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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
With a graduation ceremony and an acceptance letter a
student can become a graduate teaching assistant.
Overnight, the new teacher has extra responsibilities
including not only knowing their new subject matter, but
being able to communicate it effectively (Worthen, 1992) .
Furthermore, in many cases, the teaching assistant has been
""thrown into the classroom without even the limited
experience of student teaching" (Connelly, 1982, p.3).
Along with this new position comes a new set of
expectations.

One new expectation a teaching assistant

might face is an appropriate wardrobe. On a limited budget,
this expectation can often be hard to fulfill, yet, proper
clothing may be one of the most important expectations of a
new teaching assistant due to the many effects an
instructor's clothing can have in the college classroom.
Research has shown that clothing impacts credibility
(Bassett, 1979) , social status (Giles & Chavesse, 1975), job
satisfaction and career advancement (Gorden, Tengler, &
Infante, 1982), impression formation (Hamid, 1968),
impressions of sociability (Johnson, Nagasawa & Peters,
1977), and student misbehavior (Roach, 1997).
Understanding the effects of clothing on student's
1

perceptions of homophily and student-evaluations can be
highly beneficial to the teaching assistant.

Homophily is

defined by Rogers and Bhowmik (1971) as the degree of
perceived similarity between individuals with regard to
certain attributes such as beliefs, values and actions.

It

can be beneficial to the student-teaching assistant
relationship because of its link to liking (Byrne, 1961),
motivation (Kay, 1995), and communication effectiveness
(Fulcher & Anderson, 1974) . Teaching assistants could
further benefit from knowledge of clothing's influence on
student evaluations.

Research in education has found that

there are many biases in students' ratings of instruction.
Wachtel (1998) has reported that certain traits held by the
teacher, the student, and the course are considered when the
evaluation instrument is completed. .As institutions
continue to rely more heavily on student assessment
instruments, student evaluations are becoming more
important.

Both instructors and teaching assistants find

themselves wanting positive evaluations as an indicator of
the educational process working.
This study places importance on student's perceptions
in order to quantitatively explore the effects of teaching
assistant clothing on students' perceptions of homophily and
on students' summative evaluations of teaching assistants.
The purpose of this research is three-fold.

First, it

narrows the mass research on clothing to specifically
teaching assistant fashion, an area not heavily researched.
Second, it combines the varied research on clothing,
homophily and student evaluations to determine the effect of
clothing on perceptions of homophily and student
evaluations. Third, the study will seek to determine if
student gender has an effect on perceptions of homophily
with a male teaching assistant.
The first concept this study explores is teaching
assistant clothing as a form of artifactual communication.
Artifactual coimnunication is defined by Leathers (1997) as
""those things that humans can wear on their body, do to
their bodies, or use as an extension of their bodies for
purposes of exercising conscious control over their personal
appearance" (p. 149). Although a plethora of articles have
been written on clothing as a sub-field of artifactual
communication, there is a gap in the literature where
teaching assistant fashion is concerned.

This study

specifically focuses on teaching assistants because of their
simultaneous role as a student and teacher.

The second

concept introduced is homophily with regard to studentteacher relations.

More specifically, this study seeks to

determine if student-teacher homophily can be established
with various kinds of clothing.

The final concept covered

is students' ratings of instruction.

First introduced in

1915 (Wachtel, 1915), student evaluations are used
frequently in today's college classroom and studying
students' basis for evaluations is valuable to educators.
Based upon the stated purposes, the context of this
research is instructional communication.

The study seeks to

improve the relationship between teaching assistants and
higher education students through the use of artifactual
communication.

Furthermore, the level of communication

being explored is group communication because of the study's
focus on classroom communication between students and
teachers.

Beginning with a look at the current literature

on clothing, homophily, and evaluations, this study will
attempt to define the relationship between fashion,
homophily, and student evaluations.

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

Clothing, homophily, and student evaluations have been
separately explored in numerous disciplines.

In the

following section, the research will focus on the roles of
instructor's clothing in both the public schools and
institutions of higher education and will look at clothing's
effect on teacher extroversion, sociability,
approachability, competence, credibility, and student's
classroom misbehavior.

Furthermore, homophily research in

this study will focus on subjective homophily and its
effects on students' perceptions of their instructors.
Finally, the use of student evaluations, the implications
and variables that effect evaluations in the college
classroom will be explored.
Before looking at the literature, it is important to
develop a theoretical background for the study.

The

proposed relationship between clothing and homophily will be
partially based upon the Nonverbal Expectancy Violation
Model, developed by Judee Burgoon.

According to the theory,

each person has expectations about the behavior of others
based upon social and cultural norms and past encounters
with the person (Littlejohn, 1996).

When a nonverbal

violation occurs, one becomes aware of the violation and
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aroused to it.

This arousal can be positive or negative.

It might make one more or less comfortable, be used to
express liking or disliking, and can therefore be viewed as
a good welcomed violation or as a bad unwelcomed violation.
Based upon their own educational experiences, students
have nonverbal expectations about their teaching assistants'
clothing.

When teaching assistants violate those clothing

expectations, students are likely to pay more attention to
their teaching assistants' attire.

For example, if a

teaching assistant is close to his/her students in age,
students would expect the teaching assistant to dress in
clothing defined by that age group as fashionable.

If the

teaching assistant does not, a violation has occurred and
the student will pay attention to the clothing violation.
That violation could also cause perceived dissimilarity and
thus hinder a perception of homophily.

The following

sections will address both clothing and homophily and will
conclude with the review of a third variable, student
evaluations.

Clothing
Clothing is a part of everyday life.

Beyond just

covering one's body, clothing has a communicative function.
According to Johnson, Nagasawa, and Peters (1977), clothing
serves as a nonverbal communicator much like gestures or

words.

Along with serving as a tool of expression, Gordon,

Tengler and Infante (1982) identified five important roles
of clothing.

These roles include the perpetuation of

tradition in religious ceremony, self-beautification,
fostering cultural values regarding sexual identity and
practice, differentiating authority and roles, and the
display of and acquisition of status. First, clothing is
utilized heavily in religious ceremony.

The priest and the

pulpit have set attire defined as proper or improper in the
church.

For example, leaders of the church including

priests, nuns, and choir members are identified by the
clothing they wear.

Secondly, in our culture, clothing is

used by individuals to make themselves feel more attractive.
Especially women in our culture choose clothing that hides
unattractive parts of their body or clothing that
accentuates a positive side of their physique.

Moreover,

many cultures define what is proper attire for each sex.

In

many cases, people decide the sex of an individual they do
not know based upon their choice of clothing.

Next,

perceptions are formed about an individual's authority role
based upon her/his attire.

For example, a police officer in

uniform is readily given more authority than an officer in
street clothes.

Finally, the rarity or price of one's

clothing is used to display status.

When these five basic

roles are looked at together, impressions are formed.
7

Clothing is an aspect of impression formation over
which a person has some control (Gordon, Tengler & Infante,
1982).

According to Leathers (1997), impressions of

credibility, iikability, interpersonal attractiveness, and
dominance are based in part on clothing.

He further notes

that the most potent effect of clothing is on the
credibility judgement of how competent or authoritative one
is perceived to be (Leathers).
Moreover, manipulating clothing can help one to gain
more detailed responses for a research project (Giles &
Chavesse, 1975), buy a product (O'Neal & Lapitsky, 1991),
have greater job satisfaction and promotion (Gordon et al.,
1982), or obtain requests for directions (Miller & Rowold,
1980). Artifacts such as clothing in association with
impressions formed by students in both public schools and
universities have been the topic of much work (Bassett,
1979; Hamid, 1968; Morris, Gorham, Cohen, & Huffman, 1996;
Teven & Comadena, 1996).

In large part, these studies have

focused on the level of formality or professionalism of the
selected teacher and the respective benefits rather than
fashion's influence in the classroom.

Because this study

specifically focuses on fashion in education, the following
research review will look at clothing's influence in the
public school setting, followed by a review of clothing
research in the university setting.
8

Clothing in the Public School Classroom
In the public school classroom, students' impressions
of teachers have been found to influence education.

Reeder

and King (1984) suggest that although no specific form of
dress can create a favorable overall impression, teachers
should decide on the image they wish to project and use
their clothing to create that image. For example, some
teachers enjoy being club sponsors and participating in
""non-teaching" activities and certain combinations of
clothing project a favorable image for such activities. On
the other hand, some educators do not wish to chaperone
school dances or attend club meetings before school.

These

teachers need to be sure their clothing is not sending a
message that they wish to participate.

Butler and Roesel

(1991) found that a teacher wearing jeans, a casual shirt
and tennis shoes is preferred for ""non-teaching activities"
such as party chaperone or club sponsor.

In contrast, a

teacher wearing a sport coat, dress slacks, and dress shoes
is seen as a more traditional disciplinarian, more rigid and
more unapproachable.

Because of their appearance, these

teachers are often times not chosen for sponsorship in
extra-curricular activities.
In addition to the impressions students form of their
teachers in the public schools, impressions of teachers are

also formed by school administrators.

Based upon, existing

literature, if an individual desires to advance through the
hierarchy of the organization (the school), it is useful, if
not imperative, to assess the attire of those who have
previously achieved success (Lang 1986).

Although formal

dress codes were declared illegal for public school teachers
in the 1970's, Lang (1986) sought to determine through
empirical research if there was an unreported dress code
among school administrators.

Lang administered a ten-item

questionnaire to a random sample of rural, urban and
suburban secondary school principals in Illinois.

Overall,

the results indicate that secondary school principals
believe that attire is related to obtaining a teaching
position in an interview, achieving potential success as a
teacher, and controlling students' misbehavior.

Each of

these factors were overwhelmingly confirmed by 77% or more
public school principals (p. 278).

Clothing in the University Setting
Impression formation based upon clothing is not limited
to public schools, it also extends into the university
community.

In the area of higher education, research has

been conducted on the effects that clothing can have on
impressions of instructor's extroversion, sociability.
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approachability, competence, credibility, and classroom
misbehavior.
Gorham, Cohen and Morris (1997) looked at student's
perceptions of instructor extroversion.

They found that the

""greatest effect of attire appears to be on judgemenLS of
instructors extroversion" (p. 18). Specifically,
instructors dressed casually were rated as most extroverted.
Their study also looked at attire and immediacy and attire
and actual learning.

No statistically significant results

were found between either of these sets of variables.
The cues conveyed by clothing can also help one to make
judgements concerning the sociability of others (Johnson,
Nagasawa & Peters, 1977).

Johnson et al. conducted a study

of 120 college students ages 18-24 at a large southwestern
university.

He vaguely classified clothing as either in

fashion or out-of-fashion when showing photographs of a
female college student to 120 subjects.

The in-fashion

clothing was classified as a pants outfit or a mini-skirted
dress and the out-of-fashion outfit was a coat and dress
ensemble.

The study found that the in-fashion female was

given strong ratings of sociability.

Furthermore, the out-

of-fashion model was given neutral to weak ratings of
sociability.

Although this study was not specifically

conducted in the classroom context, it does illustrate that
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college students form impressions of sociability based upon
another's clothing.
Impressions of approachability have also been found to
be influenced by clothing.

Lukavsky, Butler and Harden

(1995) manipulated instructor clothing in order to measure
impressions of approachability.

They distributed black and

white photographs to a sample of 216 students.

The

photographs were classified into three categories including
a dark suit and white blouse (formal dress), a pleated
button-front skirt, a cardigan sweater and a white blouse
(moderate), and dark jeans with a long sleeved sweater
(informal).

The instructor in the informal clothing was

rated as most approachable and flexible, yet was seen to be
least respected. Lukavsky et al. speculated that the
informally dressed instructor may have received these
ratings because they were seen as easier to associate with
and perceived by students as being similar to them.
However, the researchers did not have evidence to support
this claim.

The previous section shows a trend that as

clothing becomes more casual, dimensions of Iikability,
sociability, and approachability increase.

However, in most

cases dimensions of competence and credibility decreased
with more informal clothing.
The effects of clothing on perceptions of competence
has more recently been studied by Morris, Gorham, Cohen, and
12

Huffman (1996).

They sought to measure the effects of

clothing on instructor's level of competence as determined
by their students.

Formal clothing was operationalized to

include business suits, casual professional attire included
dressy shirts and slacks while casual clothing was
characterized by faded worn blue jeans, light colored tshirts and open flannel shirts.

Four graduate students

similar in age, build and attractiveness were utilized as
confederates.

Each graduate student gave three identical

lectures to three different audiences with each lecture
being given in one of the different categories of clothing.
For both male and female graduate teaching assistants,
the results indicate that perceptions of competence decrease
as clothing becomes more casual.

This finding is consistent

with existing literature that formality of clothing has a
positive relationship with perceptions of competence,
composure, and knowledge.

One interesting finding was that

there was no statistical significance in any dimension of
competence when male students were rating female
instructors.

One must therefore assume that male students'

judgements of female instructors' competence are based upon
factors other than attire.
Closely related to competence is perceptions of
credibility.

In 1979, Ronald Bassett examined the influence

of clothing on four dimensions of credibility: potency
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(timid-bold, meek-aggressive, impotent-powerful), character
(awful-nice, bad-good, unjust-just, unfriendly-friendly),
composure (anxious-calm, tense-relaxed) and competence
(unqualified-qualified, inexpert-expert).

To measure these

four dimensions' relationship to clothing, 80 undergraduate
students viewed full length color photographs of two
Caucasian females and two Caucasian males.

The clothing in

the photographs was classified as either high or low status,
with high status being more professional in nature.

The

results indicate that first, in no case did low status
clothing produce higher ratings of credibility than high
status clothing, and secondly that high status clothing has
a positive impact on ratings of competency.
Beyond the effects that clothing has on student
impressions of instructor's characteristics, instructor
clothing has also been found to affect student misbehavior.
Roach (1997) studied the influence of teaching assistants'
clothing on multiple factors including student misbehavior.
Instructors' clothing was operationalized with a 7-item
bipolar adjective scale.

The seven dimensions of instructor

clothing were formal-informal, pressed-wrinkled,
appropriate-inappropriate, clean-dirty,

professional-

nonprofessional, neat-sloppy, and fashionable-unfashionable.
Student misbehavior was operationalized by students
indicating the frequency to which they engage in certain
14

behaviors including cheating, asking counterproductive
questions, challenging the teacher's authority, leaving
class early, walking in class late, not paying attention to
the teacher, exhibiting a lack of attendance, turning in
assignments late, sleeping in class, reading the newspaper
in class, and doing other homework in class.

Roach (1997)

found a causal relationship between casual clothing and
student misbehavior.

Roach asserts that these findings

indicate that teaching assistants should dress more
professionally in the classroom. Although there is a great
amount of research on clothing, very little has focused on
the influence of fashion on students' perceptions of
reaching assistants.

This gap is important because it shows

that the research neglects a growing segment of
universities.

If teaching assistants' fashion plays a role

in the educational process, research should address and
define that role.

The gap in fashion and teaching

assistants sparked the current research project.

Homophily
Although research has linked clothing to multiple
dimensions of impression formation, clothing's relationship
to homophily has not been found.

Homophily has been given

little attention in the clothing literature.

Rogers and

Bhowmik (1971) define homophily as ""the degree to which
15

pairs of individuals who interact are similar with respect
to certain attributes, such as beliefs, values, education,
social status, etc." (p. 526). In contrast, heterophily is
the degree to which pairs of individuals who interact are
different with respect to certain attributes.

Rogers and

Bhowmik (1971) further break homophily up into two levels:
subjective and objective.

Subjective homophily is the

degree to which a source or receiver perceives the dyad as
similar or dissimilar in attributes.

This would include

beliefs and attitudes as well as education or upbringing.
Objective homophily is the degree of observable similaritydissimilarity between source and receiver.

For example,

skin color would be classified as objective homophily. This
study will focus on subjective homophily as formed by
students' perceptions.
It is important to note that a source and receiver are
not either homophilous or heterophilous based upon one
variable.

Source-receiver homophily is based upon multiple

variables including physical, mental, or emotional
qualities.

Because homophily is contingent upon numerous

variables, research in the area has focused on the many
variables that impact or are impacted by homophily.
According to Fulcher and Anderson (1974), teacher
effectiveness hinges upon source/receiver relations and the
degree of perceived similarity between the two.
16

They

surveyed a sample of 195 business administration students at
a large Southwestern university with a list of adjectives
describing different facets of teaching which covered
teacher's stage presence, level of morality, degree of
formality, structure, stage fright, authoritarianism, level
of empathy, degree of liberalism, practicality,
subjectivity, sugar daddy status and level of maturity (see
Appendix A ) .

At the bottom of the survey, the students were

asked, ""Compared with all instructors I have had in college,
this instructor was: (a) one of the best, (b) above average,
(c) average, (d) below average, or (e) well below average"
(p. 21). The subjects were also asked to evaluated the
teacher's overall effectiveness on a 5-point bi-polar scale.
Researchers found that the teacher rated as most dissimilar
from the average student's self-profile was rated least
effective by a wide margin on both effectiveness measures.
These results were confirmed again 4 years later when
Anderson, Alpert and Golden (1978) found that subjective
homophily was related to ""high teaching effectiveness
ratings for empathy and excitement" (p. 42).
Moreover, Kay (1995) asserts that homophily is related
not only to effectiveness, but to liking, credibility,
student attitude, and cognitive learning.

She explored

homophily, liking, immediacy, and interpersonal solidarity's
influence on students' state motivation.
17

Her findings are

similar to McDowell, McDowell, and Hyerdahl (1980), who
reported homophily may be quite influential in the
relationship between motivation and learning.

Kay found

that although homophily does not have a significant effect
on junior high students' motivation, it was highly
significant for high school students.
Rogers and Bhowmik (1971) summarize the early homophily
literature by putting forth three propositions regarding
homophilous communication.

First, communication patterns

frequently tend to be homophilous.

This is based upon the

fact that there is a strong tendency for an individual no
select a receiver similar to himself/herself.

However, in

the context of student-teacher relationships, we know that a
student does not always have the luxury of choosing their
instructor based upon their similarities.

Instead, in many

cases, they look at degree requirements or class scheduling.
Their second proposition states that more effective
communication occurs when the source and receiver are
homophilous.

Rogers and Bhowmik define communication as

effective when ""the transfer of an idea from a source to a
receiver results in a change in knowledge, attitude or overt
behavior on the part of the receiver" (p. 529). Rogers and
Bhowmik's (1971) justification for proposition two is based
upon the research which states that heterophilic interaction
is likely to cause message distortion, delayed transmission,
18

restriction of communication channels, and may cause
cognitive dissonance.

In the educational setting, this can

cause great frustration for the students and the teacher and
thus can hinder the educational process.

Furthermore, when

effective communication occurs between a homophilous sourcereceiver dyad, greater homophily in knowledge, beliefs, and
overt behavior will be evident.

Therefore, one can assume

that student-teacher homophily could increase student
interest and motivation of the material. One final
proposition made by Rogers and Bhowmik (1971) states that
source-receiver homophily is positively related to
interpersonal attraction.

In other words, a homophilous

dyad is more likely to form interpersonal relationships than
a dyad that is heterophilous.
Further studies regarding homophily have found that
teacher-student homophily is affected by gender.

Crosby and

Reinardy (1993) found that female college students feel more
similar to their female professors than their male
professors.

Their study was conducted at Smith college, an

all female liberal arts institution.

Based upon Crosby and

Reinardy's (1993) numerous limitations. Sears and Hennessey
(1996) replicated the study to look at the effects of
professor and student gender on student-teacher homophily
across multiple universities.

Their study included four

institutions: a women's college, a co-ed institution, a
19

previously male college, and a previously female college
Their results found that not only do female students
identify with their female professors, but male students
identify with their female professors as well.

Student Evaluation Research
Much like homophily, student evaluations are a variable
to be considered when teaching assistant fashion is
manipulated.

The research in student ratings of instruction

has found that generally evaluations are valid and reliable
and that student ratings are the best, and often the only,
method of providing objective evidence for summative
evaluations of instruction (d'Appolonia & Abrami, 1997) .
Although student evaluations seem to be a modern tool
for today's colleges and universities, the first teacher
rating scale was published in 1915 (Wachtel, 1998) while
student ratings of instruction were first introduced to
North American universities in the mid-1920's (d'Appolonia &
Abrami).

According to Stratton, Myers and King (1994), in

the past 20 years, student evaluations have changed from
seldom used instruments by which individual faculty members
attempted to improve their teaching to mandatory tools on
which academic administrators rely heavily.
Today most student rating instruments are paper and
pencil forms on which students indicate their responses to
20

items on a numerical scale.

Typically the forms contain

questions that can be accurately judged by students and
questions that are important to teaching.

Because student

evaluations are judgements and because so much emphasis is
being placed on their results, student evaluations are
falling under criticism.

Some critics argue that student

ratings of instruction are not valid indices because
irrelevant and biasing characteristics are correlated with
ratings (d'Appolonia & Abrami 1997).
d'Appolonia and Abrami's (1997) claim is supported by
many different studies.

Numerous authors have found biasing

effects in student ratings.

Many of these possible biases

are found in Wachtel's (1998) ""Student Evaluation of College
Teaching Effectiveness: A brief review."

Specifically, he

presents a summary of the existing research on student
written evaluations of the teaching performance of college
faculty.

Wachtel reports that numerous characteristics of

the teacher, the course, and the students effects evaluation
scores.

First, anonymity of student raters influences

evaluation scores in that students who identify themselves
tend to give higher scores.

Furthermore, this factor is

confounded when the teacher is in the room.

Students will

give higher evaluations when the teacher is present as the
evaluations are being filled out.
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Certain traits within individual courses are also found
to influence evaluations.

Wachtel (1998) found that

teachers of electives receive higher scores from their
students than those teaching required courses.

One can

assume this is due to student's attitude and interest in the
course upon entering.

Class meeting time has also been

found to influence ratings (Wachtel) .

Specifically, very

early, very late, and classes shortly after lunch receive
the lowest ratings.

Furthermore, higher level courses and

small courses tend to receive higher ratings from students
(Wachtel).

Additionally, ratings in mathematics and the

sciences across the board receive lower ratings than the
arts and humanities (Wachtel).
Not only does the course influence evaluations, the
instructor's characteristics can impact scores.

Although

rank does not influence ratings, overall professors receive
higher ratings than do teaching assistants (Wachtel, 1998).
Moreover, instructor reputation has been found to influence
student ratings when the students used that reputation to
select their course (Wachtel). Instructor expressiveness,
which includes vocal variations, facial expressions, and
gestures, has also been found to be more sensitive to
evaluations than lecture content (Wachtel).

Surprisingly,

instructor gender has also been found to influence ratings.
Overall female instructors receive higher ratings than male
22

instructors (Wachtel, 1998) . This could be attributed to the
nurturing characteristic of women or the more homophilous
relationships found between female faculty members and
students.
Finally, student's characteristics play a role in
evaluations.

Although personality characteristics do not

influence evaluations, greater interest in the subject area
will lead to greater ratings of instructors.

Furthermore,

female students give higher ratings than do male students in
the same course.

Wachtel's (1998) research shows that there

are many variables influencing student evaluations.

Not

only does the student bring characteristics into the
picture, but the instructor and the course can be
confounding variables.

Although there are multiple biases

influencing student's ratings of instruction, these
evaluations are still heavily used by educators and thus
important to study.

The more teaching assistants are aware

of these biases, the more able they are to recognize them in
the own evaluations.
Based upon the literature review, it is clear that
clothing plays numerous roles in the classroom.

Further,

the literature illustrates that achieving student-teacher
homophily can be beneficial to the teaching assistant and
that student evaluations are impacted by many variables.
Because the research has yet to combine clothing, homophily
23

and student evaluations, this study will attempt to combine
the three areas and determine their relationship.

More

specifically, the following study seeks to determine if
fashionable clothing can help a teaching assistant achieve
homophily, if that fashionable clothing will in turn raise
teacher evaluations, and if students' gender will impact the
level of homophily achieved.

Research Questions and Rationale
Based on the research on clothing and the classroom and
the lack of information regarding clothing and homophily and
clothing and evaluations, the following research question
was asked:
RQl: Will students feel more homophilous to the
teaching assistant that is fashionable or to the
teaching assistant that is unfashionable?
Next, based on the limited amount of research on
fashion and student evaluations, a second research question
was formed:
RQ2: Will the more fashionable teaching assistant
receive higher student evaluations than the
unfashionable teaching assistant?
Finally, the homophily literature asserts that both
male and female students feel more homophilous to female
instructors, yet what is the level of homophily attainable
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among female and male students with a male teaching
assistant?

Because the literature does not provide an

answer to this question, a third research question asks:
RQ3: Will student gender have an effect on perceptions of
homophily with a male teaching assistant, regardless of
• fashion?
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CHAPTER III
METHODS

Subjects
The subjects for the study were 310 public speaking
students at a large southwestern university. The average age
of the sample was 19 years. Of the students surveyed, 128
were male and 182 students were female.

The students were

asked to watch a video tape as part of the day's lecture on
persuasive speaking.

The video taped lecture was easily

woven into the semester's lecture material so that the study
was put before the students with minimal classroom
interruption.

Moreover, the students are accustomed to

evaluating speakers and therefore, the study's instruments
were easily administered to the students.

Procedure
One of the main variables in this study was
instructor's attire.

Before this variable could be

examined, a pre-test had to be done to determine a
fashionable and an unfashionable outfit. First, the
researcher chose two outfits based upon current campus
trends and fashion magazines for males (see Appendix B).

To

determine the validity of the two outfits, pictures of the
lecturer in each outfit were viewed by business and
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professional communication students enrolled at a large
southwestern university. The students responded to a survey
(see Appendix C) that asked which outfit was more
fashionable based upon the pictures of the two outfits.

A

second question asked the respondents which outfit was the
least fashionable.

Figure 3.1 provides a description of the

two clothing ensembles. Please note that the clothing was
defined as fashionable or unfashionable based upon current
trends and popularity among the traditional aged college
student and a traditional aged teaching assistant.

It does

not include the clothing choice of non-traditional students
or more experienced faculty.

This will be discussed as a

limitation later.

3.1.1 Fashionable
Ralph Lauren Chaps denim long sleeve button-down shirt
Khaki front pleated slacks
Primary colored plaid tie
Nike khaki casual dress shoes
3.1.2 Unfashionable
White/Blue striped short sleeved button-down shirt
Black suit pants
Dark colored geometrically designed tie
Black dress shoes
Figure 3.1 Lecturer's Clothing
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The pretest instrument found a significant difference
between the student's perceptions of the outfit chosen to be
fashionable and perceptions of the outfit chosen as
unfashionable (Xi=133.8, p=.001).

Given the significant

difference in perceptions of the two outfits, the scripted
video-taped lecture was recorded once in each outfit type.
The video taped lecture was given by a male teaching
assistant.

He gave a ten minute lecture on Socrates' trial

and subsequent death.

The topic of the lecture was chosen

for its appropriateness with the course and for its ability
to be easily woven into the semester's lecture material.
The teaching assistant was chosen for many reasons.

First,

his training and educational background is suited for the
project.

Because the teaching assistant has minimal

training in instructional methods, which unfortunately is
common across different subject areas in many universities
today (Drake, 1997).

He therefore is representative of

teaching assistants, making the results more generalizable.
Further, the lecturer is knowledgeable in Greek philosophy
and Socrates.

Because of this, he was able to assist the

researcher in the development of the scripted lecture.
Third, the teaching assistant was chosen because of his
gender.

Research on homophily and gender have shown the

effects of female instructors and homophily (Crosby &
Reinardy, 1993; Sears & Hennessey, 1996), yet minimal
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research has focused on male instructors.

Furthermore,

because the teaching assistant was male, his range of
socially acceptable attire was narrower and therefore, could
be more easily defined and manipulated.

Finally, the

lecturer was chosen because, at age 24, he was a common age
for teaching assistants at the sample university and the
department where the study was conducted.
Both the scripted instructions and the survey refer to
the teaching assistant as a guest lecturer so as to try and
eliminate confusion between the video-taped lecturer and the
course's teaching assistant.

The researcher feared that if

the lecturer was referred to as a teaching assistant,
students might evaluate their own public speaking assistant
rather the researcher's confederate.

Furthermore, based

upon his lecture material and function in the class, he can
be classified as an assistant to the course instructor or a
teaching assistant.
The video taped lecture was recorded twice in a
classroom built for 30 students with only the researcher,
the lecturer and a video-camera in the room. The lecture was
scripted to control for natural changes in lecture style and
both lectures were watched simultaneously by the researcher
(see Appendix D ) . Gestures and facial expressions were
monitored and no obvious differences were observed.
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The first time that the lecture was recorded the
teaching assistant was clothed in the outfit designated as
fashionable (see Figure 3.1). The second time, he wore
clothing categorized as unfashionable.

During the second

half of the semester, approximately 150 of the public
speaking students viewed the video-taped lecture on the
trial of Socrates as performed by the fashionably clothed
lecturer.

An additional 150 students viewed the same

lecture given by the same lecturer dressed unfashionably.
After viewing the video, all students were asked to
complete the revised version of a Fulcher and Anderson
(1974) homophily scale broken into sections that reference
the lecturer in the video-tape and reference the students
themselves(see Appendix E ) . An evaluation scale was also
completed.

Scripted directions were given to the students

by their public speaking teaching assistants (See Appendix
F) .
To insure that the students chosen to watch the
fashionable lecture do not differ significantly from those
viewing the unfashionable lecture, an ANOVA test was used to
compare the self reports of each set of students.

No

significant difference was found to exist between the two
sets of students (F [1,308]-.01, £=.93); therefore, the
fashionable sample and the unfashionable sample can be
considered equivalent.
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Instruments
The homophily scale administered to the subjects was a
combination of Fulcher and Anderson (1974) and Anderson,
Alpert, and Gordon (1978) scales.

As originally designed by

Fulcher and Anderson (1974) the scale is designed to measure
homophily of instructors with 68 sets of bi-polar adjectives
broken down into the following categories: stage presence,
morality, formality, structure, stage fright,
authoritarianism, empathy, liberalism, practicality,
subjectivity, financial status and maturity.

Because of the

extensiveness of the Fulcher and Anderson scale, Anderson,
Alpert, and Golden sought to condense the original scale
down to 37 sets of bi-polar adjectives.

Their purpose for

condensing the number of dimensions was to make the
instrument shorter and thus able to be used more in research
studies.
For the purposes of this study, the homophily scale
administered was the Anderson, Alpert, and Golden (1978)
scale with minor additions made from the Fulcher and
Anderson (1974) scale.

Because the current study required

the subjects to assess both themselves and the video-taped
lecturer, changes had to be made to the original instrument.
First, the adjective set ""student-oriented: anti-student"
was cut from the scale.

The researcher felt it would be
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difficult for students to honestly rate themselves as ""antistudent" because of their classification as a student.
Secondly, to avoid offending any member of the sample, the
set labeled ""democratic: autocratic" was converted to ""teamoriented" or ""self-oriented."

Moreover, the dimension

""sexy: not sexy" was changed to read ""attractive: not
attractive."

The researcher felt it might be uncomfortable

for students to rate the level of sex appeal of an
individual in an instructor role.

Next, three sets of

adjectives were cut because of their reliance on
instructor's teaching methods.

These dimensions include

""hard: easy," ""qualified: unqualified," and ""competent:
incompetent,"

Additionally, the set labeled ""hippie:

conformist" was eliminated because of its outdated
terminology.

Finally, due to the manipulation of the

independent variable the following sets of adjectives from
the 1974 Fulcher and Anderson scale were added:
""fashionable: unfashionable," ""sloppy: neat," and ""elegant:
casual."
First, face validity had to be established.

The

original (Fulcher & Anderson, 1974) and the revised
(Anderson, Alpert, & Golden, 1978) homophily scale were both
found to have face validity because of their ability to
operationalize a working definition of homophily; therefore,
it was assumed that because the current instrument was the
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1978 version, with the addition of 4 variables from the 1974
Fulcher and Anderson scale, the definition was still intact
and the instrument was valid.
Although not originally tested by Fulcher and Anderson
(1974) or Anderson, Alpert and Golden (1978), reliability
was tested on each of the three sections of the instrument
administered.

In order to determine reliability, items in

section A and section C, designed to measure homophily, had
to be reflected so that all traits desirable in our society
were given the same valence.

The researcher chose to

reflect those whose desirable trait was found on the left
side of the scale and thus, the positive trait was
illustrated by the student circling the number 1.

After

reflecting items in section A and C, all culturally
desirable traits had the highest valence, while those
undesirable had a low valence.

Section A of the survey

measured the students' perceptions of the video taped
lecturer.
.87.

Alpha reliability for section A was found to be

Section C of the survey measures student's own

opinions of themselves and had a reliability of .85.
In addition to rating themselves on the homophily
scale, students were asked to evaluate the teaching
assistant on the video-tape using the same evaluation tool
utilized at the sample university.
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The instrument asks four

basic evaluative questions designed to assess the
instructor's perceived effectiveness and was found to have a
reliability of .91.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

This research study focused on three questions: (1)
what is fashion's relationship with student-teacher
homophily? (2) does fashion influence teaching assistants'
evaluations? and (3) will one gender feel more homophilous
to a male teaching assistant than the other?

These

questions were answered through numerous statistical tests.
To answer the first research question, the homophily
scores of the unfashionable lecture were compared to the
homophily scores of the fashionable lecture.

Homophily

scores were found by subtracting the difference between the
number circled by the student on each line-by-line item for
section A, students' perceptions of the lecturer, and
section C, students' evaluation of themselves.

Difference

scores between each item were then squared to eliminate any
negative numbers.

The sum of the squares was taken and a

total homophily score was obtained.

Because the total

homophily score is a sum of the squared differences, a lower
score would equal a more homophilous relationship, while a
higher score would equal more heterophily. It should be
noted

that two people alone are not homophilous, but rather

in comparison, they are more or less homophilous than
another set of people.
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Analysis of variance revealed a significant difference
between the fashionable and unfashionable homophily scores
(F [1,308J= 9.51, £=.002), such that the unfashionable total
homophily score average was 71.31, while the corresponding
fashionable homophily score was only 57.73.

Therefore, it

can be said that the students sampled felt significantly
more homophilous to the fashionable teaching assistant.
The second research question asked if there was a
difference between the evaluation scores of the fashionable
teaching assistant and the unfashionable teaching assistant.
Overall evaluations were found by adding the chosen
evaluative number for each of the four questions in section
B.

Scores could range from 4 to 20, with 20 being the more

desirable evaluation.

The fashionable teaching assistant

had an average evaluation score of 12.39, while the same
teaching assistant dressed unfashionable had a mean average
evaluation score of only 11.00.

Although the mean scores

were relatively close, analysis of variance indicated a
significant difference between the evaluation scores of the
fashionable teaching assistant and the unfashionable
teaching assistant (F [1,308]= 11.84, ^=.0007).

Total

evaluation scores between the students' genders were also
compared, but were not found to be significantly different.
Answers to research question three also came from an
analysis of variance test.

The third research question
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addressed the effect of student gender on perceptions of
homophily.

Results indicated that neither gender was

significantly more homophilous to a male teaching assistant
(F[l,308]= .46, £=.50).

Table 4.1 gives a summary of the

correlations found between the variables.

All numbers in

Table 4.1 are the p value of the statistical tests.
Sections with variables not explored are marked with a ""-".
Table 4.1- Correlation Chart
Fashion
Fashion
Homophily
Evaluations
Gender

Homophily

-

.002

.002

-

.0007
•

'

^

^

Evaluations

Gender

.0007

<i>^

' S j

.50

^^

-

.74

.50

.74

-

Because the homophily scores were composed of 34
different individual items, the researcher chose to look at
key individual items that focused on the appearance of the
teaching assistant. A significant difference was found on
individual homophily comparisons for 2 items: item 31 and
item 34 that focused on students' perceptions of the
researcher's level of fashion and level of attractiveness.
First, a significant difference was found between student's
perceptions of the degree of fashion of the teaching
assistant's attire the researcher designated as fashionable
and the teaching assistant's attire the researcher
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designated as_ unfashionable (F[l,308]= 7.13, £=.008), such
that the mean score for the fashionable teaching assistant
was 1.48 and the unfashionable mean score was 2.26.
of 1.0 was considered most fashionable.

A score

The final analysis

of variance compared student's perceptions of the level of
attractiveness of the fashionable teaching assistant to the
identical teaching assistant dressed unfashionably.

A

significant difference was found between the two
attractiveness scores (F[l,308]=6.48, £=.01) such that the
fashionable teaching assistant was found to be more
attractive than the unfashionable lecturer (2.69 and 1.71,
respectively).
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between clothing, homophily, student
evaluations and student gender. A significant difference
was not found between the self ratings of the two samples
and between the two gender's homophily scores; however, a
significant difference was found between the homophily
scores of the fashionable sample and the unfashionable
sample, between the fashionable evaluation scores and
unfashionable evaluation scores, and between the student's
perceived level of the teaching assistant's attractiveness
and fashion.
The first statistical test indicated no difference
between the self-ratings of the sample who viewed the
lecturer dressed fashionably and the self-ratings of the
sample who viewed the lecturer dressed unfashionably.

This

test helped the researcher recognize a possible sample bias
between the students in the numerous public speaking
sections utilized for the study.

It affirms that the two

sets of subjects are equivalent.

Because no significant

difference existed, the researcher could assume that the
samples were similar enough to proceed with the study.
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Also, a significant difference was not found between
the homophily scores of the male students and the homophily
scores of the female students.

Without looking at fashion,

this test wanted to discover if one gender felt more
homophilous to a male teaching assistant than another.

This

question was based upon the existing research which shows
that both male and female students are more homophilous to a
female instructor (Sears & Hennessey, 1996) and the research
which shows that female students are more homophilous to a
female instructor (Crosby & Reinardy, 1993).

This study

found that neither gender felt more homophilous to a male
teaching assistant.

The homophily scores of the female

students were almost identical to the homophily scores of
the male students.

These findings indicate that although

previous studies found that gender plays a role in homophily
with a female instructor, it has minimal or no impact on
homophily scores with a male instructor.

This may be due to

a number of variables including the fact that in this
research project only one university was surveyed as
compared to students from multiple universities being
surveyed in the Crosby and Reinardy (1993) and the Sears and
Hennessey (996) studies.

Further, the location of the

current study may account for the different results.
Significance testing was also conducted to determine
the relationship between homophily and clothing.
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Specifically, the students who viewed the fashionable
lecturer felt significantly more homophilous to him than did
the students who viewed the same male lecturer dressed
unfashionably.

This finding illustrates that students at

the sample university make judgements about their teaching
assistant's personality traits based upon their chosen
attire.

It can therefore be said that fashion can help to

create homophily which according to the literature can aid
in teacher effectiveness (Fulcher & Anderson, 1974), student
motivation (Kay, 1995), and effective communication (Rogers
& Bhowmik, 1971).

Each of these would be beneficial to

education and can be created through fashionable attire.
Results for the second research question indicated that
the fashionable lecturer received significantly higher
evaluation scores than the same lecturer giving the same
scripted lecture dressed unfashionably. This finding
illustrates that student evaluations are strongly influenced
by the appearance of the teaching assistant.
assistants, this is an important finding.

For teaching

Dressing

fashionably could be just one of the many ways to receive
higher evaluation scores which could benefit the educational
process.
Beyond just looking at cumulative evaluation and
homophily scores,the researcher wanted to look at key
individual items found in the homophily portion of the
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survey instrument.

The individual items explored included

'"conservative: liberal" (item 21), '"fashionable:
unfashionable" (item 31), ""sloppy: neat" (item 32),
""elegant: casual" (item 33) , and ""attractive: unattractive"
item 34). Item 21 was chosen because of the rightward
political slant found in the sample university community.
The other four individual items were chosen because of there
focus on attire.
Consequently, a significant difference was found on two
individual items.

The first of these was student's

perceptions of the attractiveness of the teaching assistant.
More specifically, the students sampled found the
fashionable teaching assistant to be significantly more
attractive than the identical teaching assistant dressed
unfashionably.

This is important because if fashion can

create perceived attractiveness then the benefits our
culture places on attractiveness could be reaped by more
instructors who simply alter their clothing.
The second individual item exhibiting a significant
difference was students' perceptions of how fashionable the
teaching assistant was.

It is interesting that although

there was a significant difference between student's
perceptions of the two sets of attire, both of the mean
scores on this measure were on the fashionable side of the
scale meaning that neither outfit was considered
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unfashionable by the students. This is consistent with the
outfit labels placed by the researcher for the pre-test.
Appendix C illustrates that students were asked to rate one
outfit as more fashionable and another as least fashionable
For the purposes of this study, the more fashionable outfit
has been referred to as fashionable and the least
fashionable choice has consistently been referred to as
unfashionable.

Limitations
A few limitations in this study should be considered.
First, the research was done with a white teaching assistant
in the traditional age bracket for graduate students and was
conducted with traditional college students around the age
of 19.

Therefore, homophily scores may have been impacted

by racial or age related factors and not the items on the
survey. Results may differ with a teaching assistant of a
different race or age.
A second limitation would be the relatively short
amount of time the subjects had to form impressions of the
lecturer.

In a semester long class, students are better

able to form perceptions about personality traits without
relying on the clothing.

Repeated exposure to a teaching

assistant would help students form judgements based upon
statements or actions rather than clothing.
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Therefore,

these results may only be true with a guest lecturer or with
initial impressions in a student-teacher relationship
because in these instances the students would only have
minimal time to form impressions.
A third limitation is the location and university where
the study was conducted.

First, the sample university is

located in a consistently conservative region of Texas;
therefore, the views of the students at the university may
be more conservative.

Secondly, of the 20,000

undergraduates enrolled at the sample university, over
16,600 are white (Texas Tech University Department of
Institutional Research, 1998).

This illustrates that the

sample of students surveyed may not be representative of the
multiple cultures found in American colleges today.

Future Research
Each of the constructs explored in this study could be
expanded upon in future studies.

First, although there is a

plethora of research on clothing, little focuses on fashion.
The relationship of fashion to approachability, sociability,
credibility, or immediacy is yet to be found.

The research

to this point has limited itself to the formality of
clothing, while almost ignoring the degree of fashion of
chosen attire. Secondly, this study has led to questions
regarding the amount of attention paid to fashion by the
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students surveyed.

For instance, how many students

immediately noticed the attire?

How many had difficulty

remembering what the teaching assistant was wearing when
they filled out the survey?

Furthermore, do students

frequently use attire as a cue for forming perceptions about
their instructors?

Moreover, research that specifically

focuses on the ability of fashion to overcome studentteacher differences needs to be conducted.

For example, can

fashion help an Asian instructor or an older teaching
assistant to achieve homophily and its subsequent benefits
with a young Caucasian student audience?
The area of homophily also has many gaps.

First, and

foremost, what role does race play in the homophily mix?
Can two people of different races feel as homophilous as two
people of the identical race?

Additionally, can fashion

overcome racial barriers in relationships and create
homophily?

Another question in need of an answer is what is

the relationship between homophily and immediacy?

Does

homophily help to create the perceived immediacy?

Can one

exist in absence of the other?

Furthermore, this study

could be replicated with a female teaching assistant so that
the results could be further generalized.
Finally, if administrators continue to place importance
on student's ratings of instruction, student evaluation
research will blossom.

Research in the field continually
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reports the validity of the scales, but little focuses on
what information students use to evaluate their instructor.
Do student's use teacher clothing regularly to evaluate
them?

Are race, age, regional dialect, appearance outside

of class or role in the community weighted heavily or
uninvolved in the evaluation process?
Each of the constructs in this study could be further
researched. Although the literature provides great insight
into the fields, there are still literary gaps to be filled
by future researchers.

Conclusions
The areas of clothing, homophily, and student
evaluations are dynamic.

This study has shown that clothing

plays an important role not only in society's perceptions of
others, but in student's perceptions of instructors.
Clothing has also been shown to play a role in the ability
to achieve a homophilous relationship.
The research has shown that homophily can be highly
beneficial to the educational experience by increasing
overall teacher effectiveness.

Although impacted by

clothing, it was shown that a male teaching assistant will
not necessarily have a more homophilous relationship with
one gender of students.
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Furthermore, a new variable was found to influence
scores from students rating of instruction.

Fashion was

found to influence student's perceptions of an instructor to
the extent that student's perceptions based upon fashion are
used to evaluate a teaching assistant's effectiveness.
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APPENDIX A
FULCHER AND ANDERSON SCALE

Stage Presencf^
stimulating-not stimulating
interesting-boring**
entertaining-dull**
qualified-unqualified**
Informative-uninformative**
good speaker-poor speaker**
meaningful-meaningless**
literate-illiterate**
convincing-unconvincing
fast-slow

abstract-concrete
consistent-inconsistent
Stage Fright
tense-loose**
nervous-calm**
easy going-up tight**
Authoritarianism
demanding-not demanding
democratic-autocratic**
student oriented-anti
student**
tolerant-unbending

cooperative-uncooperative**
quick witted-slow witted**
timid-aggressive
dedicated-uncommitted**
relevant-irrelevant
thorough-incomplete* *
sexy-not sexy**
vague- clear**
ordinary-unusual**
coherent-incoherent
fashionable-unfashionable
apathetic-involved
unpleasant-pleasant
dominant-submissive
trivial-vital

Empathy
unemotional-emotional**
sympathetic-unsympathetic**
religious-irreligious
kind-cruel**
hostile- friendly
hard-easy**
Liberalism
conservative-liberal**
hippie-establishment**
conformist-nonconformist**

Morality
phony-real**
insincere-sincere**
dishonest-honest**
trustworthy-untrustworthy**
fair-unfair**
thoughtless-thoughtful**
insensitive-sensitive**
immoral-moral
competent-incompetent**
coarse-refined
available-unavailable
vulgar-tasteful
obscure-precise

Practicality
idealistic-practical
Subjectivity
obj ective-subj ective
masculine-feminine
wordy-concise
Sugar Daddy
materialistie-not
materialistic
lecherous-virtuous
Maturity
young-old

Formality
elegant-folksy
informal-formal**

** indicates factors which were
included in the 1978 scale

Structure
predictable-surprising**
well prepared-unprepared**
sloppy-neat
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APPENDIX B
PRE-TEST SURVEY
PICTURES OF LECTURER

Outfit A

Outfit B

APPENDIX C
FASHIONABLE
PRE-TEST INSTRUMENT
You have been asked lo participate in a research study in the Department of
Communication Studies. Your answers are completely anonymous and the complete
survey should take no more than a few minutes. Any questions regarding this study
should be directed to Anna Beaver at 742-3967 or Dr. Roach at 742-3911. Thank you for
your time and participation. Please circle the letter that corresponds with the picture for
each question and turn in your completed survey to your instructor.

Which ofthese outfits do you consider to be most fashionable?

A

B

Which ofthese outfits do you consider to be least fashionable?

A

B
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APPENDIX D
SCRIPT: ''THE
TRIAL OF SOCRATES"
Earlier in the semester, while studying the foundations
of public speaking, you learned about an early philosopher
named Socrates. Although Socrates is most known for his
contributions to philosophy, he was also a famous public
speaker. In the field of communications, Socrates is viewed
as a great persuader with reasoning skills still recognized
today. A perfect example of these skills is found in
Socrates' speeches during the trial that ended in his death.
The trial of Socrates is an interesting part of
history, not merely because of its philosophical
significance, but because of the impact it had in other
realms including communication, law, and politics. In the
trial of Socrates, we find a man that is on trial for his
beliefs and his knowledge and who accepts that the only way
that the case can end is with his own death.
But, before we look at the death of Socrates, we need
to look at the life of Socrates. The history of the life of
Socrates is very hazy and vague. We know that he was born
around 47 0 BC, and that he died around 399 BC. We have
vague notions of what he looked like. We know by reading
plays written about him at the time that he was not very
handsome, he was a bit overweight and he had a big nose. We
also know that Socrates had the disturbing job as
philosopher.
As a philosopher, Socrates would go around talking to
the elite members of the Greek society and engage them in
discussions about wisdom, knowledge, and ability. Socrates'
tried to get elite members of society to realize is that
they weren't quite as knowledgeable as they thought.
For instance, he would ask a rhetorician ''what is
rhetoric?" The rhetorician would reply and Socrates would
then say "doesn't this contradict with another fact we know
to be true?" Then the rhetorician would revise his answer
which Socrates again would pick apart. Finally either the
rhetorician had his answer sculpted to what Socrates thought
the answer should be or Socrates gave the rhetorician the
answer entirely. By arguing like this, Socrates had
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attacked the. beliefs and values of the Athenians to show
them that-the knowledge they have on facts reflects nothing
of their wisdom about how to use these facts. These
conversations became known as Socrates' debates or the
Socratic method.
Socrates' debates were dangerous during this time
because Athens had been fighting in a battle for more than
two decades and the democracy the war established was
fragile. So when Socrates starts questioning the Athenian
officials, he is seen as undermining the stability of the
nation.
The history of the life of Socrates is very hazy and
vague for the fact that he left very little in writing. In
fact, he thought that writing his works down was a bad idea.
It was harder, he thought, for the person reading your works
to fully understand them. They should hear them first hand.
Socrates understood the fact that nonverbal communication is
a great deal of the teaching process, and written work
eliminated that the use of nonverbals.
The little information we have on Socrates is based
upon the writings of Socrates' most famous student, Plato.
Plato has given us several written works about Socrates and
his adventures, yet we cannot be completely sure that the
words Plato writes are really from Socrates or merely based
on Socrates' image.
So, much of our knowledge of Socrates' trial is based
upon Plato's book The Apology.
When it comes to Platos' The
Apology,
Greek for defense speech, scholars can be sure
about the validity of the work because Plato and others in
attendance recorded the trial. In this case we know The
Apology
is the true Socrates' words in his genuine context.
Now, let's focus on The Apology and show why this case is so
important.
This Athenian court case is composed of Socrates, his
prosecutors, and a jury of approximately 500 members.
Socrates' wife and most of Athens is also present because
this was a big day in Athenian history. The three people
credited for bringing charges against Socrates are Meletus,
Anytus, and Lycon. Socrates is brought to trial for denying
the gods of the state, introducing new divinities, and
corrupting the youth and being a doer of evil.
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The Apology
begins when Socrates is given his chance
to reply to the charges against him. In order to do so, he
makes a distinction between the kind of man he is and the
kind of man the prosecutors have made him out to be. He
first tells the court that there is two types of occupations
that he has been classified as: a Sophist and a scientist,
Socrates tells the court that he is neither. He is not a
Sophist because they are concerred with the form of speech,
not the true wisdom which is held in a speech. Neither is he
like the scientists. They are only concerned with the
discovery of the world and its nature.
Socrates followed neither path. Instead, he tells the
court a story about going to the Oracle at Delphi. In the
time of Socrates, the Oracle was the foundation of wisdom.
It was something similar to having communication with the
Gods. So Socrates goes to this Oracle and asks the
question, "who is the wisest man ?" The Oracle answers that
Socrates himself is the wisest man alive.
Socrates denies that he is the wisest man and goes out
searching for people that have a greater wisdom than he.
Politicians, poets, and artisans were ail on Socrates' list.
As he went from one person to another, he found that each
one of them would believe that they had wisdom that they
really did not possess. Each man believed himself to be the
pinnacle of knowledge in his field. But Socrates knew that
only God held highest knowledge.
So each of those men that Socrates spoke with were
ignorant of an important fact; simple knowledge did not
prove to be the same as wisdom. One could be knowledgeable
about a practice, but still not be the wisest one to perform
it. They could only become wise when they understood the
difference between wisdom and simple knowledge. Because
Socrates understood the difference, he was considered a
philosopher or one who makes people think about the nature
of wisdom.
According to The Apology,
Socrates begins his rebuttal
against the charges against him. The first charge states
that Socrates is a corrupter of the youth. Socrates puts on
the stand one of his accusers, Meletus. He asks Meletus,
"how can it be that a person intentionally cause harm to his
fellow man?" Meletus answers that a person never really
does intend to cause harm. Socrates continues his
discussion by saying that when a person interacts with his
neighbor, he wants well of them. It is only through
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incident of accident ..that harm occurs. ( This is for
example, if you loan your neighbor a rake and he cuts
himself. Can you be held responsible? No. Did you
intentionally harm him? No.) This is the kind of claim that
Socrates makes. He never went out with the goal to harm the
youth of Athens. So this charge, Socrates believes, should
be dismissed because it blames him for something that was
incidental.
So then he turns to the next charge against him which
claims that Socrates denies the gods of the state and
introduces new gods, or deities. Meletus, still on the
stand, restates that Socrates is corrupting the youth. He
is corrupting them because he is turning them from the gods
of the state and introducing them to new Gods and spirits.
Socrates denies this charge against him as well by cornering
Meletus with logic. Meletus claims that Socrates does not
believe in the Gods of the state, but he does believe in the
demigods and the spirits.
Socrates refutes this charge by explaining that one
cannot accept mules and deny horses and asses. Socrates
states that for him to be able to accept demigods and the
spirits he is accused of teaching; he must accept the gods
of the state. So the accusation that he denies the Gods of
the state is unfounded. The worst thing that can be said is
that he does accept the gods, and in addition he accepts the
existence of other spirits derived from those gods.
However, because this is not the charge, Socrates dismisses
the accusation.
At this point it seems that Socrates has created an
out for himself against the charges. Yet, he continues on,
now speaking about the nature of wisdom. Socrates admits
that he is guilty of distorting the view of the youth of
Athens. He has made them realize that they can only claim
knowledge to a certain degree.
The egocentric view of the
elite Athenian class is the wrong way to claim wisdom.
With his admission of educating or corrupting Athenian
youth, Socrates admits that he is committing an act that is
problematic to the Athenian community, yet he feels he by no
means is educating them against the gods or in absence of
them. In fact, Socrates claims to believe in the gods
stronger than his accusers. So the Athenian court cannot
merely dismiss the charges. Socrates is not so much
corrupting the youth as he is educating them. The
difference depends on where your point of view lies.
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So Socrates runs through the court's options. They
could let-him go and make him stop his teaching. But
Socrates says that the oracles and the gods have given him
this ability and this mission to educate men. So to stop
would be impossible. As Socrates famous quote goes "The
unexamined life is unworth living."
Secondly, the court could fine him; however, Socrates
has no money. So, they could send him to jail to rot away
under a Senator's power. Another option would be to banish
him and he would continue his teachings in his new land. So
the court is left with only one option, Socrates tells the
court that they must put him to death.
The verdict returns guilty and the punishment is death.
Socrates leaves the court on more famous words by stating
that "the hour of departure has arrived, and we go our waysI to die, and you to live. Which is better -only God
knows."
He is later given a chance to escape when some of
his friends bribe a guard to let Socrates be set free.
Socrates refuses the offer.
If Socrates had left Athens, he knew he would have
betrayed his belief that he was meant to teach to man. For
Socrates, death was the only answer. Even at his execution,
Socrates continued the pursuit of wisdom. Once he is given
hemlock to drink, Socrates engages his friends, including
Plato, in furious discussion. The execution warns him that
getting agitated causes pain with the poisonous hemlock.
Socrates however, waves him off because for Socrates, it was
better to die in pain and in pursuit of wisdom then to die
quietly in ignorance.
So, do you agree that Socrates was corrupting the youth and
should be put to death because he was speaking against the
government and political leaders during a time of unrest?
Or, was he simply an early reasoning and public speaking
teacher who lived in a society that was not ready for him?
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APPENDIX E
HOMOPHILY AND STUDENT
EVALUATION SURVEY
You have been asked to participate in a research study. Please answer each
question to the best of your ability and turn in your completed survey to your instructor.
Your questions are completely anonymous and the complete survey should take less than
10 minutes. Any questions regarding this study should be directed to Anna Beaver at 7423967 or Dr. Roach at 742-3911. Thank you for your time and participation!
Age:
Gender:

Years
Male

Female

Section A
Please rate the video taped lecturer you just \'iewed on the following scale. Circle the number that best
refiresents vptir eercefttions of the lecturer for each set of adjectives. For examtile; on the first set of
adjectives, if you lelt the lecturer was highly s>mpathetic. please circle tne number 1. On the opposite
end if you felt the lecturer was highly unsympathetic, please circle the number 5.

S>mpathetic
Kind
Insensitive
Fair
Thoughtless
Trustworthy
Insincere
Phony
Cooperative
Dishonest
Team-oriented
Meaningful
Unemotional
Well prepared
Informati\'e
Dedicated
Thorough
Good speaker
Literate
Conformist
Conservative
Ordinar\
Predictable
Tense
Easy-going
Nervous
Informal

1[
1
1[
1[
1[
1[
1
[
][
1[
1[
[
1[
1[
11
1I
J[
1[
^1
I
I
I
I
I
I

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
Z.

1

3
->

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
->

3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
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4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Unsympathetic
Cruel
Sensitive
Unfair
Thoughtful
Untrustworth>
Sincere
Real
Uncooperative
Honest
Self-oriented
Meaningless
Emotional
Prepared
Uninformative
Uncommitted
Incomplete
Poor speaker
Illiterate
Nonconformist
Liberal
Unusual
Surprising
Loose
Uptight
Calm
Formal

Entertaining
Quick-witted
Interesting
Fashionable
Sloppy
Elegant
Attractive

]I
]I
]I
]I
]I
]L
I

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Dull
Slow witted
Boring
Unfashionable
Neat
Casual
Unattractive

Section B

Please circle the answer that best corresponds with your feelings on the lecturer you just viewed.
1= Strongly agree 2=Agree 3= Undecided 4= Disagree
5= Strongly disagree
I enjoyed this teaching assistant.

12

3 4 5

I would take a class with this teaching assistant.

12

3 4 5

I would recommend this teaching assistant to my friends.

1 2

3

This teaching assistant was better than most teaching assistants I have taken.

12

3 4 5

4

5

Section C
Please rate yourself on the following scale. Circle the number that best represents ^ou for each set of
adjectives. For example, on the first set of adjectives, if you feel that you are highl> sympathetic, please
circle the number 1. On the opposite end. if >ou feel >ou are highh unsNinpathetic. please circle the
number 5.

Sympathetic
Kind
Insensiti\'e
Fair
Thoughtless
Trustworthy
Insincere
Phony
Cooperative
Dishonest
Team-oriented
Meaningful
Unemotional
Well prepared
Informative
Dedicated
Thorough
Good speaker
Literate
Confomiist
Conservati\e
^•^

]I
]I
I
1I
1[
1[
1L
][
1[
][
1[
1I
][
11
[
'1
1
[
[
[
[

1•

Ordinary
Predictable

[

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
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4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Unsympathetic
Cruel
Sensitive
Unfair
Thoughtfiil
Untrustworth>
Sincere
Real
Uncooperative
Honest
Self-oriented
Meaningless
Emotional
Prepared
Uninformative
Uncommitted
Incomplete
Poor speaker
Illiterate
Nonconformist
Liberal
Unusual
Surprising

Tense
Easy-going
Nervous
Informal
Entertaining
Quick-witted
Interesting
Fashionable
Sloppy
Elegant
Attractive

]I
]i
]I
][
]I
]I
]I
]I
]I
][
]I

..
"

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
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4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Loose
Uptight
Calm
Formal
Dull
Slow witted
Boring
Unfashionable
Neat
Casual
Unattractive

APPENDIX F
SCRIPTED DIRECTIONS FOR
INSTRUCTORS
Pre-Video
Today we are going to be watching a guest lecturer on
video.

He will be speaking to us about Socrates' use of

persuasion in the trial that ended in his death.
Post-Video
The guest lecturer in the video we just watched is part
of a study being conducted in the Department of
Communication Studies.

The researcher has asked that you

fill out the following survey.

Your answers are completely

anonymous and have no bearing on your grade in this course.
Please fill out the front and back side of the survey I am
about to hand out and turn in your completed survey to me.
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