -.016 (-.102) .003 ( .123)%
Class size .001 ( .007) ~.002 (-.080)
Course level 009 ( .146)% -.001 (-.110)
Constant 091 Q21
R2 .029 .060
114

ERIC
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TABLE 4-E o0
Regressions Predicting Strong Adherence to the
Participatory Model of Good Teaching
Teacher
Soliciting Teacher Uses Student
Student Input Experiential Experiential
(Questions) Methods Activities
b  Beta *  Berta b Beta
Sex of Professor .018 ( .188)% .000 (-.009) .008 ( .141)
Male-Dominated Departiment -.010 (-.108) .006 (-.174)% =.001 (-.027)
Rank of Professor .004 ( .070) .001 (-.044) .004 ( .125)
Class Size ~.008 (~.146)% .002 ( .114) -.001 (-.044)
Course Level -.002 (-.117) .000 { .023) -.001 (-.116;
Constant . 064 .001 ' .001
R2 .072 .042 .034
Student Total Student
Selicited Student Manipulating
Responses Input Artifacts
b Beta b Perta b  Beta
Sex of Professor .019 ( .255)% L065 ( .2C2)* .004 ( .123)%
Male-Dominated Department .007 ( .099) L0020 ( .00%) -.003 (-.071)
Rank of Professor .007 ( .160)% .019 ( .107) -.0002(-.009)
Class Size -.003 (-.067) .017 (=.093) -.002 (-.100)
Course Level .003 ( .164)% .005 ( .070) -.001 (-.172)%
ansnant .027 .057 .013
R ‘ .100 056 051
Professor Professor Student
Thought Laughter Thougnt
b Beta b Beta b  Beta
Sex of Professor .005 ( .154)% .002 (-.095) .002 ( .081)
Male-Dominated Department .004 ( .121)% .002 (-.171)% .002 ( .052)
Rank of Professor .002 ( .118) .001 (-.093) -.0002(-.017)
Class Size -.0001(-.003) .0002(-.023) .001 ( .041)

Course lLevel
Constant

Sex of Professor
Male-Dominated Department
Rank of Professor

Class Size

Course Level

Constant

-.001 ( .078)
-.009

.039
Student
Laughter
b Beta
.006 ( .116)
.001 ( .013)
.003 ( .108)
.002 ( .056)
001 ( .110)
-.008
025

.000L( .048)
.062

.039
Student
Questicns
E_ Beta
.006 ( .093)
L006 (.092)
.00u ( .006)
L0204 (-.098)
.002 (.180)%
.019
.06/,

.0003( .049)
.005
.013




Table 4-F

Zero-Order Correlations Between Good Teaching Behaviors

and Student Evaluation Seales

2sentation of Material o

lering Presentations

Men--Male Women--Male
Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept.

Men--Non-Male
Dominated Dept.

Women--Non-Male
Dominated Dept.

Comp. Like, Comp. Like.

-.02%  ..088 -.064  -.050
-019  .09% 047 07¢

spoken Presentations A3 11 J123 093
iagerial Behaviors J400 174 -123 .48
icher Manipulating Artifacts -045 046 246 208

scher Correcting Self

.019  -.008 -.210 J191

iciting Clarification from Students .165  .221%  -.156  -.028
cking Students' Understanding =019 136 -.007 .076

liciting Student Input
eriential Presentation

=114 -,061 -.345%  -,089
07 .089 -.306%  ..145

dents' Experiential Activities 095 095 -.027  .005
icited Responses .100 .078 =203 -A72
dent Questions 116 104 .160 L334%
dent Manipulating Artifacts -022 -.018 Jd66 -.035
cher Thought -.051 032 -.078 .014
dent Thought -.010 -.176 -.045 .083
cher Laughter .070 -.183 J258% (321
dent Laughter

070 .073 035 134

Comp.

-.162
067
.128
118

=124
004

-.038

~.2C2

.191
-.189

.028
-.181
-.061
-.147
-.203
-.09%
-.187
-.149

Like.

-.198
.098
-.238
237
-.200
015

-.111

-.256

.207%

133

057
-.163
-.099
-.161
-.195
-.049
-.236%
-.195

Comp.

.036
-.191
-.004
-.186
-.260%

145

.077
113

.087
.028
.168
101
181
-.117
-.208
-.135
=.060
147

Like.

-.062
-.200
-.064
040
-.190
242

-.049
.0%

.207
=.077
223
055
076
-.110
-123
-.116
194
307+

efficients significant at .05 level.




Table &G

Regressions of Good Teaching Behaviors

on Student Evaluation Scales

Size
Oraering presentations
Janagerial behaviors
Unspoken presentations
Menipwlation of artifacts
Proportion female-~class
Male dominated

Congtant

R

Size
Presentation of material
Responding to student questions
Soliciting clarification
Checking student wnderstanding
Proportion Female--class
Male dominated

Constant

B

Size

Experiential presentations
Soliciting student input
Students manipulating artifacts
Student experiential activities
Solicited responses

Student laughter

MEN
Competene
gm Bg&a

-1.254 (-, 385)¥
405 (,006)
1,059 ( .128)
1.550 ( .085)
-1,593 ( -.079)
003 ( ,207)¥
170 .0%)
13,135
206

1.297 («.398 )%
263 (.037)
-,685 (~.0%2)
4,230 (.00
2 840 (-.121)
003 ( .169)%
009 (-.013)
12.024
191

1.3 (.08

5507 (.027)
$.408 (+.060)
211,588 (-.103)
-1.172 ( .008)
-18.783 (-.066)
15.99 ( .0M9) -

-3.510

%}ke&biiity

b Bova
485 (- 20
683

(

(.0%9)
5.97 (.107)
1.222 ( .09)
1.679 {-.123)
=001 (~.147)
“9% (=216 )¢

6,590
4

"440 (-, 199)%
~149 (-.01)
- 006 (-.005)
2,097 { .015)
.98 (-.031)

001 (-.150)
1,072 (=237

6.189
103

= 488 {-.22L)¥
72 (.006)
2,481 (-.0%)
2,381 {-.031)
3.293 (.033)
1.3 (-.0%2)
(-.026)

(
{

E
-14.616 E-.IJO)
(

(

WOMEH
i ¢
ey
-1.073 (=, 200 )¢
-1.424 (-.041)
-5,812 (-.063)
-1.858 (-.065)
7,616  .043)
075 (.052)
20 (.043)
11,614
049

456

011)

.093)
004)

08 L

Likeability
b Deta

- 32 (- 197
-9 (.0m)
L9 (.0%)
- -98/} (' .093)
2,350 ( .0%)
025 (,048)
=144 (=.052)
5,060
058

(~.184 )4
(=.2%9)
(~.682)
=175 (=.168)
(.200)%
(.047)
-.006 (~.00)

Proportion female--clags 003 (2240 002 (- 1%6) 003 ( .017) 002 ( ~.025)
Male dominated 202 (.015) 175 (260 ) S (060) =253 (-.092)
Constant 12.500 6,022 11687 L9 L
2 193 109 092 16 9
119
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CHAPTER FIVE
SEX DIFFERENCES IN CLASSROQM AUTHORITY MANAGEMENT

Sex differences in classroom authority management are likely to exist
because of the role strain and status inconsistency experienced by female pro-
fessors. Professors are expected to be directive, assertive and knowledgeable,
while women are traditionally expected to be warm, nurturant and supportive.
Professors are accorded high prestige, based partly on their presumed know-
ledge, while women are held in low esteem, partly because of their presumed
lack of knowledge and competence (McKee, 1959; Pheterson, 1971; Meeker and
Weitzel-0'Neill, 1976).

Consequently, women professors entef a position in which they may exper-
lence a chaiﬁ of double-binds. First, since they are likely to be responded
to in terms of their lesser status, female, they will not be viewedvas legi-
timate or competent holders of authority. To be viewed as legitimate, however,
may require adopting masculine sex-typed styles of interaction, which in turn
may lead to resentment and punishment (cf. Kanter, 1977). To attenuate those
interactions, they may have to increase their feminine sex-typed behaviors.
However, by doing so, they may be judged incompetent (cf. Eskilson and Wiley,
1976; Meeker and Weitzel-O'Neill, 1976), and once again, not legitimately in
authoritya

Therefore, there are two primary authority management issues which women
face. TFirst, the establishment of their legitimacy as an authority, and second,
the reduction of their appearance as an authority. In addition, women must
establish their authority within certain bounds, being careful not to use
male-t, ped strategies that may cause resentment. These are issues which
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structurally and situationally, according to the literature, are not conflicts
which will be experiénced by male professors.

On the other hand, male professors are in a position which is consistent
with their status as male. However, that position is within a university with
cultural norms regarding what constitutes "good teaching." A part of that cul-
ture is that professors should be accessible to students, not be "too authori-
tarian,"” and establish a classroom atmosphere in which interaction between
student. and professor is encouraged. To the extent that a male professor’
accepts thos$ cultural ideas abopt teaching, he may find that the authority
granted him because of his status, male, may hamper his ability to generate
an interactive classroom atmosphere. Consequently, he may experience a con-

-flict between his incorpdrated cultural norms of "good teaching"” and hic
authority based on his position and sex status, and may, in order to reduce
his dissonance develop strategies that reduce his appearance of authority.
However, this conflict is fundamentally different from that hypothesized to be
experienced by females because it is a qualitativelyldifferent experience to
operate from a position of legitimated authority--to have the authority to
choocse to reduce it--than it is to not have that authority in the first place.

Our interview data provide rich and detailed information on (1) how pro-
fessors viewed their own authority, (2) the kinds of authority management
problems they experienced in the classroom, and (3) the strategies they used
in handling these management problems. The observational data provide actual
measures of (1) student challenges, (2) professors' attempts to reduce their
appearance of authority, (3) professors' attempts to increase their appearance
of authority, and (4) the harshness of professors' control techniques.

We hypoth~sized that female professors more than men would experience
(1) challenges to their authority, (2) expectations that they devise strategies

to establish the legitimacy of their authority and reduce its appearance at
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the same time, and (3) constraints on the types of suthority legitimizing tech-
niques they use. (4) Male professors, however, will recognize their legiti-
macy as authorities and will be able to choose between strategies varying in
authoritativeness. If this is so, then clearly the work conditions of male

and female professors are qualitatively different.
PERCEPTIONS OF AUTHORITY AND AUTHORITY MANAGEMENT

We analyzed professors' views of their own authority to discover if males
and females had different perceptions of their authority-legitimacy as our
theoretical position proposes,and, if so, what consequences these differences
might have for the general management of their role as authorities.

Following that analysis, we evaluate the hypothesis that male and female
professces display authority differently, by looking at four commenly dis-
cussed classroom management problems. The first management problem--inatten-
tiveness--was defined as behavior indicating students' lack of interest, but
non-disruptive to the ongoing classroom atmosphere (e.g., falling asleep,

reading the newspaper). The second problem--overt disruption--was defined

as behavior which disturbed or inhibited the presentation of students' or
professors' ideas in class (e.g., talking during a lecture, monopolizing class

discussion). The third problem--challenging competency--was defined as verbal

statements made by students, in class, atitacking the professor's knowledge and

expertise. The fourth problem--lack of siudent participation--was defined as

students' unwillingness to interact with the professor in the classroom con-
text (e.g., lack of class discussion, lack of questions or comments). In each
area, We determined the amount of management problems a professor experienced,
as well as the strategies used to solve them.

In addition to the fact that each management_problem was frequently men-

tioned by professors, these problems were chosen because they represented four
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different situations in which professors could choose how to exercise their
authority. Inattentiveness, for example, could be more easily ignored because
it did not bother other students. Thus, professors had more discretion in
deciding whether the situation warranted intervention, as well as the nature
of the response. With overt disruption professors were compelled to respond,
but could vary the harshness of their reprimand. Challenges to competence
provided an additional element in that the professor's knowledge and accuracy
were publically quesiioned. Finally, laék of student participation, like in-
attentiveness, was a non-disruptive problem allowing professors to decide
whether, as, well as how, to intervene. If, as hypothesized, women are required
to establish legitimacy while appearing non-authoritarian, and men may choose
between sirategies varying in authoritativeness, this pattern ;hould appear
in professors' responses to these situations.

Professor's Perception of Own Authority

Before discussing the professors' strategies regarding specific classroom
management issues, it will be useful to compare their perceptions.of how they
are received by students. Sex differences and rank differences are apparent,
although disciplinary orientation and sex-ratio differences are Lot.

Women assistant professors view themselves (probably correctly) as having
to cenvince students that they have credibility. This perception is illus-
tranéd oy the following statement of a woman in the natural sciences:

"(I have) that attitude (whicia) is basically one of establishing
myself as an authority figure. I have evolved this view of a pro-

fessor as a person who is supposed to be really on top of a parti-

cﬁlar field...and not be whimpy about things..."

That is, it is not taken for granted that the woman is legitimately an author-

ity figure.

1:3
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In contrast, male assistant professors recognize, as one male Humanities
professor commented, "People just automatically assume that a man has more
authority immediately;" or, as a male assistant professor in Home Economics
stated, "I get from my students that they view men with Ph.D.'s as brighter
and more ccmpetent than women with Ph.D.'s." Even when team teaching with
women of higher rank, he found "I would get all the questions. It's like I
was in charge of the class."

At the associate level, the women's perception of the legitimacy of their
authority as an undergraduate teacher begins to attenuate.” However, for some
women, graduate level teaching may continue to pose problems, as this excerpt
illustrates:

"I do think the graduate students themselves expect a kind of
authoritativeness that I don't give in the classroom. I don't feel
comfortable with it and I think it has to do with my sex.” (Human-
ities)

Once full professorship is attained, however, females no longer express any
problem regarding establishing their legitimacy.

‘ Difficulties with establishing legitimacy of authority, apparently, do
nct arise at any rank for mele fa;ulty, as i.lustrated by the following quo-
tation:

"I know they (the students) see me as an authority figure."
(Associate--Humanities)

In contrast, malés‘repeatedly state that acceptance as authorities has
some negative consequences for their "good teaching" behaviors. At the assis-
tant level this is expressed in -concerns that the "macho!" expectations of
students may not be met; that, indeed, the professor may not want to meet

them, but that if he does not the students will consider him ineffectual.

(This concern parallels the assistant woman's image that a professor is not
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"whimpy.") At the associate level, the males seem less personally concerned
about their "image," clearer about their male-authority impact on the students,
and use that authority selectively and purposefully as exemplified by the
following: | ‘

"I want to partielly maintain that (authority) ﬁut I also want

to partially break that down so they will look for their own ideas.

If I were a woman they wouldn't feel quite that authority.”

(Associate--Humanities)

"I have to emﬁhasize other roles (father, husband) to elimin-

ate sex-role stereotypes. But, I teach with authority, in a mas-

culine way." (Associate~-Social Sciences)

At the full professor rank, either “he male no longer cares about the
issue, or there emerges what might be described as a "yearning" or a "yen"
for student contact. Both a Humanities professor and a Natural Science pro-
fessor, for example, commented on how they ask’students to drop around to
"just talk"...and how none do.

‘ Within this general perceptual frame,“then, we turn now to classroom
management strategies.

Classroom Management Problems

Inattentiveness. One common problem discussed by the professors concerned

situati?ns in which students were not paying attention, e.g., reading the
newspaper, writing letters, falling asleep. Reactions to this problem varied
primarily by rank, although sex differences in response were apparent at some
levels. However, disciplinary orientation or sex-ratio of department were
not apparently relevant.

Women assistant professors claimed they dealt with inattentiveness from
their students by ignoring it or approaching it indirectly. Those who ignored

it did so because it did not disturb other students ("I figure that they a: .
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coming to college and they are paying for it, so if that's how they want to
waste their time..."). An indirect approach was to involve the offending stu-
dent in a class dfsScussion, such as calling the student's attention and asking

for an opinion on the topic. This was not done to "embarrass" the student,

but to get him/her interested.

Men assistant professors were likely to say they took a direct approach
by rebrimanding the student in public or private. Reprimands varied from ex-
plaining how inatpentiveness would hurt their grade to confrontihg students
with the rudeness of their behavior, as in the following example:

"If a student is reading the Lantern and not paying attention

I will sometimes actually physically take the paper away and

either demand an apology from the student or else tell him that

attendance is not required, that it is an insult for him to be

doing this." (Humanities)

At the associate level, reactions were varied for both men and women pro-
fessors. Some claimed to ignore inattentiveness--"I care but it doesn't dis-
rupt the lecture"--while others relayed disapproval by making eye contact with
the student. Further, at this level women were as likely as men to directly

reprimand the student. However, the nature of women's reprimands tended to

be less harsh. One woman associate professor explained:

"I would just stop the student after class and confess to him
that it is a bother to me, and that unless there is some overriding
reason, I would suggest that if there is no way he can be attentive
to the class to not come" (underline ours). (Natural Sciences)

. A different tone was apparent in the comments of male associates as illus-
!

trated below:

"I tell them to take a little No-Doze before class. 'Why do

you give me your sleepy hours and give the damm bar your awake ones?'"

(Humanities)

16
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"They yawn. They read newspaPers until you tell them not to.

You say: 'You are welcome to read the newspaper but not in my

classroom'." (Natural Sciences)

At the full professor level both men and women report little concern over
inattentiveness. A few professors noted that they themselves had spent time
as students writing letters or reading newspapers in class. But overall, the
attitude among the senipr faculty was that students, not professors, were re-
sponsible for maintaining interest in the classroom.

In summary, then, there are both sex and rank differences in the manage-
ment of inattentiveness. Female assistants report ignoring the infractions
or iﬁdirectly sclving them by involving the stﬁdent in the classroom discus-
sion. Male assistants report reprimanding the students. At the associate
level, although both males and females claim they reprimand the of fending

)
étudent, the approaches are qualitatively different. Whereas the women will
gently correct the student, privately for bothering her, the males are more
harsh, direct, and public in their confrontation. At the full professor level,
no sex-differences appear since none of the professors viewed inattentiveness
as a problem.

Disruptions. The second problem discussed by the professors involved
situations in which students disrupted the classroom atmosphere. This in-
volved behavior such as talking with other students during a lecture or side-
talking during discussions, and monopolizing class time with constant ques-
tions or comments. There was no sex difference in the frequency of reporting
this problem.

Talking during a lecture and side-talking was approached directly by all
assistant professors. Women were more likely to reprimand the students in
an informal, off—handed:nanner, seemingly designed to reduce their feelings

of embarrassment. The following is an example:
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"The first few times I would do it jokingly and I might say it

in terms like: 'Shut up,' 'Shut up or get out,' smiling. But if it

happens often I might call them up af'ter class and say: 'Hey look,

either cut it out or don't come'."” (Humanities)

Male assistant professors were more likely to use public embarrassment
as a technique to sanction talking. These men discussed how "meking a big
scene" in class was an effective way to stop the offending behavior as well
as preventing‘future incidents by setting a clear example. Statements such
as: "It was very embarrassing for them" or "It was enough social embarrass-
ment to stop it" indicated that these professors felt that embarrassing stu-
dents was a legitimate way to confirm their authority in the classroom.

At the associate level, professors also reported dealing with the problem
by reprimanding students. Women's reprimands stressed that they, aé professors,
were disturbed-by the behavior. One woman explained:

"I can't stand idle conversation in a large lecture and I have

stopped a lecture and expleined to them that I must reguire that

they be involved in what we are doing." (Natural Sciences)

Another related an incident in which she required two students to sit apart
during classes to prevent further disturbances to her teaching.

The men associate professors' reprimands emphasized that the talking was
disruptive to the other students in the class. This involved statements such
as: "It's difficult for other ﬁeople;" "Tt's qausing us a problem if there is
a seconc. conversation going on;" and "You are probably disturbing other stu-
dents." This strategy is interesting, given the finding in the last chapter
which showed that men tended to focus on themselves more as the center of the
classroom. |

'At the level of full professor, disruptive talking was dealt with directly

and in class by a simple statement asking the student to either "stop or leave."
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Absent from these reprimands were justifications for delivering them, e.g.,
you are bothering me, you are bothering other students. The following are
some examples:
"I told the person in class that if he wants toxcome to class
ke shouldn't carry on private conversations.' (Male--Humanities)
"(I say) 'If you want to talk to each other go out in the hall

and talk. You are welcome to leave any time you want'." (Female--

Social Sciences)

In addition, full professors seemed to encounter this problem less frequently
than. associate and assistant faculty.

Disruptions of the classroom atmosphere, according to the professors,
also occurred when one student monopolized teacher/student interaction. As
one man explained, "Sometimes you get a student who has to answer every ques-
tion." (Associate--Social Sciences) All the professors, regardless of sex,
rank, discipline or sex-ratio, handled this problem in a similar manner. They
would speak privately to the student, asking him or her to save questions or
comments fcr after class. Further, the professors report not being wholly
satisfied with their eventual rgsolution of the problem. T?e following is a
typical example:

"I had this one guy that myself and the TA's nicknemed 'The

Pest.' The problem was that usually his questions did not per-

tain to what we, were dealing with that day or that Qeek or whatever,

I don't think I handled it very well because I let him continue

with it for about two weeks. And by the end of two weeks whengver

he raised his hand the rest of the class just groaned audibly.

Finally, I took him aside at the end of two weeks and asked him

when he had questions, would he think about them a little mofe.

And if he thought that they were still important questions to

[
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please come in during my office hours." (Male--Associate--Human-

ities)

In summaxy, then, handling of disruptions generally difﬁgped by rank
and sex. Female assistant professors reprimanded students in a friendly, con-
ciliatory, way whereas male assistant professors publicly embarrassed the disrup-
ter. The associate woman discusses the disruption with £he student as person-
ally problematic for her whereas male associates told the stwdent s/he was
bothering the other students. Only at the full professor level is there a
convergence: both males and females publicly stop the disrupting student(s)
and do not, apparently, soft-pedal or justify their responses to disruptive
behavior. However, there were no differences in how professors handled the
classroom monopolizer. They discussed the issue with him/her after class
after the problem had become habitual and entrenched.

Challenges to competency. The third management problem involved dealing

with students who verbally challenged a professor's competency. Responses to
this situation revealed some interesting sex and ragk—related differences, al-
though no disciplinary or sex-ratio differences emerged.

Challenges were seldom reported by women assistant professors, and the
few who mentioned them interpreted the positively. One woman explained, "I
guess I'd like to see more of that. To me it says that they are thinking,
they are moving, they are questioning” (Home Economics). Another woman stated,
"To me, the best thing that could happen in a class would be for them to dis-~
agree entirely with me and open the book and try to prove to me that I'm wrong"
(Humanities). However, two assistant level women mentioned non-verbal student
behaviors that they interpreted as challenges. One explained, "The men in my
class, some of them start with very negative attitudes and sit in class with
this smug look on their face, very skeptical"™ (Humanities). Another gave the

following example: "Every once in a while you get what I call a 'smirker,'
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somebody who just sits in the back of the room and has this wide smirking ex-
Pression on his face. I've had women, but more often men doing this" (Natural
Sciences). Both women handled this problem by ignoring it, and in most cases
students eventually stopped.

Men at the assistant 1l:vel more frequently mentioned encountering verbal
chall;ngeS. Their response was to divert the challenge to another iime and
place; usually a later discussion in their office. The following is an example:

"I had one student, very bright, very nice fellow. But he kept |
attacking me for being anti Soviet. I said, '0OK. That's fair if
| you want to attack me from that point of view. Why don't you read

this? Come in and we'll discuss it and see what happens'.™

At the associate level both-women and men reported verbal challenges from
students. Women tended to handle this in class with a considerable amount of
patience, even when they felt the student was clearly wrong. The following
presents two examples:

"I thought that this course would never zet off the ground. I
dialogued with him every day, not all period, but once every day

for three weeks. During the third week he finally began to real-

ize what I was trying to say. It was a hassle." (Social Sciences)

"Once in a while you_get so;t of a smart-alec. Usually, if

you give them enough rope, they'll hang themselves. The rest of

the class will start laughing ;t them." (Humanities) .

On the other hand, men associate professors were more likely to handle
challenges, not by discussing them, but by explaining how the student was wrong
or inaccurate. This usually involved responding to the challenge with a defense
of their own position:

"He challenged things like the dates. I said, 'I know they are

the dates because I just put this lecture together.' He said, 'No,

!
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you're wfong.’ I said, 'Well, I don't think I'm wrong.' It went

on like this so I finally said, 'Look, I know I'm right...if you'd

like to come to my office I'll show you books and articles that I

used to draw up my lectures.' (Humanities)

"I try to explain why it is that certain opinions are inadequate

or incorrect, and that there are all different levels of interpre-

tation, and at certain levels you can say this is right and this

is wrong." (Humanities)

Full professors encountered verbal challenges less frequently but a few
instances were mentioned by the women. In these cases the challenges came
during the first few days of classes and were responded to directly and imme-
diately. One woman, teaching a course about science reported that she always
recelves a few challenges at the beginning from male science majors. Another
woman in the natural sciences also reported initial resistance until she
demonstrated her knowledge o{ the subject. L7t % men characterized these ‘
instances as minor testinémééhaviors that were ro. .inely and quickly dealt with.

Challenges to competency, therefore; were experienced by women at all ranks.
Female assistant professors welcomed these challenges as long as they were
direct; however, even though they worried about the indirect ones, they handled
them by ignoring them. Associate women used <lass time to discuss the issues
with the students and full professors quickly stopped the challenges.

Male professors at the assistant and associate ranks, but not at the
full ;ank, reported challenges to their competency. Assistant males would
divert the challenger and request s/he come to.his office later to discuss
the differences. Associates, on the other hand, would tell the student in
class why his/her ideas were inadequate or wrong.

Lack of student participation. The fourth management problem concerns

the extent to which.professorial authority interferes with implementing the

»
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good teaching model. Often, students were reluctant or unwilling to partici-
pate in classroom professor/student interaction; sometimes students failed to
engage in class discussions or they asked no questions, or they made no com-
ments concerning the material they were learning. Since all of the professors
wanted 10O use at least one of these types of interaction in tHeir teaching,
the potential for such problematic étudent behavior was present in every case.
The analysis revealed differences related to sex and rank but not discipline
or sex-ratio of departments.

At the éssistant professor level none of the women reported problems with
eliciting student interaction in the classroomﬂ- In fact, several felt that
their female status encouraged student input. As one woman explained: "I
really do think that one of the reasonsstudents are more open to asking ques-
tions...(is) because I'm a woman" (Social Sciences). Another commented :

"I'm very concerned about how my students are feeling, how they're
reacting with each other and me. I think that's very much because
women’are taught to think about it and worry about it and men aren't
as much." (Humanities)

Men assiétant professors tended to describe the opposite situation. They
felt that their status as male hindered professor/student interaction and men-
tioned several strategies designed to de-emphasize their authoritativeness.
Theéeugﬁfategies included joking with the students ("I use a little humor to
break the ice"), using relaxed body language ("To promote class discussion...
my usual style is to sit on top of the desk cross-legged or lotus position or
legs hanging"), and dressing informally ("I don't wear coats and ties"). Some
of the men articulated the conflict fhey felt between expectations that they
be authori%ative as well as open to students' spontaneous ideas and questions.
A social science professor described this as "an anomoly for males" since
they are expécted to behave authoritatively and still be responsive to students

"rather than just saying 'Well here it is. Take it or leave it'."
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At the associate level, women professors were unanimous in their enthu-
siasm for an interactive classroom teaching style. Some used it exclusively
while others combined it with lecturing. Absent from these women's comments
were mentions of special techniques used to "break the ice" or problems get-
ting students to talk in class. In addition, all the women mentioned that
they enjoyed the "give and take" of classroom interaction.

Men associate professors also elicited student interaction, but here a
different attitude was apparent. The men were more likely to view clas; dis-
cussions and student comments as something they should encourage rather than
something théy enjoyed and wanted to encourage. In the worcs of one¢ professor:

"In an honors course of fifteen students you ge: lots of feed-

back, and in a course of two hundred students ycu may have to point

a finger, but I do it, It's worth wasting ten minutes out of an

hour lecture to get feedback from the students." (Emphasis ours.)

(Natural Sciences)

In addition, associate males, like the assistant males, felt that their posi-
tion as an authority constrained student/professor interaction. The professors
ﬁentioned various ways they managed this situation. One Humanities professor
who felt his stuﬁents were frightened of him tried to counter this by dres-
Sing informally and allowing students a large amount of time to make their
comrents. Another in the social sciences explained:

"I try to get to class early and try to talk with different stu-

dents before class begins, Jjust to be there (to) introduce elements

of inflormal exchange."

At the level of full professor few difficulties with eliciting interac-
tion were mentioned. Two of the women said they only experiencted this problem
when students were unprepared, and most of the men did not menti-n this issue.
However, two of the men did note thét it had become harder for them to relate

to students, although they tried to do so. One man explained:
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"When I came hers as a young instructor I had a much easier rap-

port with students. Then I found as I became an associate‘and a full

professor, was oa universi%y senate, was a publishing scholar,

there was a gap created by my status." (Natural Sciences)

In summary, then, females regardless of rank, disciplinary orientation or
sex-ratio report no management problem in terms cof getting students involved
in discussion. Assistant and associate male, professors view their status as
males and authority figures as Qaving a dampening effect on classroom inter-
actions, and some [full male professors saw themselves as having difficulty
relating to the students. These data support our contention that women pro-
fessors perceive their authority as less legitimate in the classroom, that
they devise strategies to establish this legitimacy, all the while being care-
ful not to use harsh strategies that may cause resentment. Men, on the other
hand, have greater latitude in devising strategies, since they operate from a
position of granted authority.

Concerning management problems, no differences based on sex-ratio or dis-
ciplinary orientation emerged, tﬁough rank and sex were related to the responses
of facultx\to these problems. At the assistant and associate levels, females
reported-using strategies (ignoring, gently reprimanding, encouraging discus-
sion of professor/student differences) that legitimated their authority as
they-also reduced their appearance of authority. In contrast, the male assis-
tants and associates'stated they reprimanded publicly and harshly, directly
corrected students' misconceptions, and "point-proved" outside of the class-
rooﬁ. That is, the males report less hesitancy in displaying their legitimacy
as authorities, and report using strategies that, even when similar to the
females, were more direct and potentially humiliating to the students. In
addition, males rather than females report having difficulty in getting students

to participate or in relating to them. Thus, although males saw their authority
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as having a Zampening effect on students, they nevertheless used it to main-

tain control in classroom management situations.
CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT OF AUTHORITY

Professors differ by sex, then, in their perceptioné of their authority
and in their claimed handling of classroom management problems in ways which
are consistent overall with our théoretical DPerspective. However, because pro-
fessors claim they behave in certain ways does not necessarily mean they do,
in fact, behave in those ways. To discover their actual behavior we use the
material we have gathered in our direct Observations of professors' teaching.

We have orgénized professors' classroom behaviors (for this chapter) under
the two conceptual categories which have informed this chapter; namely (1) be-
haviors which increase the appearance of authority, and (2) behaviors which
decrease the appearance of authority. The reader will remember that we postu-
late that women will devise strategies through which they can accomplish both(
simultaneously, whereas men vill have greater range of strategies, and will
primarily focus on those which reduce their appearance of authority. We also
consider, as a separate category, the harshness of attempts to establish the
appearance of authority. We expected women to use less harsh techniques.‘

Classrooms are settings in which professors, by virtue of their position,
have certain rights and privileges not accorded to students. One of thése

| rights is the right to se% standards, to evaluate the "correctness'" of students'
responses, ard to do these evaluations in the menner they choose. So, for
example, the prcfessor has the authority to give verbal or non~verbal and
positive or negative or ambivalent feedback to students in a gentle or harsh
way. Hence, one way in which a.professor can reduce or increase her/his appear-
ance of authority is through feedback to situdents which either limits or
enlarges her/his position as the authority in matters of evaluation of student

input. We refer to this dimension of authority as "evaluative authority."
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A second right that professors have by virtue of their position is the
right to control the distribution of class time. They can, if they choose, use
most of it for presenting their own ideas and discourage student input, or,
they can "give" the time over to the students and encourage student comments,
questions, and ideas. In the former case, the professor is claiming his/her

right to be the sole subject-matter authority, whereas in the latter the pro-

fessor is distributing that authority, inecluding the students as potentially
"equal partners" in the pursuit of substantive issues. Therefore, professors
can reduce or increase their appearance of authority along this dimension
also. They can hold all or nearly all the class time for their presentations,
or they can allocate time for student input, more time than that required by
good teaching norms. Also, professors can encourage a type of student parti-
cipation that goes beyond good teaching requirements. Students can be encour-
aged to make independent contributions to the eclass. In these ways, then,
professors can give "subject-matter authority" to their students. As hypothe-
sized in Chaj ter Cne, we expected women to use sirategies that both increase
and decrease their appearance of authority in the classroom. Based on our
theoretical perspective and the research literature (see Chapter One), we
expect wamen to be high in evaluative authority and low in subject-matter
authority.

Evaluative Authority . |

We have used three indicators of evaluative authority (see Table 5-4).
Hach of the behaviors is a wey in wialch professcrs evaluate students. These
evaluations may be negative or positive; often, the positive reinforcement

was unspoken. Table 5-A (top half) presents the means =and standard devia-

Table 5-A about here

tions for evaluative authority behaviors for males and females by sex-ratio

of department. These differences are visually presented in the supplementary

Figures 5-A and 5-B (Appendix 3).
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To estimate effects of sex and male-domination, regression equations es-

timating these effects are presented in Table 5-B. Independent of class size,

‘ Table 5-B about here

course level and tenure of professors, women tend to give more positive and
negative feedback. That is, they are more likely than men to use behaviors
that increase their appearance as "evaluative authorities," persons in charge
of making judgments about the "correctness" of the student's input.

We also have measures of the harshness of professors' attempts to estab-
lish themselves as legitimate classroom authorities (middle panel Table 5-4).
We expected women to use less harsh techniques. Because of the role conflict
they experience; women might give evaluative feedback in a less direct way,
hence, we expected them to use more partial positive ("yes...but") and negative
feedback ("no...but") than the men. Admonishments included routine directive
statements ("Open your books," "Turn to page 31," "Please notice the under-
lining here"), as well as harsher statements and therefore, may be equally
used by males and females. Other authority control strategies may be less
characteristic of women. Ridicule, which included only harsh statements
("That's a dumb thing to s‘a\v!"), we predicted would be infrequently used by
women. And, since interrupting other speakers is a dominance strategy that
women are unlikely to use in other settings (Thorne, 1979), we expected women
t0 be less likely to interrupt students as well.

Women do give more partial positive and negative feedback, though the
sex difference for partial negative feedback is not statistically significant

(Table 5-C). Neither difference is as great as the sex differences in unqual-

Table 5-C about here

ified positive and negative feedback {Te«ble 5-B). Hence, women show N0 Strong
tendency to qualify their evaluative feedback--probably because this is a

major gource of their classroom authority.

1;-;,3
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Harsher c_atrol techniques occur with less frequency. No sex differences
exist in the tendency to interrupt, but, unexpectedly, women use admonishments
more often and, as predicted, ridicule less often. This increased use of

' admoﬁishments by women makes some sense, given the extent to which our admon-
ishment measure is confounded with evaluative control and managerial behaviors,
both of which are more characteristic of women. The sex difference in ridicule
suggests that women do refrain from'using harsh control techniques, a finding
which coincides with the female professor's cwn aecounts of using gentler, less

direct strategies in dealing with management problems.

Subject Matter Authority

To measure the extent to which professors differ on their presentations

of self as subject-matter authorities, the sole person in the classroom who

"knows" the material, we looked at ithe amount and kinds of student input in

the classrocms. Four indicators were used: (1) student challenges, (2) stu-
dent assertiveness; (3) student evaluative statements; and (4) interruptions
by students. All student behaviors were also tallied to find the total amount .

of time students spoke in the classrooms.

Mean differences in these behaviors are in the bottom panel of Table 5-A,
and Figure 5-C visually supplements these data (Appendix B). To estimate the
independent eifects of sex and sex-ratio, we present regression equations

estimating those effects in Table 5-D.

Table 5-D about here

In women's classes there is more student input than in men's classes.
This is true for women's classes regardless of male-~iomination, rank, class-
size or course level. Not only do students respond more in women's classes,
they are more assertive in these classes. Recall that the student assertive-
ness measure combines students presenting original material and g.ving evalua-

tive feedback. Since the giving of evaluative feedback is not significanily

Q .1‘359
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different by sex of professor, the significant effect for student assertive-
ness must result from a significant tendency for students to present more ori-
ginal material in women's classes. Since women give greater time to students
and appear to encourage student assertiveness, they must, tﬂereby, be reducing
their appearance of legitimate subject-matter authority. Note, however, that
women professors do not appear to receive more challenges'to their authority--
either in the form of direct ctudent challenges or student interruptions.

In sum, we find support for our argument that women are likely to use
strategies that both inecrease EEQ decrease their appearance of authority in
the classroom. They are more likely than men to increase their appearance of
evaluative authority by giving more feedback, positive and negative, and
simultaneously to decrease thelr appearance of "subject-matter authority" by
encouraging student input and involvement in the substantive issues of the
course. Men seem to feel less pressure toward adopting either strategy and,
further, seem less constrained from using harsh control techniques with their
éfudents.

Tenure Tifferences

To see if tenure differences had discernible behavioral consequences, we
re-estimated the regression equations, adding an interaction term for sex and
tenure. Since few of these ihteractions were significant, we do not present
these results, but simply describhe those which were significant.

As before, the greatest sex differences were found between the tenured
men and tenured women. Tznured women were more likely to use behaviors which
increased their evaluative authority (positive and negative feedback, speci-
fically) ana decreased their subject-matter authority (student asking gquestions
and voiunteering new ideas, specifically). These effects occurred independent
of course level and class size. Further, independent‘of course level and

¢lass size, male and female untenured professors tend to be quite similar in
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their use of authority--with both of them likely to increase evaluative author-
ity and reduce sgbject—matter authority.

Unfortunately, our observétional material gannot be directly compared to
the major rank differences we discovered in the interviews. This is so because
our observations include few women at the full professor rank (reflecting their
severe underrepresentation in the university). However, as the reader will
recall, because assistant women, assistant men and associate women are similar
to each other in management strategies, and because the tenured women in our
obseryational sample are primarily associates, the strong sex-differences be-
tween tenured mzle and female are consistent with the interview findings.

Male and female at the lower ranks are similar in style. At the associate
level, males begin to be less invested in teaching interactively and less con-
cerned with management‘strategies, but wamen retain that investment until fuil
professorship is attained. At that point, they are similar to the full mele

professor, with neither of them being very concerned with authority issues.
CLASSROOM AUTHORITY AND STUDENTS' EVALUATIONS

'~ Thus far, we have seen some evidence to support our general thesis that
wemen will find strategies that simultaneously increase their appearance of
legitimacy, and decrease their appearance of euthoritarianism. From our ob-
servational materials, on the two dimensions of authority, we found that women
increased their evaluative authority while decreasing their subject-matter
authority in the classroom. We now need toc know whether the management of
authority used by male and female professors is correlated with students'
evaluations.

As the reader will recall, the students evaluated their professors along

two dimensions: competency and likeability. We show first the correlations
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between professors' authority behaviors and students' evaluations of competency

and likeability (see Table 5-E).

P

Table 5-E about here

The differences we observed were most interesting when Qe considered our
four sex/male-domination subgroups separately. Perhaps the must striking
aspect of these findings is that only one significant correlétion appears for
those in non-male-dcuinated departments: men who were frequently interrﬁﬁﬁéd
by students receive high 1ikeability‘ratings. Put another way, no matter how
male or female professors in a non-male-dominated departmenf handle their
authority (with the one exception ﬁoted), their evaluations as "competent™
or "likeable" are not affected. Apparently, students in these situational
contexts, do not incorporate either evéluative authority or subject-matter
authority style into their evaluation of their professor.

However, although the results are not statistically significant, there
are some clear differences in direction of the evaluation of males and females
in non-male-dominated departments. In generel, women who employ strategies
to increase their evalustive authority in the classrcom are judged more com-
petent than men who do so, and also more likeable. Further, women who are
low in subject-matter authority are liked more than their male colleagues who
behave similarly.

In the mele-dominated departments, on the ctherlhand, more authority beha-
viors are significantly correlated with students' evaluations. Looking at
evaluative authority, we find that men in those departménts are judged more
competent, the more negative feedback they give, and judged more likeable, the
more positive feedback they give. No significant affects appear for women
in these departments.

Harshness of control techniques had two significant effects; women in

male-dominated departrents who give partial negative feedback are judged to
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'

be less competent, as are women who interrupt students. No wonder then, that
women do not use these strategies more often. In keeping with our hypotheses,
female-typed nondirective strategies seem to result in lower competency
ratings.

When we look at the subject-matter authority dimension, more sex differ-
ences emerge in these male-dominated departments. For men, the more total
student input and the more students present original material, the higher the
professor's competency and likeébility scores. For women in these departments,
the more they solicit student input and the more students contribute evaluative
statements, the more they are liked. However, if students interrupt frequently,
they are judged less competent.

Likeability and competence scores, as the reader will recall, were built
from specific items on the Student Evaluation of Teacher form (see Chapter Two).
The correlations of these individual items by sex and sex-ratio are presented

in Tables 5-F-1 - 5-F-4.

Tables 5-F-1 - 5-F-4 about here

The patterns of correlations with individual items for both groups of
women (see Tables 5-F-3 and 5-F-4) is highly consistent with the aggrega“e
results. Quit2 clearly, positive feedback (in male-dominated departmenis) and
high student participation decrease competency scores and increase likeability
scores of women. For men in male-dominated departments, the item analysis is
also consistent with scale results. The more the positive and negative feed-
back and the more the student participation, the higher the competency and
likeability scores. However, for men in the non-male-dominated departments,
several forms of student participation lowered their competency scores, and
had mixed effects on their likeability scores.

Although the findings besed on the composite and item analysis are incon-

clusive, we would suggest that they are consistent with our theoretical per-
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spective (see Chapter Two). Women who use more traditional "feminine" beha-
viors (e.g., partial evaluations, being interrupted) are viewed as less com-
petent and more likeable. However, their use of "masculine” stereotyped beha-
viors, in contradition to our theoretical argument, does not affect their like-
ability or competency scores. Men, as we would predict, are generally judged
more competent regardless of what they do, and more likeable to the extent that
they violate traditional "masculine" behaviors by eschewing the sole subject-
matter authority role in the classrobm and by including in their repertoire
of evaluative authority behaviors both positive and negative feedback. Addi-
tionally, use of any of these behaviors by men in male-dominated departments
increases student assessments that they are both likeable and competent. Men
in non-male-dominated departments, however, who use those non-male;typed stra-
tegies reduce thelr competency scores. In this respect, men in non-male-dom-
inated departments may be in a double~bind similar to that of women. The less
control they maintain as subject-matter authorities, tﬁe less compétent but
more likeable they are judgéd. This finding is wholly consistent with our
interview data concerning male professorﬁ‘ views of students expectations that
they play a "macho" role,

Independent effects on competency and likeability ratings. To get better

estimates of the impact of authority management behaviors on the two dimensions
of student evaluations we are interested in, we estimated regression equations
for these effects, contrelling for class size, the mele-domination of the
department, and the proportion of students in each class who were females.

_ We estimated effects of behaviors that seemed most interesting and important
in the previous analysis. These equations were estimated separately by sex

to allow for the hypothesized sex difference in the impact of these various

behaviors on student evaluations.

11’4
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Structural factors. Structural factors are quite important in predicting

student evaluations“of their professors' competency and likeability. Profes-
sors teaching smaller classes receive higher evaluations, both in competency
and 1ikeability, regardless of sex (though the effects were somewhat larger

for men); male professors who teach classes with higher proportions of female
students receive higher competency ratings, perhaps the result of the "flirting"
same male professors reporfed in the interviews. One man, for example, asserted
that "women seem to be mors responsive to me in class." These results attest

to the truth of that statement and suégest that it is a general phenomenocn.
Women who teach classes with high proportions of males do not receive higher
evaluations. Male professors in non-male-dominated departments receive higher

likeability ratings, an effect that does not accrue to women in these depart-

i

ments.

Table 5-G shows the impact of pogitive and negative feedback statements

Table 5-G about here

by the professor. The impact of positive or‘negative statements is not signi-
ficant for either sex, although partial vositive statements increase the com-
petency and likeability ratings of female professors. Thus, controlling for
structural differences in classes (size, proportion female, ete.), women do
benefit--when this positive feedback is indirect or tagged on té another kind
of statement (in some cases, a negative feedback statement). That is, if

they modify their evaluations in traditionally "feminine ways" they are more

highly evaluated by their students.

Table 5-H shows the independent effects of total student input and

Tabhle 5-H about here

i

students' presenting of original matepial, two important indicators of the
extent to which the professor relinquishes subject-matter control in the class-

room. None of these effects i3 significant for either sex, however. The
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structural variables show the same general patterns of effects discussed
above. ‘

‘Aﬁother interesting set of variables, in terms of zero-order correlations,
were those measuring the propensities for professors and students to interrupt
one anofher. Student interruptions, especially, figured he;vily in women's

evaluations, especially those of likeability. Table 5-I shows that even con-

trolling for these other factors, women professors receive higher likeability

Table 5-I about here

scores the:more the student interrup%s. Thus, women are rewarded affectively
for relinquishing some of their subject-matter authority. However, these
results d» not show the same effect for general student participation (Table
5-G) we found with the zero-order correlations, nor dJ these results show

the double-bind phencmenon of traditional feminine behavicrs such as partial
positive feedback (Table 5-F) resulting in lower competency ratings.

Too Authoritarian

The item, "This professor is sometimes too authofitarian“ on the student
evaluations was not, as the reader may recall, included on either the competency
or likeability seales because of the results of the reliability analysis.
However, it probably represents a distinct apd separate dimension, and as an
evaluative item may tell us a great deal about students' feelings about how
the professor handled authority.

Zero;order correlations for our four subgroups of respondents are in

Tables 5-F-1 to 5-F-4; regression results are presented in Table 5-J. One

Table 5-J about here

immediate conclusion from both sets of results is that these authority beha-
viors have more impact on students' authoritarian assessments of women than
of men; more s{gnificant effects aprpear for women--especially for women in

non-male-dominated departments (Table 5-F-4). For this latter group of women,

11g.
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levaluative feedback decreases the students' perceptions that the woman is %oo
a-"horitarian, though partial negarive feedback and unspoken positive feeéback
increases perceptions that she is authoritarian. This positive effect of par-
tial negative feedback appears even in the regression results (Table 5-J).
Students also perceive men in male-dominated departments;to be more suthori-
tarian when they make positive judgments (Table 5-F-1). Hence, in general,
‘usé of evaluative authority increases student perceptions that the profeséor
is too authoritarian, especially for women. Men in male-dominated departments
who interrupt students are also perceived to be more authoritérian.

| Surprisingly, a professor's reduction in subject-matter authority, ob-

stensibly a less authoritarian classroom procedure, in fact increases student
perceptions that the professor is authoritarian. The more they interact with
students, the more authoritarian they are perceived to be. This occurs as
often for men as it does for women. Women are viewed as more authorigﬁflaq
the more interrupiions they receive from students (Table 5-J), a zero-order
effect that is true only of women in non-male-dominated departments (Table
5-F-4). A zero-order effect appears.for solicited student responses for women
in male-dominated departments‘(Table 5-F-2).

No zero-order effects appear for either group of men, though sevezal var-
iables are significant in the regression equations. Total student inpu+ in-
creases the students' views that male professors are authoritarian, as do stu-
dent interruptions. Perhaps the professor's direct response to the student is
often authoritarian, a tendency that women seem only to have in regard to stu-
dent interruptions, while men may more often respond this way to all student
input. Thus, professors who interact less with students may simply be exposed
less of'ten to the risk of appearing authoritarian. We have not yet examined
our data for the sequencing of behaviors, only the frequency of their occurrence,
so wé can only speculate on this matter at this point. However, we will soon

construct a data file that will enable us to examine such possibilities.
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In contrast to our other findings about student evaluations, structural
features of the class were not nearly as important in determining student per-
ceptions of the professor's zsuthoritarianism. The éroportion of the class
that was female still had an important effect for men, however, apparently

female students are less likely than male students to perceive male professors

as being authoritarian.
SUMMARY

These resulés show important sex differences in the management of class-
Toom authority. While both sets of data suggest few sex differences in the
challenges professors actually receive in the classroom, marked sex ¢.fferences
existed in perceptions of authority and strategies for managing it. The
women in our interview sample, especially assistant professors in male-domin-
ated departments, felt a strong need to establish the legitimascy of their
authority position; they felt students had more doubts about their competency
than they did about male professors. However, their strategies for establishing
their legitimacy seemed designed to avoid student resentment. The women in
both of our ;amples used less d’rect, harsh, offensive means of dealing with
students than male professors and gave considerably more subject-matter author-
ity to their students. They were, however, quite strong in their authority
stands; they made heavy use of their evaluative authority and, as their rank
increased, reported themselves to be quite adept at confronting direct student
challenges.

Student reactions to these management strategies are puzzling. They had
little impact on competéncy evaluations and more impact on likeability reac-
tions.  Professors who retained less Subject-matter authority by generating
moTre student input were seen as mcre likeable--although in some instances, less

competent. This double-bind existed for women and men in non-male-dominated
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departments. Lower subject-matter‘authority, however, led to increased pe{—
ceptions that the professor was "too authoritarian." Perhaps the student par-
ticipation (an indication of lower subject-matter authority) simply provides
the professor with more opportunities to appear "too authoritarian," although
it is surprising that students would "like" these professoi's more. Perhaps
they simply feel they know them better, regardless of the "mistakes" they might
have made in the classroom,

Use of evaluative authority had little.impact on student evaluations,
though it does increase perceptions that the professor is "tvo authorsitarian.™
Also, professors who refrain from using harsh control techniques are better
liked by their students and, among women in malg—dominated departments, are
seen as more competent. In general though, it seems these management tech-
niques are important because of their impact on the emotional climate of the
classroom, not because they affect a professor's competency rating. To the
extent that this emotional climate is more important for women and mere depen-
dent upon their manageiusent strategies, authority management issues will be more

critical for women. All of our data indicate that this is, indeed, the case.



Table 5-A

Yeans and Stenderd Deviations for Authorify Nanagement Behaviors
by Sex and Department of Professor

Yen--Male- Wom:n--Yale Men--Non-Male  Women--Non-Vale-
Dominated Dept.  Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept,  Dominated Dept,

Mean S.D. Yeen  S.D. Mean  S.D. Mean  S.D.

Evaluative Authority
Positive Evaluations 0 .m0 022 02 .02 02 .07
Negative Evaluations ' 005 006 005 005 004 005 008 020
Ungpoken Positive Reinforcement 00 .00 00 002 000 000 000 .00
Harshness of Control Techniques -
Adnonishments 002 005 004 .00 002 006 .004 009
Ridicule 0.1 000 002 001 002 L0000 .00l
Partial Positive Evaluations 002 006 .00 003 .002 006 007 027
Partial Negative Evaluationg 002,005 000,02 002004 000,002
. Teacher Interrupts 000 003 000 02 w000 005 002 006
Subject-Natter Authority
Total Student Input 08 .09 1% 090 6 0800 6 .30
Student Challenves 00402 003 .00 002 007 002 LY
dtudent Assertiveness 008 007 02 02 000 00 LF R
Student Evluative Statements 000,002 00 012 003 006 oL L0l
Interruptions by Students 001,002 Q01,002 002,006 000 00
1 1o

cET




Table 5-B

.- e

Regressions Predicting Evaluative Authority

Negative Positive

Feedback Feedback

b Beta b Beta
Sex of Professor 003 ( .153)% 020 ( .258)%
Male Dominated Department 002 ( ,119)* .002 ( .029)
Rank of Professor ' C.002 ( .170)% 008 ( .175)%
Class Size B -,001 (-,055 005 (-.111)
Course Level .000 ( .088 000 (-.018)
Constant -,002 .00/
R? | 057 077




Table 5-0

Regressions Predicting Hershness of Control Techniques

Partial Nege-  Partial Posi- Teacher
tive Feedback  tive Reedback Interrupts  Admonishments Rldicule
b Beta b Bete b Beta b Beta b Bete
Sex of Professor Q00 (060) 000 ( 1M  -.000 (-.063) 000 ( % 000 (-, 125
~ Mele Dominated Department -,002 (-,095) 002(.08)  -.000(-082  -000(-0m) 000 031)
Rank of Professor 000 (.004) 003 ( 1080 0000 008) 001 ( 176 0003( .173)#
Class Size 002 (L 16p  -,0002(-,001) -000 (-.0m) .0002('.048) -,0001(~,0%)
Course Level -0001 L000) o0 ( L L0001 L09) -,0001(~,055) ,0002( .044)
Constant 001 -011 002 ~001 -,0001
& 03 063 0 Al R
153 154

YET



Table 5-D

Regressions Predicting "Subject Matter" Authority

Total Student  Student Student Student Student Eyalu-
Input Assertiveness Challenges Interrupts  ative Comments
E Beta p_ Beta y Beta E Beta g -Beta
Sex of Professor 005 (202 0r( 2 000 (03) -0 (-07) (0%
Male-Doninated Depertoent 000 ( 001} .007(.035) .0 (.0%5) -0 (-126) 000 (-,007)
Rark of Professor 009 ( 107) 01 165)* Q00 (.093)  -.000 (-,09¢) 0000 L00g)
(lass Size - 007 (-093) oo ()t oo {06 0001 L016)  -,008 (-, 137)#
Course Level 005 (.00) 005 (%) 00 (a0 .2 -.00 (=,059)
Constant 057 =050 -.009 001 006
R 056 025 062 089 023
re
109
1.8
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Table 5-E

tero-Order Correlations Between Authority Nemegenent Behaviors
end Studert Evaluations

Men--Male-  Nomen--Male-  Men--Non-Yale-  Women~-Non-Male-
Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept, Dominated Dept, Dominated Dept.

Gomp. Like.  Comp. [ike,  Comp. Like, Comp,  Like,

Dveluative Authority

Teacher Positive Judgments Q0 25% -0 20 0% -19 010 -.000
Teacher Negative Judgments O8I0 -0 18 00 -1 08 -0
Unspoken Positive Feedback Q0012 000 0000 0% 00 2%

Harshness of Control Techniques
Teacher Jartial Positive Judguents 12109 00 -0 -0 0 -
Taacher Partiel Negative Judgments -062 002 S -0 6 1 %

Teacher Admonishes L2101 <01 086 -0 -009 053 -.085
Teacher Intermupts \ Csd -0 -8t 05 093 028 007 -.023
Subject Matter Authority

Total Student et 00 6 04 QL 180 -8 1% -.008
Student Presenting Originel Infomation 2244 215 ~050 100 -9 -.230 -0 - 004
Student Challenges 09 .0 -9 006 <09 <000 08 .00
Student Evaluative Statements 058 9% 2 -0 .09 08 -0
Student Interrupts Q30185 98 -0 0 000 03 L
Student Responses 162040 160 g <080 -.09 ¢ 18 L0%

#leefficients significant at .05 level,

I
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Table 9-F-1

Correlalions Detween Student Evaluatfons and Authority Behaviors

ken {n Male-Domdnated Departmenta

(ompetenay Item

Teacher  Teacher

{ne of

Hes Comun=  Teacher  Beat
Teacher Thorough dcates 1Is Stim Teachers tlons are Tescher slve to

Prepared - Knowledge Well

Teacher
Presenta~ Male/Fem Ratpon

ulating atlnlv, loplesl

Beat

lave Mlad Students

1dkeabil} y Itens

Teacher

Teacher

Hant

Consider- to Know

ate of .

Teacher

Teacner
Too
Author-

Students  Infornally 1lurfan

Teucher Poslilve Judgments -,09 A S 1 N ' S | I A S | V| /AL T
Tetcher Negatlve Judgments 025 000 e 8 o 29 0 0% 133 J0 .02
Uinspoken Feedback 139 00 8 08 1% TSN 1. S ¥/ AN V. J40 W90
Teacher Adnonishes A3 Q6 0% 3 W, e 00 09 -8 009 =063
Teacher Interrupls -069 0% 051 02 .m0 67 1R 09 38245
Teucher Partial Positive Judgments 09 08 a1 108 11 S 17 SN [ R | AR AN
Teucher Parilal Negetive Judgments -0 08 -0 -205 00 .02 -0 08 .04 -0 02
Total Student Input -6 5 /| BN | Y /AN 1) L SN | U1 B WV 200 167
- Student Presenting Original Infomsation  -.003 V72 Ty RS v N Q00 A8 260 Q008
Student Chellenges 07 VYRS 7 AN 7 AN | N 1 BN 1 1* Y (1 S (61 Q40
Student Evaluatlve Stalements =101 0% 00 .08 .08 | I S [ B § 166 080
Student Intermpts 068 9117 1.1 NS | A3 0% A 168 -, 168 A0
Sollelted Respongen 086 086 .08 0 .08 A7 a2 0 0 9 090
NoefT1clents sdgnifioant at .05 level,

"

N

0
159 169




Table §-F-2

Gorreleldons Betwoen Student Evaluations and Autiority Behavlors
Wonan In Uale-Doninated Deparcuenis

Compgtencg Itens leeabilit,z Ttens
Teacher  Teacher One of  Teacher  Pest Teacher Teacher Wan,  ° Teacher

Has Conmn- Teacher Best  Presenta- Mule/Few Respon- Constder- to fnor  Too
Teacher  Thorough lcates Io Suln- Teachers Uons are Tescher efve to ate of  Teacher  Authore
Prepered Knonledge Vell ulating ot Unlv. loglcal Have ad Students Students Infornally {tarlan

Teucher Posftive Judgments -, 085 086 060 0% -0 .29 0 % L0 28 -08
Teacher Negative Judgmenta -.033 089 -00 08 2 .18 05 1N 09 20 =09
Unspoken Positive Feedback 000 D00 0000 0000 L0 000000 000 .00 00 000
Teacher Adnonishe -2 -3 08 007 S8 .02 -0 L0 - 1% Jg -0
Teacher Interrupts AT 268 00 2T a6 18 -8 -0 -013 J3
Teacher Purtial Positive Judgesnts -0 09 -0 M8 -0 20 0B 0 -0 J9 -1%
Toucher Partisl Negative Judgments A 29 I S B -6 -6l 082 -1 -, 162 084
Tota] Sludent Input -.0% W -0 08 1 <% 0 L 2% -9
Student Presenting Origlnal Informablon  -.)0 09 -0 08 - -2 00 00 -0 200 -0
Student Challenges oY) S| N R AN 7 AN T BN TN/ R 1 062
Student Evaluative Statements Jo J20 28 2 IR S [ VA v/ LS 1 2] 2
Student Interrupts UK S0 U W25 26 - BT -0k 109 0% -,022 15

Solielted Reaponses -,042 A8 80 2 2 A 16 g6 0 270 AT

WCoe({iclents algnificent ot .05 level,

161
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Tabie 5-F-3

Corralations Betweon Student Evaluatlons and Authordty Belviors
len in Non-Male-Dondnated Departoents

Competency [lems Likeubllitz [tens
Tec her  Teacher (e of  Teacher Bast Teacher  Toacher  Wunt Teacher

Hug Comown- Teacher Hesv  Presente- Male/Fem Respan- Comsfder- lofnow  Too
Tewoher Thorough fcwtos s Stlm- Teaclers tlong are Teacher slve to ate of  Tescler  Aulhore
Prepured Knowledge Well  ulating ot ?"vi!._ logleal  Have Hed Students Sludents Informally ftariun

Tegeher Pusitive Judguents -0 1 <006 02 - S019 Sl -000 N -0 -0
Teacher Negativa Judgnenta <2 -9% 086 -0 -068 Q0 <10 -0m -206 R -0
Unapoken Pooftive Feedback AR 0% 08 009 -.006 20 g 22 i A8y
Teacher Admonlshes Y =02 =107 .09 Q9 0 -1 013 061 07 «050 026
Teacher Inlermupl -, 116 B =09 -080 00 L6 w02 -00 SN S 05
Teucher Partial Posftive Judgments Q66 -.08 080 006 -dY <05 «d6 08 060 17! 067
Toucher Partdal Negative Judgnents 52 L0014 09 .o Job 106 0% %6 19 AR
Total Student Input SO0 S2000 <000 S5 S I T 066 007 239
Student Presentdng 0:hal Inforuablon =246 .28 <056 =050 -1 -0 %M 065 105 - 166 44
Sludent Challengee =08 -2 A4 -0 S0 -0 -0 -0 -2 162 W03
Student Evalustive Statenents 005 ) 66 080 -0 -0 0% 08 .12 126 19
Student Interupla 08 -0 .0 0% 00 A1 .08 2 2% i/ 255

Sollelted Resporses T R T S I TR

| (CoefClelonts slgndfleant at .05 level,

15




Table 5-F-4

Correlations Betweon Student Eveluations and Authority Behavlors
Wonen 1n Hon-Yale Dominated Deparimenty

orpetency Itams ‘ leeabllit! Theng
Teacher  Teacher One of  Teacher  Best Teacher Tescher  Went Teacher

liag Coman- Teacher Dest  Presente- Male/Fem Respon- Consider- to know  Too
Teacher Thorough leates Is Stla Teachers tioms are Teacher aive to ateof  Teaher  Aullhope
Prepared knowledge Well  wlaulng ol Univ. loglesl Have Hed Swudenis Students Infornglly {turien

Toacher Posltive Judgment 064 08 1% .93 . 0% O 08 -0 -0 -0 -, 260
Toachor Negative Judgrents /195 Jeo 00 0 03 6 -06 -0 -6 270
Unspoken Pos{Live Feadback J6l 622 s 2 L0 2160 05 IR A8 2564
Teacher Adnouishes -.0% L2000 -0 -0 00 -0 -0 -0y -1 0%
Teacher Interrupta 007 JL0 a8 6 09 058 =016 Q17
Teacher Partinl Posfilve Judguents - - 119 060,082 088 Q97 .09 .0 -8 1%
Teacher Partial Negative Judguents Ji8 A9 29 A L7 A ) S| 186 LT
Total Student Input A1 -6 -6 0 1% -0 -0 0% B -4 052
Student Presentlng Orlgloal Informstion <097 -0% -8 -0  -.08 /% N1 |V 1) N 1 -1 -0y
Student Challenges J00 -08 158 061 .08 6805 09 oy -~ 0% (18
Student Evaluative Statemnls =053 42 A9 .m0 . A0l JO -0 -0 -0 -.00
Student Interrupte 1% SR M ™ L 9 a8 e 6 S 55
Sollelted Roaponsos 065 168 /72N s BN V)| 3 AR .0 A07 038 .06
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Table 3-G

gt of Evelustlve Authority und Harshnoas of Control Techniquos

on Student, Eveluutions

' Men Profesgors
Compe teney Ikeadi Lty Gompe lency Likeability
b Dets b Bela b bel b Beta

Claga Slze

Teacher Negative Judpment
Teacker Pooillve Judgnents
Toacher Partisl Negative Judguents

L2 (- <459 (-, 2080
1.83( dy) 13,567 ( .0%)
L1 (-00) =09 (-.005)

U619 (-.0%) 8,35 ( .007)

Canpetency

b Bets

Likanbl1Lty
b Bete

L2 (00 ST (20T 126 (-0 - 448 (- 2031

Teacher Purtial Posfiive Judgmanty 47,684 ( .079)  .1% { .0%6)

Mdieule 9,597 ( .45) 16,3 ( .114)
Adronishnenta <559 (-.058)  -L.0g (-.006)
Proporiion Female D03 (200 000 (-0 0030 -l (-050)  am{192) w002 (-160)
Mele-DomLna ted Deparisent 1 (-009) Lo (-2 08 (.m3) L0 (280 08 (.00)  -L103 (2%
Canglan 12,78, 6,405 12,645 Builh 12.60 6.3

B 192 A0 142 107 1% A1

Cluss S1ze -LO (« 0L =385 (- 288)F  -LJOB (-2 <486 (=257 95 (BN - 30 -1y

Teacher Negablve Judgaents 1825 ( .009)  -5.1( .00)

Teacher Poadlive Julgmenta ~5.812 (-.086) .05 ( .002) :
Teacher Partdal Negative Judgonts 5873 (60 1909 ( o
Tencher Partiul Poslilve Judgments -8.000(-.08) 2703 ( .03%)
ftdlcule

Adoonlshwenta

Proportion Pemle Q09 (-06L) L0020 .045) -0 (.061) 002 ( .000)
bale-Dondnated Departaent aL(-0m)  -ue(-0) s (am) 050 (-.008)
Congtunl 12,25 Th% 11,73 4,969

R 040 09 09 092

6,684 ( .115)
-1.818  .023)
066 ( .046)
B0 {1 084)

12,380
09

2.60 ( 115)
~2.438 (-.008)

02 ( ,09)
- 127 (-.046)
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Table 5-H

Impact of Reduction in Subject-Matter Authority
on Student Evaluations

Men Professors

Compe tency Likeability

b  Beta b Beta
Class Size _ -1.289 (-.400)* -.453 (-.205)%
Total Student Input -2.450 (-.052) 1.303 ( .041)
Student Assertiveness 1.920 ( .014) -4.753 ( .051)
Proportion Female oo ~-.003 ( .189)% -.002 (-.1350)
Male-Dominated Department -.011L (-.002) -1.067 (-..236)*
Constant 12.213 6. 400
R2 177 .103

- ——— - e v o o

Women Professors

Class Size -1.036 (-.204)% -.356 (-.188)%
Total Student Input -10.808 (-.066) 466 (.076)

Student Assertiveness -~.033 (-.001) -.438 (-.029)

Proportion Female .096 ( .067) .022 ( .041)

Male-Dominatved Department .540 ( .072) -.139 (~.050)

Constant 12.176 5.205

R .042 .048




Table 9-1

Inpact of Interruptions on Student Evaluations

Men Professors Women Professors

Competency Affect Competency Affect

b et b et b Beta b Beta
Class Size L2395 (30 445 (202 - 1000 (2020 399 (-.20)
Student Interrupts 85.765 ( .084) 58,255 [ 085, -143.42% (-065) 182931 ( 2258
Teacier Interrupts 310 (- 08) 762 ( .04) 130,28 (-126) 37900 (~.000)
Proportlon Female 003 ( L1890 001 (-15) oo ( .070) 003 { .051)
Male Dominated Department 000 (.0L4) -9 (220 300 ( .ou6) - 0L (-.004)
Constant 12,638 6.466 12.003 5,241
i 18 108 058 0%

17@ 1?1

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 5-J

Regression Equations Predicting Students' Ass ssment
That the Professor Is Too Authoritarian with
Authority Management Behaviors by Sex

Men' Women
b  Beta b Beta

Class Size -.006 (-.091) -.123 (-.166)
Positive Feedback 3.682 ( .095) -.689 (-.071)
Negative Feedback -6.058 (-.053) -3.009 (-.076)
Proportion Female ~.006 (=-.214 )% .0001( .027)
Male Dominated Department -.161 (-.123) 126 (.117)
Csnstant ' 4.002 3.758

R .060 045

Class Size -.006 {-.095) -.181 (~.245)%
Partial Positive Feedback 1.601 ( .135) -4.143 (~.136)
Partial Negative Feedback 8.034 ( .057) 9.076 ( .262)%
Proportion Female -.006 (=.214 )% .019 ( .¢57)
Male Dominated Department -.194 (=~.148) 174 ( .161)
Constant 4,011 3.801

R< .075 .103

Class Size -.004 (-.058) -.121 (-.164)
Total Student Input . 1.779 ( .192)# .006 ( .026)
Student Presenting Originsl Information -2.041 (-.075) ~-.896 (-.150)
Proportion Female ~.005 (~.189)* .0001( .055)
Male Dominated Department -.162 (~.124) 129 ( .119)
Constant . 3.808 3.719

R .075 .040

Class Size ~-.005 (-.081) -.122 (-.166)
Teacher Interrupts 4.921 ( .031) 2.025 ( .012).. ...
Student Interrupts 3.975 ( .199)*% 1.222 ( .384 )%
Proportion Female -.001 (-.081) .0001( .033)
Male Dcminated Department -.164 (~-.126) .184 ( .170)
Constant 3.969 3.607

R2 .092 .168




CHAPTER SIX
SEX DIFFERENCES IN PERSOM:LIZING

Both inside and ocutside of the classroom, professors are faced with deci-
sions abouﬁ'hﬁw personal or impersondl they wish to be when dealing with stu-
dents. fﬁe concept of personalizing refers to professors' attempts to create
or preserve the personal, caring, human elements in their interactions and
relationships with students.

In classroom situations, professors can personalize by using examples
from their own and students' private lives, They can personally acknowledge
students' contributions, and verbally empathize with their struggles over and
successes with mastering the material. Any of these behaviors will help create
& more humanistic, person-oriented class atmosphere. Outside of class time,
professors can informally "chat" with their students, and listen to students'
personal concerns and problems.

Personalizing may go even further than the authority reduction techniques
discussed in Chapter Five to reduce student resentment of femsle professors.
Personalizing is consistent with traditional female role expectations, and it
may attenuate the impact of the professor's authority. Because female pro-
fessors may feel especially reluctant and uneasy about wielding their authority,
we expected they would be more likely to personalize than men.

Women who personalize may be judged more likeable by students, but less
competent. (See Chapter One for theoretical argument and literature review.)
In addition, we expected that students would similarly evaluate male professors

who personalized, but that their reactions might not be as strong. (See Chap-

ter One for a full statement of these hypotheses.) If supported, these
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hypotheses suggest that sex of professor has an important effect on the college
classroom atmosphere and will have consequences for the students' evaluations
of their teaching.

Our interview material permits us to look at professors' ideas ahbout per-
sonalizing In the classroom and outside the classroom. Professors discussed
the amount of personalizing they and their students do, the content.éf the
personalizing, the setting for personalizing (inside or outside of class), and
their attitudes toward it. Our observational material vermits us to examine
the actual personalizing behaviors of professors and students in the. classroom.
These include personal aclmowledgements of students' contributions (e.g., "Thank
you, Ben"), empathizing with students ("I know that was a tough question"), as
well as personal statements about the self, about the students, and personal
statements from students about their lives. We shall be interested in discov-
ering whether or no’, the two sets of data are consistent.

We turn now to a discussion of professors' perceptions of their use of
personalization. Following that, we look a%t the observational data regarding
actual classroom behaviors, and then at the association of those behaviors With

student evaluations.
PROFESSORS' PERCEPTIONS OF PERSONALIZING

The interviews elicited descriptions of numerous types of personalization
occurring both inside and outside of the classroom. These accounts were con—
tent analyzed to disccyer if any trends or consistencies were evident. The
analysis disclosed some sex- and rank-related differences in personalization
while discipline and sex-ratio variations ﬁere less apvarent.

Personalizing in the Classroom

Classrooms can provide an opportuniiy for students to share private ele-
ments of their lives, and an opportunity for prcfessors to share their per-
scnal histories and experiences with students. We examine first the professors'
1"74
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comments about the kinds and amount of personal information they share about
themselves, and then their reports of student vresentations of personal mater-

ial in the classroom.

Professcis' personalizations in the classroom. Many of the professors

reported that they shared personal information about themselves, their families,
and their careers with their classes. Fewer male professors deseribed this
type of personalization than female faculty. There was also an important dif-
ference between men and women, regarding the nature of the information shared
and their attitudes toward <haring. Many of the men regarded relating per-
sonal information as a duty, a presenfation of ‘credentials. One assistant
humanities professor characterized the information he gave s*idents as "the
non-personal type personal information." Other men said they primarily talked
about their academic career and professional qualifications, often limited to
the first day of class. "Where I'm from, what degrees I have, what my interests
aie in the scholarly sense" were the topics covered by ore man in the soecial
sciences.

On the other hand, women professors conveyed personal informetion by using
their private lives as well as carzers, for examples and illustrations. One
full professor noted:; "I think I prol 'bly talk more than men about things in
my life. I talk about my children and I will tend %o use that for examples."
An associate woman explained: "I talk about my experiences. They know me as
a person fairly well." Frequently, however, the women choose examples and il-
lustrations they viewed as relevans tr the students' lives. They tried to
"reach students where they live" so that, as one woman noted, "We can use our
(stgdents and faculty) lives as a way of understanding" the _lass material.

When women professors did discuss their careers they tended to do so in
order to defend their subject-matter authority rather than trying to personal-

ize, as revealad by the following statements of two female profiessors:

. 17~
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hI can see them looking at me and thinking, 'Ch yeah, sure.'

Well then I'll stop and tell the@.some of the kinds of things that

I've done and I haven't always been here teaching."” (Home Economics).

"I get (chailenges) in the big classes very early in the course,
particularly from science majors who are, I suspect, willing...tn
challenge my science background. But it's very easily set off.

I tell them about my educational background." (Humanities)

Cverall, then, women were more likely than men to report presenting per-
sonal information to their classes and to view these personalizations as
"building bridges" between the student experiences and their own. Women re-
ported using their private-iives and families as examples throughout the
course. Only when challenged did women present detailed career information
and qualifications; these challenges, incidentally, occurred at all the ranks.
On the other hand, when men personalized, they tended to describe giving in-
formation concerning their own careers aend credentials in a semi-formalized

presentation.

Student personalizations in class. Another opportunity for personaliza-

tion in the classroom occurred when students shared their private lives and
experiences with each other and the professor. As one waman in the humanities
explained, "I want it to be a kind of personal experience so I don't mind if
they talk about themselves." A man in tre natural sciences who relied on
students for nutrition examples noted, "Ilere's the obvious jock in the class
and he is more than willing to tell them what he has to do to maintain his
welght, his schedule, what he eats and why, ete.'" Several of the professors’
descriptions of thelr best classes involved situations in which students ex-
changed personal information with-each other and the professor. Overall, how-
ever, there were no systematic differences in sex, rank, or discipline between

professors who reported student personalization in the classroom and those who

did not.
1 "’;\
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Sex differences in personalization in the classroom according to the
accounts in the interviews, then, rest in the differences in amount and kinds
of revealing self-disclosures engaged in by the professor, rather than in the
self-disclosures of the students. Women professors personalize more frequently,
and use examples‘Which they view as relevan: to their students'! lives. Men
tend to present their credentials, and consider their careser histories as
personal. ‘Women tend not to view their careers as "personal” and state theix
credentials when students challenge their substantive authority.

Personalizing Cutside the Classroom

Situations outside the classroom also provide opportunities for informal
interaction between students and faculty. We have analyzed two kinds of extra-
class personalization reported by professors: '"chatting" and listening to
personal problems.

Chatting. "Chatting" involved an exchange *between student and professor
of largely non-academic, somewhat personal, but usually superficial information
(e.g., student's future plans, other courses taught by the professor). Al-
vhough we have classified chatting as an out-of-class form of interaction,
chatting was sometimes described as occurring before or after class or during
the mid-break period. Other chatting contexts mentioned by faculy weré: in
a professor's office; on the campus grounds; and in situations created by
chance meetings (e.g., in the supermarket). Men were more likely to describe
chatting in the classroom, while women were more likely to report this form
of interaction outside of class. Scme examples are vresented below:

"Now I go over earlier and try to get to know some pecple in the
front row. I try to chet with them." (Male--Full--Humanities)

"In this course we have coffee every day for ten minutes and we
discuss a few things as well." (Male--Associate--Hard Sciences)

"(On campus) students will just come up...and start talking to

me about things, about the subject matter and sometimes abecut their
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iives." (Female--Assistant--Social Sciences)

"They just show up and they want to talk about research, or

they want a reference, or they are inte:rested in such and such."

(Female~-Full-- o . ies)

In summery, the. -e both men and women professors chatted with stu-
dents, men were more likely to do so in the classroom while women deseribed
more examples of chatting outside of the classroom. In addition, as discusse
in Chapter Five, men zeported using chatting to reduce their appearance of
authority whereas women did not.

Counselling. A second situation in which personalization was inherent,
oceurred when students discussed their personal problems with protessors. Th
was most likely to occur during the faculty member's office hours. The con-
tent of conversations was characterized as more serious than that of chziting
One assistant male professor related the following extreme example:

"She wouid csme in and tell me all the latest adventures at home.

Ber pérents got 2 divorce, her brother declared he was a homosexual,

her siziu: ran away, the dog died, her father was on the verge of

tooring nis job, on and on." (Natural Sciences)

', 'Traan professor stated: "#11 the students that have ever had nervous bre:
dow.as in this place have had them in my office" (Associate-~Humanities).

While both men and women reporied that their students come to them with
personal problems, the men werz more likely to view this as an annoyance, and
several questioned the motives behind such student behavior. One professor
thought the students were trying to make "brownie points.' Another pointed
cut, "I think you come to a teacher with a sob story for either a legit.uate
or iliegitimate reason" (underline ours). Many reported trying to discourage
students from relating personal problems, as in the following examples:

"I say I have to do some other things, whieh is not 2 lie. If

1~0
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they're not talking about something of real substance that Trelates

to the course...I'll just say, 'I have other things to do and you'll

have to excuse me'." (Male--Full--Humanities)

"If they begin to talk about versonal problems, I tell them that

I am not trained to deal with those kinds of vroblems, I'm not com-

fortable dealing with that...I make it clear in the course outline

that...I won't do it." (Male--Associate--Social Sciences)

On the other hand, the women prifessors' attitude was that they should 1lis-
ten shen students brought up their persvnal problems, even if this was time con-
suping or occasionally inappropriate. Women were likely to point ocut that
students' academic verformence could be affected by their personal lives, and
that students deserved to be heard before deciding whether or not a problem
was a legitimate topic for discussion. One woman related the following stoxry
in full:

"Last quarter I had made it very clear to the students that a

quiz or a test missed was a zero. There were no make-ups. (One

student) was giving this course everything and missed one of the

midterms. It turned cut that her sister's boyfriend had attacked

her mother and she had called the emergency squad, the police came,

Jus® like something from a soap opera. But those things happen

in the lives of our students and it makes quite a difference in how

they perform academically. I don't know how you can say you won't

listen to those things." (Associate--Natural Sciences)

However, the women prefossors did not report becoming highly involved in their
students' mersonal problems and many clearly stated that they did not counsel
more seriously disturbed students. In the words of one professor, "I have

developed a policy. I listen to find out the extent of the problem and what

role I could play in it" (Associate--Humanities). Another commented, "Some-
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times I can't give them any advice and sometimes I can" {Full--Home Economics).

To summarize, both men and women professors, regardless of rank or depart-
ment;, reported that students discussed personal problems in their offices. Men
were more likely to be suspicious of *his behavior and reported strategies
they used to avoid this situation. Women, however, tended to view listening
to personal problems as a teacher's responsibility, since these protlems could
affect academic performance. However, they retained a personal distance from
thé problems, and if necessary, referred the student to a professional counselor.

Male and female professors had different perceptions of personalizing in
general. Women are more likely than men to share examples from their own
lives in the classroam, listen to students' personal problems outside the
classroom, and informally chat with them in situations and contexts removed
from the classroom.

From these results, it would seem that women have managed the potential
role strain of being a "women"--friendly and nurturant--and a "professor"--dis-
tant and authoritative--by reducing the professorial distance in the classroom
itself, in their offices and in unscheduled informal interactions with students.
Men, on the other hand, see themselves as personalizing in the classroom by
talking about their academic career and chatting about course work and stu-
dents career plans, but they avoid the greater personalizing inherent in re-
vealing personal things a%out themselves or listening to their students' per-
sonal problems.

Whether differences in perceptions and attitudes are co..sistent with

the actual classroom behavior of men and women faculty we address next.
PROFESSORS' CLASSROOM PERSONALIZING BEHAVIORS

Male and female professors describe different amounts and kinds of per-
sonalizing in their classrooms, as we have seen. Women, according to their

accounts, are more likely to share personal experiences in the classroom and
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to talk about the students' lives. We now turn to sex differences in actual
Dersonalizing behavior that appeared in our observationa. data.

These data permit us to look at a greater range of DPerscnalizing strate-
gies in the classroom than the interview material disclosed. Specific behaviors
from the observations which we have used as indicators of personalizing in

the classroom are the following: (i) acknowledgements of student contributions

involving perscnal communication (e.g., calling a student by name) or expres-
sion of gratitude on the part of the professor (e.g., "Thank you for your
insight," "I appreciate that, Josh"); (2) empathizing with the students through
such verbal statements as "I know you have been trying hard to master this
difficult material,” (i.e., verbal indicators that the professor is attempting

to understand the point of view of the student); (3) personalizations by the

professor which are personal statements about the professor's own life, family,

experiences, ete., or about the students lives (e.g., "You know how it is when

you live in a dorm..."); and (4) students' personal examvles about their lives,

families, experiences, etec.

Each of these behaviors are ways in which the classroom could become more
Person-centered and humanistic, and ways in which the role~-distance between
students and professor could be reduced. Based on our theoretical orientation,
we hypothesized that women would be more likely to use these behaviors in order
to reduce their role conflict and status inconsistency. Retaining their posi-
tion of authority (being a professor) yet using these strategies -_nables them
to adnere more fully to traditional feminine role expectations than the pro-
fessorial role obstensibly permits. These personalizing strategies promote
the appearance of concern, nurturance, and consideration, characteristics seen
as "feminine." Therefore, women professors who use these strategies are less
likely to be resented for being "masculine." The use of these strategies, while

conceptually distinet, may in fact be related to authority management techniques
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discussed in Chapter Five. Initially at least, we treat personalizing beba-
viors as being distinc<, recognizing nonetheless that there is some overlap.

Sex differences. As has been true of our earlier analysis, sex differences

are most visible when we consider professors in male and non-male-dominated
departments separately. Table 6-A presents the mean differences in personal-

izing behaviors; Table 6-B gives regression results controlling for rank, class

Tables 6~-A and 6-B about here

size, and course level. Both sets of findings show that women professors offer
more personal statements and receive more personal statements from students in
their classrooms than male professors. (Appendix C gives a graphic presenta-
tion of distributions in all personalizations for our four subgroups.) Further,
men, especially those in non-male-dominated departments, are most likely to
use personal statements that refer only to themselves, while a greater propor-
tion of female professors referred to the students' lives. This sex difference
is quite consistent with the interview material. Men in the interviews are
more likely to view the classroom as a setting where they are center-stage.
Contrary to our prediction (see Table 6-A), men are more likely to ver-
bally empathize with the students, although this is a rare occurrence in male
and female classrooms. This greater verbal empathy of males may be explained
vy two other factors. First, since women are more likely to give non-verbal
positive feedback and to permit periods of silence in their classrooms (see
Chapter Four), they may show empathy primarily through non-verbal means, e.g.,
nodding the head, listening intently, giving time for reflection on students'
ideas, ete. And second, most of the verbal empatﬁizing ohserved was in relation
to negative experiences--such as the difficulty of the material, the "fairness"
of an exam question, the scheduling of.exams, ete. Women in the interviews
claim they set out very specific class requirements (a finding not reported
elsewhere); if they, in fact, do so, they may reduce the potential for "nega-

1o
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tive empathy" situations to arise in the first place. However, the sex differ-

ence is small and not statistically significant when other factors are con-
trolled (Table 6-B).

In summary, then, women are more likely to use strategies that will re-
duce the role distance between themselves and their students by increasing the
persun-centeredness of their classrooms. The strategies most often employed
by women are the use of material relevant to the students' personal lives, and
encouraging the students.to d.scuss their own life experiences in the classroom.
Female professors try very hard to make the classroom experience personally
relevant to their students. In contrast, the majority of personal statements
made by male professors referred to themselves. Based on the interview mater-
ial, these statements may have involved discussing their own careers and cre-
dentials rather than making any personal self-revelations. Thus, female pro-
fessors seem to make more attempts to personalize their classrooms.

Differences by tenure. As with the other behaviors we have discussed, we

were concerned that the observed sex differences may be esﬁecially strong for
assistant professors, who by virtue of their non-tenured status may experience
more status insecurity than other professors. Women assistant professors may
be especially likely to utilize personalizing strategies to reduce sex-role
performance anxiety. On the other hand, men assistant professors, because of
their status anxiety, may adopt traditional female strategies in order to "get
the students on their side." As status anxiety disappears, men professors
may drop these strategies from their repertoires.

To test these possibilities, we observed mean differences within the four
groups in Table 6-A by tenure. We also re-estimated the regression equations
in Table 6-B, adding a sex-by-tenure interaction term. We found significant
interaction for three behaviors: personal statements related to students,

personal statements related to self only, and aclknowledgements.
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Women at higher ranks engage in more of these personalizing behaviors than
untenured women and the differences are greater in the maie-dominated depart-
ments. Untenured women in male-dominated departments are significantly less
likely to personalize than their higher ranked counterparts. Male assistants,
on the other hand, are more likely to personalize than their tenured male
colleagues,

These results may be‘explained as the result of status anxiety, although
in a way more complex than we initially thought. Untenured women may feel
more insecure in their roles as professors and may "keep a 1lid on" the extent
to which they personalize in the classroom. Interview material (not reported
elsewhere)‘for example, indicates that female professurs believed they had to
"sit on" certain aspects of their "femininity" to Drove *hemselves ”competent;"
and that those personality constraints were lifted only after tenrure was secured.
Once tenured they stated they felt more able to re-integrate their "personhood,”
to stop being "this asexual creature."-.That is, tenured women freed of intense
status anxiety may simply be more able than non-tenured women to follow their
own personal predilections, including socialized sex-role preferences for
establishing intimate and person-centered climates.

On the other hand, if the interview materials are correct, then the greater
personalizing behavior of the assistant males is probably behavior which empha-
sizes their career accomplishments. Bringing their credentials to class may
be a technique they use to increase their sense of worth, and decrease their
statgs anxiety, albeit that they view it as increasing the human-centeredness
of theif classrooms, Once tenured, they, like their tenured female colleagues,
may feel freer to return to personal and sex-role predilections, thereby re-
ducing the amount of behavior related to attempting to humanize the elassroom.
Some evidence exists in the interviews that male full professors, especially,
are disenchanied with students and teaching, and place priority on investing

themselves instrumentally in their research.



PERSONALIZING AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS

Students were asked to evaluate their professor, the reader will recall,
elong two dimensions  likeability and competency (see Chapter Two). We hypo-
thesized that personalizing behaviors would increase the likeability scores for

rofessors but decrease their competency scores.

Table 6-C presents the correlations between “he composite likeability and

Table 6-C abou here

competency scores and personalizing behaviors for the four categories of pro-
fessors. We found that personalizing has little impact on student evaluations.
For women in male-dominated departments, there are no significant associations.
Whatever personalizing behaviors these women use--o. do not use~—there is no
effect on students' evaluations of their teaching competéncy or their like-
ability.

Use of personal acknowledgements increases competency and likeability
scores for men in male-dominated departments and for women in non-mele-domin-
ated departments. However, men in non-male-dominated departmen:s who frequently
give personal statements about themselves (not relevant to the students'
lives) are judged less competent than those whe eschew that behavior. When
male professors talk about themselves, it may be viewed as "false pride." As
discussed earlier, if the professor shares credentials in order to reduce his
status anxiety, the students may, in fact, sense his sub rosa message--thet
maybe he is not really competent--and evaluate him as he evaluates himself.
Another possible explanation;ié that they view his behavior 2s "time wasting"
or "inappropriate." For exa;ple, those male professors we interviewed who dis-
cussed in class how their non-traditionally structured personal lives (e.g.,

their baby-sitting, cooking, and cleaning activities) reported very negative, -

almost combative, reactions from their students. They felt students believed




"professors should not be androgynous.”
When the correlations with the individual likeability and competency items

are exznined (see Table %-D), there are 1o significént correlations with any

Table 6-D about here

of the evaluation items and the personalizing behaviors of women in male-domin-
ated departments. For women in non-male-dominzted departments, their use of
perscnal acknowledgements has a significant effeet on students' evaluations.

The more women in t. »se departments personally acknowledge students' input (e.g.,
"Thank you," "I appre-.izte your help, Connie"), the more students judge them

as cormunicating well, stimulating, logical in presentation, responsive to
students, non-authoritarian, considerate, one of ihe best teachers ever, as

well as one of best female teachers ever, and a person worth knowing better
informally. |

Acknowledging behavior is a combination of genteel politeness and a recog-
nition of students as individual persons. That is, it is a strategy which in-
corporates two sex-role expectations for females: that they be polite and that
they nurture the individual. It seems ironic that such a simple behavior,
personally ackxnowledging students, shoulé reap such extensive rewards in terms
of students' evaluations.

Men who use personal acknowledgements are not evaluated as strongly across
so many items. ¥or those in male-dominated departments, acknowledgements are
associated with.being Jjudged responsive to students, one of the best teachers
ever, as well as one oi the best male teachers, and a person who the student
would like to know better informally. Males in non-male-dominated departments
who personally acknowledge students are only considered responsive and non-
authoritarian.

It would seem, then, that personal acknowledgements give the male profes-
sor some mileage with the students, but not near fhe marathon consequences it

has for women in non-male-dominated departments.
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Males do, however, get some interesting effects {rom the use of personai
statements in the classroom. Men in mele-domineted departiments who make per-
sonal statements relevant to students' lives are viewed as someone the students
wo1ld like to know better informally, whereas men in non-male-dominated depurt-
~ments who do this are judged ill-prepared, lacking thorough knowledge of sub-
Jject matter, a poor communicator, and not stimulating, i.:., if he talks only about
himself, he 1s only considered ill-prepared for classl Moreover, if men in
male~dominated departiments allow students to make personal statements, they
are judged inconsiderate of students; men in male-dominated departments who
do this are also judged inconsiderate. and non-resnonsive as well.

These findings suggest that men in non-male-dominated departments are
negatively evaluated by their students if they engage in "non-masculine" ster-
eotyped behaviors. Consistent in general with theory and research in the
sociology of gender and with our hypotheses, males are more severely sanctioned
for adopting "sex—inapprppriate" beheviors than women are. This sanctioning
may be especially strong where the sex boundaries are less clear, as would
be the case for men in departments with a high proportion of women. Students
may in fact have different expectations for male professors than for female
professors. Their expectations may be that the male perform his role instru-
mentally, that he "get on with the facts.™ If he fails todo so, he may be
Jjudged "too feminine." Allowing students to share personal information and
sharing information about himself may be viewed as "wasting time" or "covering
up" his lack of knowledge/preparation and sb on. It is quite p?ssible, based
on the interview material, that the professors interested in getting students
to talk about themselves allow their students to "run-on," to use a dispropor-
tionate amount of class time (from the perspective of other students). Students
in men's claéseﬁ may not want to listen to the "opinions" of their peers,

rather, they may want ¢o hear. the "truth" from their professors. That 1s, it
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is quite possible that student lack of respect for other students lowers their
estimation of professors who do respect students as persons with experiences
worthy of class time. Chapter Five presented similar results where men in non-
male~dominated departments who used the female-typed strategy of generating
student participation were judged to be less competent. whatever the explana-
tion, it 1is sadly ironiec that the very male professors who are concerned about
reducing their role distance and who attempt tc do so by personalizing in
the classroom, should elicit any negative evaluations.

To more adequately estimate the impact of these behawviors on student
evaluations, we estimated several regression equations that ineluded these
behaviors and controls for class size, male~domination of the department, and
the proportion of the students who were female. As in similar analyses,
structural varishles had more effect on student evaluations; they were espe-
cially important for men, showing the saﬁe patterns of effects as found in
Chapters Four and Five. Class size decreased both likeability and competehcy
eval:ations; proportion female increased ccmpetency ratings for men, while
male domination decreased likeability ratings.

These results (Table 6-E) also suggests that, in general, these behaviors

Table 6-E about here
have very little impact on student evaluations. A significant effect of acknow-
ledgements on likeability ratings does appear for women. Also, personal state-
ments relevant to students increased the competency ratings of women, while
student personalizations decreased these ratings,

These results suggest that personalizing in the classroom does not greatly
affect student evaluations of women. When it does have an effect (as with
acknowledgements ), it tends to increase evaluations, especially for women.

These behavior patterns, which g{g_typically female in that they tend to be

utilized more often by women, may simply be taken for granted in women--and
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resented, when they do occur, in men. We will discuss this finding more fully
in Chapter Seven in the context of all our findings.

Personalizing as a Conditioning Factor

To exhaustively explore the possible effects these personalizing behaviors
may have on student evaluations, we considered the posisibility that personali-
zing behaviors served as conditioning factors for the effects of good feaching
and authority management. That is, we wished to consider the possibility that
while these behaviors had few direct effects on student evaluations, their
absence may increase the negative impact of authoritarian management techniques
or "poor" teaching (failure to adhere to the good teaching model). To test
this possibility, we created interaction terms between personalizing/acknow-
ledgement and important éood teaching and authority management behaviors and
added them to the equations predicting student evaluations.

For men, when personalizing behaviors are not used, "good teaching" beha-
viors have a stronger effect on student evaluations. That is, in the absence |
of personalization, using "good teaching" behaviors have more impact on student
evaluations. "Poor teaching" (non-adherence to the good teaching model--see
Chapter Four) combines: with little pe:*sonalization brings lower competency and
likeability evaluations upon the male professor. "Good teaching" tempered’
with personalization, imprcves the male professors' evaluations. But for
those who do personalize, good teaching has no imract on student reactions.

For women, the absence of persong;izing behaviors has consequences for
the effect of their authority management behaviors, especially their evaluative
authority (particularly negative feedback), on student evaluations. If they
score high on evaluative authority and do not temper that behavior with per-
gonalizing, their competency and likeability sccres decrease, .especially their
likeability scofes. When a woman personalizes, however, there is no such

effect; that is, her student evaluation sc.res do not vary with her use of

evaluative authority.
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This "conditioning effect of personalizing suggests an important sex differ-
ence in the teaching situation. If men teach poorly, but personalize in the
classroom, their student evaluations wil! not be affected (although few sanc-
tions accrued to either men or women because of "poor" teaching). Women, on
the other hand, may be sanctioned for not personalizing; if they then try to
establish their legitimacy in the classroom in the absence of personalizations,

they will be even more strongly resented.
SUMMARY

These findings demonstrate that men and women professors are quite differ-
ent in their attempts to personalize their classroom atmospheres. Neither sex
showed a greater tendency toward self-revelations in the classroom, though our
interview data suggest that the content of women's revelations may have been
more personal. The greatest sex difference.concerned wanen's attempts to relate
to their students' personal situations. In our interview data, female profes-
sors reported more of these attempts, and our observational data show women
actually meking these attempts. Female professors more often used exémples
relevant to the students' perscnal lives and encouraged students to relate
their own experiences to the class. In essence, female professors seemrad io
focus more on the student as a total person, incorporating student experiences
into classroom presentations, listening to students' problems in their offices,
chatting with students outside the classroom. While these behaviors might
simply make the situation more comfortable for women because of prior sex-role
conditioning, they may serve another pragmatic function. Our analyses indi-
cate that personalizing enables women to establish their zuthority in the class-
room without cgusing student resentment. Hence, personalizing behaviors may

be especially crucial for women professors. Men, on the other hand, may
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suffer by using these methods; men in non-male-dominated departments were seen
as less competent if they did (though they were also liked more). Hence,

these men experience the double-bind we thought would only be true for

women.



Table 6-4

Means end Standard Deviations for Personalizing Behaviors
by Sex and- Male-Domination of Depariment

Ven-~-Male- Women--Male- Ven--Non-Male-  Vomen~-Non-Male-
Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept, Dominated Dept. Dominated Dept,

Yeen 8.5,  Mean ' S0, Mean S.D, lean  8.D,

- Professor Personalizations

010 .0 025,090 023 0% 02 047

Professor Personalizations
Related to Self (nly 000 012 Q13,053 020,05 Q17 0%

Professor Personalizations
Relevant to Students Only 005,018 012 038 003,017 009,025
Professor Acknowledging Students 007000 QL4024 020,029 019,017
Empathy with Students 002,010 000,001 002,004 . .001 002
Student Personalizations 000,001 019 103 001,004 004,014
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Table 6-B ‘

Regreslons Predleting Pevsonelizlng Behaviors

Profeggor

Professor
Bupathy Profegaor Personalizations Personalizations  Student
#i Acknow- Pergonal- Related to Related to Pergonal-
Students ledgenents lzatlona Self Only Students Only 1zations
b Beta b Beta b Bela b Beta biBla b Bt
Sex of Professor -0 (-08) 3 (06 (a2l L0 ( .0%) 0 (.23 07 ( e
Nale-Dondnated Departzent, Q00 .005) o009 (-2 008 (-0%) .00 (- 138 002 (.0%0) 007 ( .0%)
Rank of Professor Iy o (-.08) v (.06m) oo (m) .03 7)o 008 (.17
Clasg Slze 0L (-00) o (-086) o (68 op(oh o0 { 3) 001 ( ,013)
. Course Level 00 (AR (0 (09 o (.0) () 002 (.000)
cammnt om3 .021 '.028 ‘uwb ‘-022 '0016
. R 09 .06 04) 03 0% 084
&
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Table 6-C

Jero-Order Coreelations Between Student Evaluation Scales
and Personalizing Behaviors by Sex and
Male-Domination of Department

Yen--Male- Homen--~Male- Men--Non-Male Women--Hon-Male
Dominated Dept.  Dominated Dept. Doninated Dept.  Dominated Dept,

Oomp,  Like, Comp, Like, Oomp, Like, Comp, Like,

Acknowledgements LOF 2 -0 166 J01 .07 LTTE 353
Empathy with Students 050,057 057 076 -0 -.0%9 037 -.040
Personalizations | 019 1% -,004 .05 - 286% =, 244 185 200
Self Pergonalizations =043 030 -0 .08 -9 -.178 089,11
Personalizations Related o .
. Students Only : A5 127 011,048 -, 292% -, 249 VIV
Student Personalizations , =090 -.07 =049 .0%0 -.088 -,120 Jd13 0,182

¥Goeff'icients significant at .05 level,
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Table 6D

|

Zero-Order Correlation Between Personalizing Behaviors and Student Evaluation Itens
by Sex and Male-Donination of Departwent

Men In Yle-Dom, Depts
Acknowledgenents
Fupathy
Personalizations

Self' Personallzations

Gopetncy Tams
i
Teacher  Teacher One of  Teucher  DBost Teacher
Hes Conmun- Teacher Best  Presente- Male/Fem Respon-

Ig Stime Tenchers tlons are Teacher sive to
ulating ab Undv, lLoglesl Have Hed  Studeiits

Teacher Thorough cates
Prepared Knowledge ¥ell

Teacher

Likesbility Itens

Hant Teucher

Coneider- to'Know  Too

ate of

Teacher

Author-

Students  Informslly terian

-.061 J3T 1 5 g .08 L2 200
-0 -0 0 0 0% 11 S i Y 3

KUY, 00 0m 09 OB 000 08 L
-1% 66 -08 -09% 00 09 007 0%

Personalizations Related to Students Only 213, 063 .42 .10 086 A8 109 186

Student, Personalizations

Wouen in Male-Don, Depis,

Acknowledgenents
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Pergonalizations
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Personalizations Related to Students Only 025 160
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Personulizations Related to Students Only -.256%  -.194
Student Personalizations
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Personalizttions

Self Personalizations
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-0% 05«06 097 006 .28 .08 19
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Table 6-F

Regressiong Predieting Student Evaluatlong
with Personalizing Behaviors
by Sex of Professor

Ven lomen
Competency Likeability Competency Likeability
Clags Size 129 (-IUN A3 (- 040 (<185 -.316 (-.167)
Ackmowledgenents 8.635 (05) 10202 ( .092) 18,093 ( .009) 16,890 ( .236)¥
Proportion Fenale 003 (293¢ -.002(-1%) 006 ( .0%8)  -.0001(-.003)
Male Donination 22 (.023) -9 (<2080 480 ( L06)  -120 (-.04)
Constant 12,809 6.555 1256 5.%5
R 178 108 048 0%
Class Size 12,607 (- BT) - 477 (=206 1192 (2% 402 (-.28)
‘Peraonalizations -2565 (-.091)  -L.613(-.029) 20607 ( .00 6,090 ( .300)
Student Persona)izations -13.929 (-.102)  -9.046 (-,098) 20,518 (~.378p  -4.422 (=.200)
Pri portion Female 003 ( (189}  -.002 (-.2%)  -.006 (-.040) 001 ( ,022)
Male Doxfnation =006 (-.009)  -L.128 (-.2500 7L | 1 ) -.082 (-.0%0)
Constant 12,367 6,162 12,159 5,090
R 187 111 079 070
Class Size 12T (<3860 - ATL (- 213 <1063 (=200 =378 (-.200)¢
Self Personalizetions 403 (<044)  -3.050 (-.049) 13T 10) 4.9 ( 134)
Student Personslizations A3 (00) 8862 (-.0%)  -8.975 (~.165)  -1.3EL (-.08)
Proportion Female 003 (. 188)  -.002 (-.159) 001 ( ,061) 002 ( -.0%)
~ Male Domfnation -009 (-.08) 1159 (-7 087 (.0%) 200 (-.0%%)
Constant 12,341 -6,137 12,387 5,156
R 108 113 049 W
(lass Size 126 (- B3 <462 (<2000 <985 (- 199 -.368 (105
Bnpathy 235 (.0006) 8323 (.00) 6052 (.0%0) 9,22 (-.012)
Proportion Femele 003 (19 -,001 (-.151) 001 (,060) 002  ,046)
Male Donination 006 (.009) 100 (-.2350 506 ( .068)  -.132 (-.0u8)
Constant 12,605 6.331 12,437 5,13
R 17 102 039 046
(lass Size -1,269 (-.4000% 497 (-.2250% 1,188 (- 233) -.408 (-.216)¢
Personalizations Related to Students 3561 ( .019) 3L (.0%)  3.933( .30  L.0s0( .2%5) 2;
Student Personalizations 14,260 ( J104) 9,169 (-.099) LS5 (-.287)¢ 2789 (-.136)
Proportion Fenale 2 (195 - L (- 151) -0 (-.027) 009 ( .016)
' Vale Domination 07 (-.003)  “LIOL (- 2440k -.504 (-.068) 151 (-.055)
12,416 6,194 1,88 5,021
187 112 084 069
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Not only must they perform two seemingly connradicfory pehaviors at the same
time (demonstrating competency, underplaying authority), but one type of beha-
vior may actually interfere with the other. Consequently, women who success-
fully underplay their authority may be judged as non-legitimate, incompetent
holders of their positien.

In sum, wome: may experience a chain of doutrle-binds. First, since they
are likely to be responded to in terms of their lesser status, female, they
will not be viewed as legitimate holders of the position university professor.
To be viewed as legitimate may require them to adopt "masculine” sex-typed
styles of interaction, which in turm may lead to recentuent and punishment
(ef. Kanter, 1977}, . To attenuate those interactions, they may have to increase
their "feminihe” sex-typed behaviors. However, by doing so, they may be Judged
incompetent, and once again, not legitimate in the role of university professor.

Men professors, on the othef hand, should not experience these conflicts
since the status, professor, is consistent with the status, male. Rather,
they may experience a different kind of difficulty, that of overcoming the
role distance between themselves and students., Thus, we would expect them
to act their role differently than women.

Specific hypotheses. Based on these considerations, we expected certain

behaviors to be typical of female professors. First, we expected women to
anticipate and avoid possible student resentment by "feminizing" théir teach-
ing approach. We expected women professors to reduce their appearance of
authority in the classroom (by giving subject matter authority to their stu-
dents) and t° personalize their classroom interactions (by creating elassroom
environments that are werm, caring, human). Second, we expected women to
refrain from using harsh control techniques.

Further, we expected women prcfessors to simultaneously act to assert

“their legitimacy in the classroom. We expected them to demcnsirate competency
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by adhering somewhat more to the good teaching model (particularly by involving
students in the classroom) and by more often asserting their evaluative author-
ity (making judgments about the correctness of student responses.

Originallx, we thought women would sdopt these strategies primariiy be-
cause of students' influence, namely, that students would strongly sanction
(resent) women who did not adopt these strategies. We measured student reac-
tions along two dimensions--competency and likeability ratings--and expected
students (1) to like women who underplayed their authority but to view them
as less competent, and (2) to judge &s competent those women who asserted
their legitimacy. We also hypothesized students would like women who asserted
their legitimacy in ways that involved interacting with students (especially

through use of the participatory teaching model).
IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS

Because we have taken a broad theoretical approach to our topie, our
findings have relevance for broader theoretical issues as well as for the more
specific setting we have studied. First, they speak to the general issue of
gender differences in our society. We have found differences between adult
men and women--in attitudes, perceptions, and behavior--that are quite clearly
related to prior gender socialization. Second, we have perhaps identified a
mechanism that perpetuates these differences beyond childhood--role conflict/
status inconsistency, and the reactions of significant others. That is, many
vactors play a part in this perpetuating gender differences--prior socializa-
tion, current roles and their requirements, reactions of others, the interplay
of all three. Our argument is, essentially, that wamen's typical attempts to
manage role and status incongruities may, in fact, perpetuate traditional sex
roles. Our data permit us to make some statement about the most influential

source of the conflict for women: %o what extent are traditional role beha-
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viors really insisted upon by those around them, and to what exent do women
choose to act in traditional ways? In all likelihood both factors operate,
but our data permit us to weigh their relative strength.

Finally, these findings also contribute to our general understanding of
higher education, especially of classroom dynamies. Little prior work has
been done in this area, especiglly of the magnitude attempted here. Our
findings speak to the issue with which we began this report--that of women's
success chances in such male-dominated institutions. Since adequate teaching
is at least a minimal requirement for tenure, sex-related behaviors that lower
evaluations may be counter-productive for women. To the extent that women
must manage anxiety-producing cross-pressures that men do not encounter, their
chances for success in such institutions may be severely mitigated. It is to
these issues that we now turn.

Sex Differences in Teaching Styles

We found fairly clear and consistent sex differences in three kinds of
teaching behaviors: those involving (1) good teaching, (2) authority manage-

ment; and (3) personalizing in the classroom. In all three areas, women dif-

fared from men in ways consistent with our hypothesés, although the two sexes

were more similar in some ways than we had originally expected.

GCood teaching. This similarity was most apparent in good teaching beha-
viors. Here we found equal levels of comm”tment to teaching in general, and
we also found similarities in specific teaching behaviors. Both sexes were
likely to structure their presentations and to spend the majority of classroom
time presenting lecture material with a fair amount of time given to student
participation. Our interviews, however, reveal d a sex difference in attitudes
toward students *hat was also evident in the observational data; women pro-
fessors werse more likely to relate to students as full partners in the learning

process. They more often believed that student participation was an essential

Fim
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element of the learning process, and, consequently, they involved students
quite extensively in classroom interaction. Men professors, on the other hand,
more often believed they were the primary (only) source of learning In the
classroom, and that although students' participation fulfilled a motivational
function, their participation was not substantively important. As a result,
male professors actually used the participatory teaching model much xore
sparingly than female professors. Their interaction with students tended to
be minimal; students were asked for the "correct" answer, asked if they had
"any questions," and their questions were answered. Male professors were less
likely than women to go beyond these steps to involve students in the learning
process. Women professors, on the other hand, provided students with a broader
range of learning exﬁeriences through their classroom partieipation.

Authority management. Women involved students in the learning process
\

at yet another level; they distributed the "subject matter" authority role to
the students--measured by the amount of classroom Eigg students participated
and the assertiveness (indepdendence) of student contributions. This tendency
among women professors may have two sources. First, our interview material
indicated that women were more affectively tied to their students and were
more concerned that their students achieve intellectual independence. Second,
women professors may choose to avoid potential student resentment by distri-
buting some of their authority to them. Women professors do not, however,
"capitulate" to students, simply relinquishing all classroam authority. While
they are yielding "subject-matter" authority, they are also asserting their
"evaluative authority"--their right to judge the correctness or incorrectness
of student input. Hence, women professors are simultaneously inecre-sing and
decreasing their appearance of authority in the classroom in their interactions
with students. Both interview and observational data show, however, that women

are quite hesitant to use harsh, direct, confrontive means of establishing

208



174
their authority. Instead, they use much less confrontational and less direct

methods to handle challenges to their authority.

Personalizing in the classroom. Women professors went further then merely

refraining from harsh control techniques to establish a warm classroom atmo-
sphere. They made more positive attempts to relate to their students in a per-
sonal way. Our interview data suggest that they talked more about personal
lives and problems with students--both inside and outside the classroom. When
men talked about themselves they tended to discuss their careers and creden- .
tials rather than more personal topies. Also, male professors more often
avoided counselling students about their personal problems,

The observational data also show women's tendency for morgjpersonalizing
in the classroom. More classroom time y§§“spent sharing personal experiences,
especially those of the students, and wamen professors engaged in more beha-
viors showing concern and respect for students, such as personally and politely
acknowledging student contributions.

In sum, these findings are consistent with our original hypofheses and
with known gender differences in society generally. Women professors seemed

to take a more person-oriented, student-centered approach to teaching. They

' were more concerned with the emotional atmosphere in the classroom, with stu-

dents as total persons, and with involving students extensively in the learning
process. Their orientation was more expressive and less instrumental than

the men's. This difference in orientation was clearly evident in both the
interview and observational data. This is not %o imply thai the women

were not concerned with the instrumental aspects_of their role--adequately
conveying the material)they were. And they used the same strategies as the
males to structure their presentations, to correct student mistakes, and to
check student understanding. In some cases they were actually more likely to

do so, perhaps partially in an attempt to establish their competency. What

2{)7-
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these women were doing was adding person-oriented expressive behaviors to
their teaching repertoifé.

These characteristic teaching strategies of women seem to arise from the
role conflict they experience. Many women professors, especially assistants,
expressed concern with "hiding" their femininity lest they be viewed "weak"
or "incompetent." At the same time, they felt very concerned with students as
total persons and wanted to relate to them as such. Heﬁce, we see women using
some strategies that increase their appearance of authority and others that
decrease their appearance of authority.

 Women professors, probably ﬁaitly due to prior socialization, and partly
due to perceived role pressures and demands of students to conform to more
traditional sex~typed behavior, may feel coﬁpelled to adopt an expressive ap-
proach to teaching. However, they may also perceive that they will be Jjudged
incompetent if they do so. Conmsequently, sz great deal of role conflict and
status arxiety is generated. Their resolution is to add onto their teaching
those behaviors which both establish their authority and "humanize" it.

Is this strategy "successful"? Young women professors who use it (and
young men professors, to some extent) continue to experience a great deal of
conflict. Higher ranked women professors feel less conflict, but they have
largely given up the "student-centered" approach to teaching. They now take
a more instrumental approach.

Another measure of "success" is the extent to which students are favor-
ably impressed. Student reactions are, according to the interviews, an impor-
tant source of an untenured woman professor's sense of worth and competence,
and they are, after all, somewhat influential in determining the woman's
success chances in the university. It is to this issue that we now turn.

Student Evaluation and Teachirg

p=%

Originally, we thought these teaching strategies would have quite strong

effects on student evaluations, especially for women. We expected students to
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"1:x#x " professors who reduced their appearance of authority, personalized, and
adhered to the good teaching model, and dislike professors who used harsh con-
trol techniques. We also expected some of these strategies--adherence to the
good teaching model and authority assertion--to in?rease students' assessments
of their professors' competency, while others-—reaﬁction of authority and
personalizing--might lower competenéy assessments. .

Effects were actually quite weak and scattered, but did lend some support
to these expectations. The evaluation of men and women were affected quite
differently by these behaviors, so they are discussed separately by sex. Stu~-
dents liked women who used the participatory teaching model, especi;lly when
they gave subject—matter authority to the students. Students also liked women
who acknowledged student contributions and refrained from using harsh control
techniques. Hence, women were reinforced by students for using'”female-fyﬁéd"
teaching strategies. Few behaviors affected students' views of women's com-
bPetency, however. Women who gave partial positive feedback were seen as more
competent, but other authority legitiﬁizing and good teaching behaviors did
not have the expected effect of increasing women's competency ratings. How-
ever, women who.encouraged student participation were seen as less competent.
Hence, women ggféxperience a double-~bind; they are liked better if they under4’“w
play their authority, yet they are seen as being less competent for doing so.
Women are also resented when they assert their authority unless they "cool
out" the students by personalizing their classroom interactions; further, they
are liked less and labelled "too authoritarian" when they do so.

Téacﬁihg behaviors have quite different effects for men. In the first
place, they have much less impact on their students' reactions; men's evalua-
tions are more strongly affected ty structural features (e.g., class size,

proportion of female students) than are women's This finding direectly contra-

dicts previous research (Wikler, 1978) which'suggests that student reactions
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to women are more strongly affected by structural features such as class size.
Men are likely to be judged competent and likeable regardless of what they
do. Students apparently have strong preconceived notions that they eall upon
in meking their evaluations that actual classroom behaviors do not alter. Some
tendency did appear for men who acknowledged students or otherwise interacted
with them to be judged more gegpetent and more likeable. However, a stronger
tendency appeared for men in non-maie-dominated departments to be Judged lg§§
competent if they adopted "female-typed" behaviors. The more studenf partici-
pation these men elicite, and the more they personalized in the classroom,
the less competent they were judged (though they were actually liked more).
Thus, ironically, men in non-male-dominated departments seem to experi-
ence the double~bind we hypothesized for women. Students may resent men who
pehave in female~typed ways in female-typed disciplines; Our interview mater-
ial suggests that this might be so; several male professors complained that
students expected them to behave in "macho" ways. However, men seem to "give
up" these behaviors that students "resent" (evidenced by competency ratings
and the interview material) long before women. Associate and full ranked
males were less 1ike1§ to elicit student participation and to personalize.
Women, however, persisted in these strategies until they were full professors.
Consequently, women professors experience the role strain endemic in this
double-bind for a much longer portion of their careers. 1In this sense, and
because student responses are more salient to the self-image of the woman
professor, then, women have a disadvantage in managing their caréers.

The Importance of Student Evaluations

We should not overstate the importance of student reactions as possible
checks on professors' teaching styles. At least as measured by student eval-
ulations, students seem indifferent to the various strategies. The number of

significant correlations we obtained, though interesting in their vatterns,
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could have easily been obtained by chance, given the large number wevorigin-
ally estimated. These fipdings suggest that students are not neariy as sen-
sitive to sex-typed teaching behaviors as our interview respondents tended to
think they arej It seems that professors have greater flexibility in the
classroom than they realize. Perhaps sex-typed behaviors arise more from
prior socialization than from present situational constraints. These results
suggest that this might be so. At any rate, these teach’'ng styles do not
seem to be strong determinants of student evaluations. In general, women are
perceived to be as competent as men, regardless of their teaching strategies.
One could agree, of course, that women should be seen as more competent, given
their greater use of experiential and expressive modes of teaching. However,
as Thorne (1979) argues, women may be seen as competent when they have legiti-
mate "proof" (such as a Ph.D.) of their competency.

Lest the foregoing in any way suggest that the male teaching-style is the
preferable one and that women should feel free to adopt it, we must say that
the opposite conclusion is equally valid. Women, and men, too, may choose to
implement female teaching styles--with greater emphasis on the nurturing of
student intellectual independence and the creation of classroom environments
which are humane. The teaching style selected apparently will not have a major
impact on students' evaluations. Another way of stating this is.tﬁaf although
students, by and large, evaluate male and female professors highly, regardless
of their teaching styles, women may want to choose to continue teaching as
they do, and even to "educate" the male professors to their style. The impact
of this may go well beyond the integration of divergent role expectations for
the individual. It may have an impact on climate of the university by creating
classrooms that are normatively humane, open, and student-centered.

Some methodological problems exist in this study that may have artifi-
cially attenuated the correlations between teaching4behaviors'and studént

evaluations. First, the distribution of both types of variables are so badly
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swewed, the linearity assumptions required for Pearson correlations and re-
gression may not be met in these data. If so0, these coefficients would be
small even if the actual relationship were strong. However, we attempted
(unreported) alternative approaches that did not involve linearity assump-
tions, and the relationships remained weak.

A second difficulty involves our measure of teaching behaviors.‘ Since
we do not have repeated observations, we may not have adequately represented
normal classroom behaviors in all cases. If S0, more reliable measures of
teaching styles might be more sirongly related to student evaluations. Future
research must explore this and other possibilities, the topic to which we now
turn. |

Implications for Future Research

Our findings have several implications for future research. First, they
demonstrate the viability of symbolie interaction role theory as a framework
for studying gender differences. Many Processes identified by this theory--
role strain, sanctioning by others, role negotiating--are helpful in under-
standing how the experiences of men and women differ. - It has been argued in
the past that role theory is conservative and diminishes the impact of gender.

Our study indicates that this is not necessarily so. Further, this approach

may eventually link gender research into the main body of social psychology--

a goal some feminists hope to attain. ‘

These results also demonstrate the tremendous advantage of a triangulated
approach to research. We were constantly struck by the extent to which the
findings from our two methodologies informed and complemented one another.

Our interview data provided depth and understandiné to the interpretations we
could give to all of our findirgs; our observational data, in turn, provided
hard evidence about actual behaviors and other trends our respondents talked

about in the interviews. Using both approaches provided us with insights and
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knowledge that either alone could not.

We suggest fuﬁure studies might improve upon or expand the design of the
present study. One might conduct a similar study with repeated observations
using fewer (only the important) variables. To generalize to college teaching
in general, informat%gn mist also be gathered at smaller universities and
liberal arts colleges in regions other than the Midwest.. Patterns may differ
in situations where attitudes toward women are more or less traditional than
in the setting we studied.

Looking across institutions would also enable us to include more unusual
women--specifically women who are full professors and/or teach in male-domin-
ated departments. We know relatively little about these women because there
were so few in this university.

We slso suggest that different types of student reactions be measured.

In particular, we might be interested in knowing if teaching style differencés
affect what sthents learn--or if they affect student perceptions of what

they learn. Prior research, however, suggests that teaching styleé have
little to do with teacher effectiveness or how much students actually learn
(Getzelsiand Guba, 1954; Meyers and Rowan, 1975). v

In addition to these issues, there are se&eral serendipitous findings
that should be explored further. Men in non-male-dominated departments unex-
vectedly experienced th? double~bind we thought would only be true for women.
What, exactly, is happening to these men? Also, both men and women divested
themselves of the importance of teaching as they increased in rank. What is
it about the university structure which leads to this?

In sum, this study provides important insighég into the situations of
male and female professors in the university setting. Our findings that women

experience somewhat more strain in coping with their situation might be applied

~ »
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to gender differences in other situations. Hopefully, these. findings will
prove helpful in easing the burden of both women ggg_men'as they attempt to
manage the strain, if only by defining it as a group problem with structural
sources. For, to paraﬁhrase C. Wright Mills, only by recognizing that "per-

sonal problems" are "social issues" can viable solutions be found.
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The Ohio State University Department of Sociology
300 Administration Building
. 190 Nbrth Oval Mall
Columbus, Ohio 43210
' Phone 614 422-6681

November 18, 1978

Dear Colleague,

We'd like to enlist your cooperation in a study of teaching styles.
The study is only descriptive--not evaluative. The information we will
gather is non-judgmental, nor will your name or information about your
teaching style be made available, even in an indirect manner, to admini-
strators, chairpersons or other university personnel. Through grants from
the Graduate School and the National Institute of Education, we will be
desceribing the teaching styles of male and female professors and students'
responses to those styles.

You have been selected through random sampling procedures and we seek
your cooperation in two matters. First, we ask you to permit a trained
obsurver to code you teaching once only during the winter quarter. The
coder will sit in the back of the room and will write the code number
that describes what you are doing. If you are lecturing, the coder will
write down the code number for "lecturing"; if you are asking a question,
the coder will write down the number for that activity. The coder will
only record what you are doing, not evaluate it. " As a second part of the
study, we would administer, at your convenience, a 5-10 minute questionnaire
to your class at the end of the quarter (see enclosure).

Throughout the study, your confidentiality will be protected. All
data on teaching styles will be aggregated for statistical analysis and
no particular individual will be identifiable.

So that we may proceed with the study, we ask you to 51gn and mail
the enclosed consent form. At the beginning of the winter quarter, we,
will contact you to set up a date when it would be most convenient for you
to have a coder in your classroom. '

If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Anne Macke (422-1354) or
Dr. Laurel.Walum (422-6111) in the Sociology Department.

Thank you.

’ Qe Ao B Mach

Anne Statham Macke
Assistant Professor

Laurel Richardson Walum
.Professor
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Student Questionnaire

1. Major: A) Social Sciences D) Other
B) Natural Sciences E) Undecided
C) Humanities and Arts

D) 2.0-2.4
3) Below 2.0

w
S
[\CAVN R W]

\n
ey

D

OO

3. Grade expected in this course: 4) A B) B C) ¢ D) D E) E

4. This course is: A) only a BER'requirement foT me B) required for my major
C) part of my major but not Tequired D) an elective

5. Sex: A) TFemale B) Male
6. A4bout how many college courses have you had where the major instructors
Were women? A) none- D) 50% to 80%
B) 25% or less E) practically all

C) 25% to 50%

7. 4bout how many college courses have you had wheTe the teaching assistants
instructing were women?
A) none D) 50% to 80%
B) 25% or less E) practically all
C) 25% to 50%

8. S8Sex of Instructor: A) Female B) Male

FoT each of the following statements blacken the letter which best expresses your

opinion on each of the following items:
A B c D E
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

9. The instructor was well prepared for class.
10. The instructor had a thorough knowledge of the Subject. |
11. The instructor communicated the subject matter Well,
12. The instructor stimulated interest in the course gypject.
13. The instructor is one of the best teachers I haVe imown at this university.
14. The instructor presented the material in a logical manner.
15. This instructor was responsive to student input.
16. Sometimes, this instructor seems to be too authoritarian.
17. This iﬁstructor was generally very considerate Oof gtudents.
18. 1If given the opportunity, I would like to know thigs instructor more informally.
19. Compared to most other female/male instructors, this one is among the best.
20. In general, I wéﬁld rather be taught by male thal female instructors.




tode # 18¢
Sex

Department
. Rank
Sex-Typed Teaching Styles Years of Teaching

I am interested in how females and males experience the teaching role in uni-
versities. I will be asking some general questions about your attitudes toward
teaching and about your experiences with students in classrooms and in your
office. I am particularly interested in the special insights and experiences

you have had because you are a female (male). Although many of these questions
are structured, please feel free to add areas and ideas which I may not be

covering.
Attitudes
1. As you know, teaching is but one aspect of the professorial role. How

would you characterize your present attitude towards teaching? (e.g., a
chore, neutral, pleasurable, ete. ) !

2. Has your attitude toward teaching changed over the years you have been
teaching? Become less/more Pleasurable?

2a. Source of change? (Probe: tenure, disenchantment, kinds of students,
kinds of courses, lack of rewards, other interests, etec.) .

3. How important is it to you personally at this time in your csreer to do
an excellent job of teaching?

4. Has the Importance of being excellent changed over the years. !ore/less?

4a. Sources of change? (Probe: other interests- tenure; no rewards;
subject matter)




2. About how gk Time Qo you spend a weex talking about your teaching? Uhat 187
sorts of tpings do youy talk about? (stydent natured)

6. Do you think yoU aye about as good as, bettel than, or less Food a teacher

than your cr08g-Seyx colleagues at your rank?

7. Do you think JoUR gross-Sex colleagues gre gccurately evaluating your
. teaching ability? Y ing y

7a. To what ex#@nt do you think they attribute your teaching ability to

your seX, FOur parsonality, your suybject matter competence?

8. Uhen you have a tegghing problem, how do you Work it out? (Probe: Do you
seek help frem ¢o) gagues? Same-Sex?)

9. Are there any ot factors in your department that effect your teaching
satisfaction ang Qoppetence specifically because of your sex? (Probe: mo
same sex colledgU®y. competition amongst same Sex/ being put down, etc.)

Classroon

10. About how much tiBe do you spend preparing for a class period?

Q .
EMC RN ISRV UL SUE S-S SN R P ESE

- ——— e A e
IToxt Provided by ERI



ii. Do you think you spend about as much time/less time than Your cross-sex 18
colleagues at your rank? '

12. How would you characterize your teaching style? (Open, informal, formel,
discursive, experiential)

13. VYould you give me an example of a particular classroom experience that you
felt especially good about?

14. Vould you give me an example of a particular classroom experience that you
felt especially bad about?

15. Some professors report having management problems--e.g., students talking
during lectures, reading newspapers, etc. Have you had these? How do

you handle them?

1€. Some professors report that students will challenge their competeney and
nowledge. Have you experienced that? How do you handle it?

17. Some professors report students will ask personal questions about them in
the classroom? Have you experienced that? How do you handle it?

‘;::;;:'_.._;,;f’_;“;_: T S
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* 18. Some professors report that students will make snide comments about them in 189
the classroom. Have you experienced that? (Ixample?) How do you handle it?

19. Are there other. things that go on in your classroom that you think are attri-
.butable to the fact that you are a woman (man)? (Probe: Girls showing
legs: students interrupting female speeker, etc.)

Student Evaluations

20. Do you think your students' evaluations fairly accurately reflect your
competence as 2 teacher? S a

21. Do you ever get comments on your teaching evaluation forms which are not
related to your competence as a teacher? (Probe: About your politics?
Ideology? Personality? Clotning? ILooks? etec.)

Qffice

22. Part of the teaching role, of course, involves seeine students outside of
class in our offices. Currently, do You have a lot of studen*s/ a fevw/
come to your office?

23. Have the numbers of students increased/decreased/remained about the same
over the years you have been teaching?

23a. If changed, why do you suppose that is? (Probe: Prof. less open,
students less interested, teaching diff. things, ete.)




Do you think more students come to your office than your cross-sex 190

. 24_
colleagues'? |
25. Do mostly male students or female students come or about half/half?
(ES)
26. Vhat approach have male students used when they want a grade changed?
(ESO)
27. Vhat approach have female students used when they want a grade changed?
i
28. Do male students come to discuss things other than course work? If other
things, how do you handle it?
29. Do female students come to discuss things other than course work? = Such as?
How do you handle it?
General
30. Are there other areas about your teaching that we haven't discussed that

seem especially relevant? |

LO
V)
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31. Do you finé vou become friends with your students?

32. Do you find vourself in 'role-conflict-- role ¢ women/role of »rofessor?

33. Do students exvect you to be a role model?

Q » 2 ‘:‘) Q
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