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The purposes of this study were to determine whether 

differences existed between the communication styles and 

teaching effectiveness, respectively, of native and non-native 

teaching fellows, as perceived by their undergraduate 

students. In addition, the study sought to determine whether 

a positive correlation existed between the final grades and 

the communication styles and teaching effectiveness, 

respectively, of native and non-native teaching fellows as 

perceived by their undergraduate students. In order to carry 

out the purposes of this study, six hypotheses were tested 

concerning the perception of native and non-native 

undergraduate students toward the communication style and 

teaching effectiveness of teaching fellows in North Texas 

State University. 

The population of the study was fourteen graduate 

teaching fellows and four hundred students enrolled in the 

introductory classes taught by those same teaching fellows, in 

the departments of Computer Science, English, Economics, and 

Accounting at North Texas States University. 

Two instruments were used, which were the Communicator 

Style Measure and the Teaching Assistant Evaluator 



questionnaires. The data were analyzed using the frequency, 

crosstabs, one-way analysis of variance, discriminant 

analysis, and Pearson product moment correlation coefficients. 

From the analyses of data, the following findings appear to be 

warranted. 

1. Self perception of teaching seems to be less useful 

in evaluating teaching. 

2. Native undergraduate students appear to be more 

discriminating in evaluating teaching fellows than do 

non-native undergraduate students. 

3. Final grades do not seem to be a factor in student 

evaluation of teaching fellows. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

College instructors must possess effective oral 

communication skills to be successful in the classroom. 

Moreover, a large part of teaching effectiveness appears to be 

related to the teacher's style of verbal and non-verbal 

communication, as well as with how and to what extent students 

respond to their teachers. 

The effective college instructor, wanting to develop good 

interpersonal relationships with students as well as more 

effective teaching techniques, according to Norton, "must deal 

not only with what is communicated, but with the way it is 

communicated" (49, p. 99). Flanders (15, 16) emphasizes the 

instructor in indicating that a great amount of the talk and 

communication done in the university classroom is done by the 

instructor. Norton (48) believes that teacher effectiveness 

as currently defined is strongly related to the teacher's 

style of communication, that is, to the way teachers are 

perceived as communicators. 

Communication is a process through which individuals 

transmit and receive information. Sanford, Hunt, and Bracey 

state the five aspects involved in the definition of 



communication as processing, receiving, transmitting, the 

message, and feedback. They believe that communication is 

dynamic, taking place all around an individual at every 

moment (59). Even enemies communicate. Although their 

communication may not be pleasant, they still communicate 

with messages that show the hostility or anger existing 

between them (59). 

Communication is the primary teaching tool in college 

and university classrooms (55). Although college 

instructors communicate with students through a variety of 

instructional methods, most is through lectures. Anyone 

instructing at the college or university level, therefore, 

must have strong and effective communication skills in order 

fulfill the educational tasks of the classroom. 

Communication study serves to identify the ways in 

which communicators are perceived. The way in which one 

perceives verbal and nonverbal communication may contribute 

to conflict in the classroom. Therefore, inaccurate 

perceptions may be involved in verbal and nonverbal 

communication. Often, if one is very familiar with only one 

cultural behavior, for example one's own, then one might 

generalize about behavior within other cultures, just as one 

might generalize about behavior patterns within one's own 

familiar culture. Students who are from cultures different 

from the ones in which they are studying often seem to 
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expect everyone to behave as if the attitudes of the 

students1 cultures are the same in every culture. The 

students' attitudes may then produce conflict in the 

classroom and result in nonconstructive behavior. The same 

can also happen to teachers from cultures different from the 

one in which they are operating. 

Both attitudes and grades are effected by teaching 

style and communication problems. Hull (31) believes that 

students' grades are related to teaching effectiveness, and 

that assessment of a student's grade in light of a teacher's 

effectiveness is very important. Grading should be a form 

of feedback offered to students to bring the tasks of 

criticism and assessment together. 

During the past few years, interpersonal and 

instructional communication research has focused on such 

areas as the relations among learning, communication, and 

nonverbal communication in the classroom (32). Some of the 

findings show that college instructors often send nonverbal 

cues to students in contradiction of their verbal 

communication, and vice-versa (20, 25, 30, 32, 34, 37). in 

addition, emphasis has been given to the importance of 

grading in the classroom. Hull remarks that grading is an 

important aspect of classroom life and a defining feature of 

activities for the students. Student expectation of 

assessment and grading become very important. Unless 

students are graded, they will lack motivation (31). 

Although the importance of grading and verbal and 



nonverbal communication in student and teacher interaction 

is well documented (20, 23, 24, 25, 31, 35, 39, 66), not as 

much is known or documented about teacher effectiveness in 

the college or university classroom. Much informal and 

general discussion of grading occurs in higher education. 

For example, to what extent are students' grades a 

reflection of their instructors' abilities to communicate? 

Are there differences in teaching effectiveness between 

non-native and native English-speaking teaching assistants? 

The classrooms of teaching assistants appear to be settings 

ripe for the study of the actual relations among 

communication factors. 

Statement of Problem 

This study sought to determine whether differences 

existed between the communication styles and teaching 

effectiveness, respectively, of native and non-native 

teaching fellows, as perceived by their undergraduate 

students. In addition, the study sought to determine 

whether a positive correlation existed between the final 

grades and the communication styles and teaching 

effectiveness, respectively, of native and non-native 

teaching fellows as perceived by their undergraduate 

students. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of the study were as follows: 

1. To determine whether differences in communication 

style existed between non-native and native English-s,peaking 

teaching fellows, as perceived by their undergraduate 

students on any subconstructs of communication style, 

2. To determine whether differences in teaching 

effectiveness existed between native and non-native 

English-speaking teaching fellows, as perceived by their 

undergraduate students, and 

3. To determine whether positive correlations existed 

between final grades and the two variables, teaching 

effectiveness and communication styles between native and 

non-native English-speaking teaching fellows, as perceived 

by their undergraduate students. 

Hypotheses 

The following specific hypotheses were examined in 

addressing the problem of this study. 

1. Significant differences exist between self-assessed 

scores on subconstructs of communication styles of native 

and non-native English-speaking teaching fellows, as 

measured by the Communication Stvle Heasupp (CSM-51). 

2. Significant differences exist between non-native 

and native undergraduate students' perceptions of the 



communication styles of non-native and native 

English-speaking teaching fellows, as measured by the 

£ammunication Stvle Measure (CSM-51). 

3. Significant differences exist in teaching 

effectiveness between non-native and native English-speaking 

teaching fellows, as measured by Teaching Assistant. 

Evaluaj,o£ (T.A.E-20). 

4. Significant differences exist between non-native 

and native undergraduate students in their perceptions of 

the teaching effectiveness of non-native and native 

English-speaking teaching fellows, as measured by the 

5. Positive correlations exist between the final 

grades of non-native and native English-speaking 

undergraduate students, respectively, and their teaching 

fellows' communication styles, as measured by Communi caff r>" 

6. Positive correlations exist between the final 

grades of non-native and native English-speaking 

undergraduate students and their teaching fellows' teaching 

effectiveness, as measured by the Teaching Assistant. 

(T.A.E-20). 

Definition of Terms 

CiLl ture». The cumulative effect of knowledge, belief, 



attitudes, and concepts as manifested both in patterns of 

language and thought, and in forms of activity and behavior 

(57, p. 7-8). 

Communication^, --The transference of thought, 

feelings, concepts, and values from one person to another 

through verbal and nonverbal communication as well as by 

secondary means such as media (57, p. 5). 

Verbal—CQmmupicg^.jQn,, —Employs the repertoire of 

linguistic symbols of a given language (65, p. 59-74). 

MhVerbzl-C&MmilcsiLLQIu —Employs symbols and signs 

which are primarily nonlinguistic (65). 

Commupication_^txLe^. —"The way one verbally and 

paraverbally interacts to signal how literal meaning should 

be taken interpreted, filtered, or understood" (49 , p. 9 9 ) . 

XgaciiiiLgj. «_xhe act of instructing, and providing 

activities and materials to facilitate learning in either 

formal and informal situations in an educational institution 

( 1 1 , P. 5 8 8 ) . 

Effective Teaohfr^. — A n instructor who is an attentive 

communicator, relaxed, friendly, precise and who leaves a 

good impression (11, p . 589). 

Teaching Assistajrt_lXAlJ. --A graduate student holding 

a fellowship who assists a faculty member in the instruction 

of students, and who takes some teaching responsibilities 

( 1 1 , P. 5 8 9 ) . 

>w~LTF)^ --A graduate student holding a 
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fellowship requiring full responsibility of teaching duties, 

although ranking is below that of the instructor (11, p . 

44) . 

Dominaritj. — A subconstruct of communicator style: "the 

dominant communicator talks frequently, takes charge in a 

social situation, comes on strong, and controls informal 

conversations." This term is operationally defined as the 

cumulative score for items 5, 7, 9, 20 and 44 of the 

instrument C$Mr51 (50, p. 528). 

Pramatic., --A subconstruct of communicator style: "the 

dramatic communicator manipulates exaggeration, fantasies, 

stories, metaphors, rhythm, voice, and other stylistic 

devices to highlight or understate content." This term is 

operationally defined as the cumulative score for items 22, 

28, 30, 32 and 39 of the instrument CSM-S1 (50, p. 528). 

Contentious --A subconstruct of communicator style: 

"the contentious communicator is argumentative." This term 

is operationally defined as the cumulative score for items 

2) 10, 13, 37, and 41 of the instrument CSM-51 (50, p.528). 

Animated, --A subconstruct of communicator style: "the 

animated communicator provides frequent and sustained eye 

contact, uses many facial expressions, and gestures often." 

This term is operationally defined as the cumulative score 

for items 6, 21, 24, 34 and 42 of the instrument CSM-51 (50, 

P. 529). 

Imp ressjon_leaving t — A subconstruct of communicator 

style: "the impression leaving communicator tends to be 
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remembered because of the stimuli which are projected. What 

is said and the way it is said is emphasized." This term is 

operationally defined as the cumulative score for items 11, 

14, 18, 31 and 40 of the instrument CSM-51 (50, p. 529). 

Bela%egj, __A subconstruct of communicator style: "the 

relaxed communicator is calm and collected, not nervous under 

pressure, and does not show nervous mannerisms." This term is 

operationally defined as the cumulative score for items 4, 12, 

16, 17, and 36 of the instrument CSM-51. The scoring for 

items 4 and 17 are reversed (50, p. 529). 

A_t entive. --A subconstruct of communicator style: "the 

attentive communicator really likes to listen to the other, 

shows interest in what the other is saying, and deliberately 

reacts in such a way that the other knows he or she is being 

listened to." This term is operationally defined as the 

cumulative score for items 15, 23, 27, 29 and 45 of the 

instrument CSM-51 (50, p. 529). 

•9p<?n» — A subconstruct of communicator style: "the open 

communicator readily reveals personal things about the self, 

easily expressed feelings and emotions, and tends to be 

unsecretive, unreserved, and somewhat frank." This term is 

operationally defined as the cumulative score for items 1, 25, 

26, 33 and 38 of the instrument CSM-51. The scoring of item 

26 is reversed (50, p. 529). 

Friendly^. --A subconstruct of communicator style: "the 

friendly communicator is encouraging to people, acknowledges 
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others contributions, openly expresses admiration and tends 

to be tactful." This term is operationally defined as the 

cumulative score for items 3, 19, 35, 8 and 34 of the 

instrument C£M-51 (50, p. 529). 

^ l i m M c a t o r _ i m a £ ^ - A subconstruct of communicator 

style: "a person with a good communicator image finds it easy 

to talk with strangers, to small groups of people, and with 

members of the opposite sex." This term is operationally 

defined as the cumulative score for items 46, 47, 48, 49, 50 

and 51 of the instrument CSM-51 (50, p. 529). 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Education in the United States has generally focused on 

one culture, seeking to fit students to that culture's values, 

but seldom to fit the culture's values to the students (10). 

With the influx of different cultures into the United States, 

this attitude may be changing. Education may be developing 

accordingly. Therefore, communication in classrooms becomes 

very important, because it affects the learning process. 

The teaching-learning process in higher education is 

substantially a communication event. Teachers and students 

are concerned with getting a desired response as a measure of 

success ( 3 7 ) . With this fact as a basis, communication 

behavior in the classroom has been investigated by many 
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researchers (2, 22, 30, 32, 34, 38). Teacher preparation 

programs have stressed the importance of nonverbal 

communication as a necessity for effective teaching. 

Generally, the main goal of the teacher in the classroom is 

to use nonverbal communication to be more effective and to 

increase students' knowledge (32). 

Cultural differences are generally regarded as 

important factors in one's perception of a speaker's 

effectiveness. As a result, different audiences and 

situations require different communication approaches and 

styles. A lecture to students should be organized very 

specifically and very carefully. Chu (8) indicates that 

culture is a very powerful factor and may affect the 

reception and acceptance of communication. Different 

cultures have different needs, and perspectives will be 

different in different cultures (8). Therefore, classroom 

material should be presented effectively in order to produce 

good communication and have the students perceive the 

teacher effectively. The interaction between native and 

non-native English-speakers is even more important in the 

higher educational process. As Richardson remarks, "mutual 

understanding can help, sometimes decisively, to reduce 

mutual fears, mutual prejudice, and mutual hostilities which 

so often poison international relations" (53, p. 8). 

Teaching assistants are a vital part of the higher 

education system. Their evaluation is an important task in 
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academic departments. Substantial attention has been given 

to the importance of the effectiveness of student opinion in 

modifying college instruction of individual professors in 

higher education (6, 7, 14, 18, 19, 21, 26, 27, 28, 56, 58, 

62, 64). The results of these evaluations are seen most 

often by the professors. Underlying this is the assumption 

that the professors will use the information to modify and 

improve their teaching. 

However, evaluation is not always seen as important for 

teaching assistants, although they are also responsible for 

providing effective learning environments for large numbers 

of students. Teaching assistants are expected to teach, to 

understand, to speak, and to write about their subjects as 

well as to understand the culture. All this is to be done 

with few teaching orientations and maybe a few tips from a 

supervising faculty member. For great amounts of criticism 

to be leveled at teaching assistants' performance in the 

classroom is not unusual. This is especially true if these 

teaching assistants are not from the same culture as their 

students. Many non-native and native teaching assistants 

come directly from undergraduate schools and have had no 

teaching experience. Their teaching styles are not 

effective. The classroom situation can become disastrous. 

Therefore, interest in the well-being of non-native 

English-speaking teaching assistants has developed in the 

United States. A number of studies have been conducted over 
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the last four decades to identify and suggest solutions to 

the problems of non-native English-speaking teaching 

assistants (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 17, 18, 21, 24, 42, 56, 60, 

63). 

Some of the factors that affect the academic success of 

non-native English-speaking teaching assistants have been 

identified. Language difficulty is the primary problem 

affecting the interaction of these teaching assistants with 

their students. Within the scope of linguistic competence, 

for example, pronunciation is one of the main complaints 

(4). 

A second problem area is social customs. While 

non-native English-speaking teaching assistants learn much 

from their experiences outside of the classroom, new and 

different customs (e.g., classroom behavior), which vary 

according to former environments and traditions, can cause 

problems for them. Customs such as free participation, 

question and answer sessions, or original thinking are often 

misunderstood (60). 

A third problem frequently confronted is the greater 

degree of freedom of expression found among American college 

and university students (60). This freedom often acts as an 

unfamiliar authority structure for these graduate students, 

affecting their classroom performance. The non-native 

English-speaking teaching assistant may fail to establish a 

good relationship with the native English-speaking students. 
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These students may lose confidence in the classroom if the 

speech of the teaching assistant is substandard or if the 

vocabulary, grammar, dialect, or pronunciation used are 

unfamiliar to the native English-speaking students. 

Therefore, careful guidance of these teaching assistants by 

faculty supervisor is important. 

An investigation (43) has been conducted to determine the 

attitudes of American students about being taught by 

non-native English-speaking teaching assistants. The study 

indicated that students felt that the teaching assistants were 

a significant resource and that their cross cultural contacts 

were an excellent experience. Students expressed interest in 

having classes taught by non-native teaching assistants. 

However, not all the responses in the study were positive 

(43). Some students and faculty members did not approve of 

the idea of classes being taught by non-native 

English-speaking teaching assistants. This group believed 

that the use of these teaching assistants was inappropriate in 

some disciplines and that presentations by these assistants 

would be of doubtful quality. A dissenting group believed 

that cultural factors were unimportant and that scientific 

principles were universal and not affected by cultural 

factors. 

The effectiveness of using teaching assistants as small 

group discussion leaders is well documented in the 
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literature (3, 4, 5, 12, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 27, 42, 

44). The lack of effectiveness of teaching assistants in 

teaching small groups, however, causes professors to be wary 

of assigning them enlarged teaching roles. 

A few universities have begun to offer courses in the 

areas of mathematics, science, and languages, for both 

non-native and native English-speaking teaching assistants 

as training for the technology and methodology of American 

classrooms. Franck and Desousa (17) have determined that, 

until 1979, only one university had offered a course to 

develop effective teaching skills among non-native 

English-speaking teaching assistants. The point is made 

that "beyond a certain level of fluency, a foreign TA's key 

success lies in communication, rather than merely linguistic 

skills" (17, pp. 3-4). 

This statement agrees with the idea that communication 

is a very important factor for non-native English-speaking 

teaching assistants. The ability of the TA to communicate 

with freshman mathematics students might be excellent 

despite the fact that the TA's command of the English 

language may not be termed "excellent" (17). Therefore, 

realizing that teaching may involve more than what is 

communicated through lecture is important (17). Rosenthal 

and Jacobson noted in 1981 that nonverbal cues may play a 

significant role in assisting students to learn material 

quickly and accurately (54). They noted that facial 



16 

expression, touch, gesture, vocal tone, posture and verbal 

variables, in addition to verbal communication, help 

students to understand subjects more accurately. 

Baisinger, Peterson, and Spillman (5) state that at the 

University of Puget Sound, the Communication Department 

faced the critical logistical problem of a lack of faculty. 

They felt, however, that a sufficient number of qualified 

upper division students could be trained to work 

effectively, within certain limitations. Therefore, a 

course was developed to meet the needs of entering students 

with the help of qualified upper division students, who 

operated effectively despite verbal and non-verbal 

communication. The use of teaching assistants as colleagues 

produced advantages for the department, for the students, 

and for the teaching assistants. 

Most introductory foreign language courses at large 

American universities are instructed by graduate teaching 

assistants (17, 18). Goepper and Knorre reported that, 

recognizing the importance and complexity of good language 

teaching, the Department of Romance Languages at the 

University of Cincinnati established a program specifically 

designed to prepare graduate teaching assistants for their 

roles as language teachers (23). The purpose of the course 

was to instruct teaching assistants to make careful, 

purposeful decisions, and to choose the best approach for 

each particular group of students. The course also taught 
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skillful lesson planning and efficient use of class time. 

The University of Cincinnati focused upon the 

effectiveness of the teaching assistant in the classroom. 

The program as a whole provided general preparation that 

could be applied to teaching at any level. 

An effective instructor is a good communicator who can 

leave a good impression on students (48, 49). Norton 

indicates that an effective instructor is attentive to 

classes, precise in subject matter, and is not dominating. 

Therefore, instructors must be skilled in communication 

style if instructional tasks are to be accomplished. 

Generally, the mission of colleges and universities (12) is 

to educate those who attend. To this end, faculty, and, 

often teaching assistants are hired. Since teaching 

assistants are part of the educational organization, they 

have an important role in the educational development of the 

students. They are a vital part of higher education. 

However, effectiveness in relation to cultural differences, 

communication styles, communication competency, and student 

scores, have not been fully studied; teaching effectiveness, 

and how it is determined by the style of communication is 

not well documented. The present study should shed some 

light on this area of higher education. 

Summary 

Chapter I provides an introduction explaining the need 



18 

for a study of communication style and teaching 

effectiveness of non-native and native English-speaking 

teaching fellows. The statement of purposes and statement 

of hypotheses are specified. A brief background and an 

explanation of the significance of the study are presented. 

Chapter II provides a review of the literature that is 

related to studies of teaching fellows and their problems. 

In addition training programs for native and non-native 

teaching fellows are reviewed. 

Chapter III describes the details of the research 

procedures. The chapter also defines the population and the 

survey instrument and the data treatment generated by this 

study. 

Chapter IV presents the findings of the study. It also 

contains an evaluation and analysis of the data collected. 

Chapter V summarizes the study and presents the major 

findings. Conclusions and recommendations for future 

investigations are also given in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In this chapter, two different bodies of literature 

relevant to the study are reported. The first involves 

teaching assistants in general in American universities and 

colleges. This body of literature includes the role of 

teaching assistants in American universities and teaching 

assistant training programs. The second area considers the 

non-native English-speaking teaching assistants (NNTAs) and 

their problems within the American higher educational 

system. 

The Role of Teaching Assistants and Teaching 
Assistant Programs in American 

Universities 

Not too long ago, almost all teaching in higher 

education was handled regular faculty. Now much of that 

instruction is provided by teaching assistants. Although 

TA's do not always teach directly, they are often charged 

with demonstrating laboratory skills, testing students, 

grading examinations, leading small group discussions, and 

tutoring undergraduates. Frequently, they are charged 
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with teaching some courses without faculty supervision (4, 

47). 

Teaching assistant problems were ignored before 1964. 

About this time the graduate assistants at the University of 

California at Berkeley alerted academia to their problems by 

demonstrating for improvement. A subsequent study by the 

University of Utah recommended procedures for studying the 

roles and responsibilities of teaching assistants (45, p. 

50). 

Teaching assistants often teach introductory courses, 

especially the basic foreign languages and literature (51, 

59). Mathematics (17), zoology and biology (30), speech 

communication (7), and political science departments also 

rely heavily upon teaching assistants (34). TA's are 

responsible for providing an effective learning environment, 

a very important task not to be taken lightly (30). Bailey 

notes that a TA is a graduate student in an educational 

institution, lacking the status of a faculty member, yet 

assisting undergraduates and teaching. Because TAs have 

completed the courses required for the undergraduate 

students, they should have sufficient subject knowledge to 

be helpful to undergraduates (4, p. 13). 

Other descriptions have been given for the role of TAs. 

Rose wrote in 1972 that: 
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Teaching assistants perform several important 
functions at the university. Their responsibility 
ranges from supervised, quasi-clerical assistance 
for a professor to completely autonomous 
instructional decision making for a large 
undergraduate class (50, p. 102). 

Weissberg called the TA a "marginal man," neither "fish nor 

fowl." There are times throughout the day that a TA must 

project different faces. A TA cannot be a part of the 

faculty yet must act like one of them (64, p. 19). 

Apparently the situation and expectations of the TA's role 

in academia have not varied through the years. Bozack, who 

had been a TA himself, asserted that: 

The teaching assistant (TA) occupies a key role in 
the undergraduate curriculum of most university 
physics departments. A TA may be assigned from 
two to six recitations and/or laboratories per 
semester, depending on the specific terms of 
assistantship. In addition, it is expected that 
TA's care for their own studies begin to do 
research study for qualifying exams, attend 
seminars and colloquia, grade freshman exams, and 
occasionally get some sleep, all to a high level 
of proficiency (12, p. 21). 

As these comments show, individual expectations of the 

teaching assistants's role may vary widely. But whatever 

different roles must be played, one of the most important 

must be the ability to make undergraduate students feel at 

ease in a classroom (12, p. 26). The classroom atmosphere 

is critical to learning. However, considering the 

pressure-cooker atmosphere of many university classes, 



28 

the task is very difficult to accomplish. Therefore, one of 

the main roles of the TA is to find a way to reduce these 

pressures and make learning more enjoyable and exciting (12, 

p. 26). The role of the TA is very sensitive and important 

in each department, especially in departments in which the 

TA is not only a "marginal man" but a financial resource. 

The TA may be vitally needed in the department because of 

the economic necessities of mass education. Graham has seen 

this necessity very clearly, noting that: 

Most universities realize that it would be quite 
difficult to operate without their TAs. 
Departments guard against the loss of TA funds. A 
reduction in need of TA's, as might result from 
televised instruction, is a threat to a department 
because this means a reduction in the number of 
graduate students a department can support. 
Departments have to offer support in order to 
recruit good graduate students; good graduate 
students are necessity for a good graduate 
program. Loss of graduate TA's could also cause a 
cutback in the undergraduate program because 
regular faculty are often not able to man all the 
undergraduate courses (32, p. 33). 

This need produces the necessity to develop the teaching 

assistants' strengths and reduce their weaknesses to 

accomplish stronger and more effective instructional 

programs. Pickering suggests that the strengths of TAs are 

the positive qualities they can contribute to the graduate 

program: 

They are young, energetic, and enthusiastic. They 
tend to root for their students. They do this in 
an unforced way, because they don't distinguish 
themselves from their students. We have all met 
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the teaching assistant who is "shop steward" for 
his or her section. TA's recall vividly how hard 
it was to learn the material being taught. 
Second, teaching is a new, exciting experience for 
them. They have't yet had time to become bored 
with the material or impatient at constantly 
answering the same questions (48, p. 56). 

Both Barnett (8) and Pickering (47) consider teaching 

assistants as helpful individuals, not as threats to their 

departments; real education is taking place in teaching 

assistants' classes. Students' expectations of TAs are 

high. This should stimulate good teaching performances in 

the classroom situation. Both the TA's role and the quality 

of TAs in that role have a great impact on higher education. 

As Bailey reports, forty percent of the undergraduate 

teaching responsibilities are on TAs' shoulders (4, p. 14). 

In recent years, concern for the quality of teaching 

provided in teaching assistants' classes has become a major 

issue in higher education (29* 38, 61). A recent review of 

research on improving college teaching concludes that the 

quality of instruction provided by graduate teaching 

assistants in general has emerged as a major problem (15, 

16, 21, 38, 61). Undergraduate students repeatedly complain 

about the quality of instruction received from graduate 

teaching assistants (GTAs) (4, 6, 31, 58, 62). 

In a review of the literature concerning teaching 

assistants, Lnenicka notes that using teaching assistants as 

instructors is considered harmful to the education process: 
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The undergraduate student and his parents, who 
suffer financial strain in order to provide for 
their children's college education, have a right 
to feel cheated and resentful when they find even 
one of the important courses in the undergraduate 
curriculum being taught by a graduate student, one 
who, in all probability, is inexperienced, 
unrehearsed, untrained for teaching and whose 
primary interest lies not in his teaching, but 
rather in satisfying the requirement for his own 
degree (43, p. 97)• 

Other academics have shared Lnenicka's position and have 

expressed concern for improving the value, quality, and 

effectiveness of graduate teaching assistants' program (56, 

57) . 

In spite of these comments, relatively few TA training 

programs have been developed. According to Stockdale and 

Wochok, TAs provide "undergraduate instruction; and the 

teaching provides financial support for graduate students, 

not a means for training future college teachers" (57, P. 

345). There are, however, several investigators who have 

documented effective methods used to prepare graduate TAs 

for teaching responsibilities (15, 29, 41, 51, 56, 57). 

Undoubtedly, any teaching assistant can become better 

through effective training. Barnett remarks that there is 

always a chance to learn and to be trained as a teaching 

assistant because teaching skills can be consciously taught 

and learned (8). Teaching assistants can always improve as 

teachers. Barnett lists three conditions necessary for 

becoming a better teacher: "a desire for improvement, an 

awareness of areas for reform, and support of the self 
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developmental administration" (8, p. 30). Peer observation 

is advocated in meeting these conditions. Peer observation 

and training will help teaching assistants be aware of 

changes and growth, improving their teaching styles. 

Training Programs for Teaching Assistants 

Until 1964, institutions did little training of 

graduate teaching assistants (44). By 1970, according to 

Hagiwara's investigation, institutions had begun to offer 

formal training in teaching methods and to develop some type 

of orientation for TAs (33). Several other investigations 

subsequently reported that TA training programs had improved 

(20, p. 34). Schulz's report in 1979 confirmed these 

observations (52). 

Schulz's studies of TA training programs made it clear 

that major improvements were needed before a TA begins 

independent teaching (4, 5, 15, 18, 21, 38, 52). 

Expectations of initial TA performance should not be too 

great. Coincidentally, administrators must recognize their 

obligation to provide a safety net, permitting TAs to 

acknowledge their own weaknesses and strengths in a 

supportive atmosphere. Helping the TAs perform better by 

developing essential qualities and developing the TAs* 

critical thinking is needed to prevent complaints from 

students and parents. A pre-training program is generally 
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regarded as essential (4, 47). Graham has suggested that: 

There is space in a graduate career for teacher 
education. Perhaps one quarter of the internship 
and training before a TA becomes exposed to his 
first class on his own, could be beneficial. It 
may be expensive to support a TA for this quarter, 
but it could return the money many times in 
quality of undergraduate teaching. Many more 
expensive changes are being made which may not 
have the same effect on the undergraduate program. 
College teaching must improve at all levels. 
Untrained teachers are too costly (32, p. 128). 

The University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign was one of 

the first universities to develop a TA training program. 

Twenty-two inexperienced, untrained teaching assistants were 

selected from the Geography, Business, and Economics 

departments. In conjunction with the program, Dalgaard 

sought to develop a curriculum for training the teaching 

assistants. The study also compared the effectiveness of 

participants with a control group of nonparticipants (16). 

The Illinois training program had two phases: 

videotaping of each teaching assistant, and seminar 

classroom instruction. The results of the program were very 

satisfactory, and the program suggested that acquiring basic 

teaching skills can improve a teaching assistant's teaching 

effectiveness. TAs, according to this study, should learn 

as many basic pedagogical skills and principles as possible. 

The program also pointed out that teaching assistants needed 

instruction in a variety of teaching methods to meet the 

needs of students (16). 
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The enormous need for teaching fellow training has now 

been partly met as many administrators realize the 

importance of such training programs. Ewens and Emling note 

that fifty percent of all graduate departments of sociology 

offer some form of a training program for their graduate 

teaching assistants. Preparation and training are conducted 

in the form of workshops or orientations at the beginning of 

each semester (22). 

Garland conducted a training program in the sociology 

department at the University of Akron. The program was 

conducted for TAs who had a desire to teach in a 

professional manner, who lacked skills to qualify them to be 

teachers, and who lacked classroom experience (26). 

Another successful feature of the Akron program was 

assigning new TAs as assistants to a professor during the 

first year of teaching assistantship. The purpose was to 

expose the teaching assistants to different pedagogical 

approaches. By the end of the semester, TA had seen several 

approaches to effectively dealing with undergraduates. The 

study was considered a success. Most of the faculty began 

to recognize the need for improvement in the program and to 

work for the success of the entire program (15, 22, 26). 

Faculty and staff appear to have begun to take 

seriously training in preparation for teaching. This trend 

is reflected in the Gibaldi and Mirollo survey. They show 

that a crucial change in attitude is taking place regarding 
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the level of preparation of graduate students for their 

future teaching roles (27, p. 26). 

Concerns about the quality of undergraduate programs 

and the quality of undergraduate education in America have 

been a major issue of discussion in recent reports in the 

CjiC£nlcl^of_Higher Education of national curriculum studies 

(10, 37, 61, 54). These reports, noting a decline in the 

quality of teaching and of undergraduate programs, blame 

administrators and faculty for failing to provide and 

transmit the education that undergraduate students require. 

Bennett states in To Reclaim a Le^cv: Text of Repnrt. 

Hvunanit-j-gs j-n. Edyjcatian that in providing better quality, 

faculty and instructors should perform at the highest level 

of competence. Students are entitled to receive an 

education which links "qualitative growth with 

effectiveness" (10). 

The national studies also indicate that, during the 

late 1960S and early 1970s, there was great restructuring of 

the curriculum. Students acquired a greater role in 

determining their educational requirements. Throughout this 

period there was a rapid growth in education. However, 

faculty were better prepared to teach graduate classes and 

conduct research. As a result, many undergraduate courses 

were left to the underpaid and untrained instructors and 

graduate teaching assistants. These courses were, 
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nonetheless, very important—perhaps crucial--to the 

students (10, p. 19). 

The decline of the undergraduate program has become a 

major issue. Several authorities have concerned themselves 

with understanding the problem and developing possible 

solutions. Bennett noted that "the primary obligation of 

professionals is to know their professional business, its 

ethical responsibilities to clients and the profession 

itself, the skills essential to its performance, and the 

body of knowledge that must be mastered" (37, p. 28). 

Because instructors and teaching assistants are 

professionals, the report continues, an obligation exists to 

prepare them as the best possible teachers for their 

students. The teaching assistantship should not be a device 

for senior faculty to be relieved of some of their duties 

(37) . 

Russo investigated the features of training programs 

and noted that the programs consisted of workshops, 

lectures, and videotaping. In addition, there were drill 

and practice classes for teaching assistants. Formal weekly 

meetings with the TAs provided opportunities to discuss 

methods observed in model classes (51). Such extensive 

training programs had succeeded well in the German 

department at the University of Wisconsin-Madison and in the 

French department at the University of Virginia. The 

teaching assistants were very enthusiastic, becoming dynamic 
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teachers after the first two semesters of the training 

program (20, pp. 34-36). 

The University of Wisconsin-Madison went a step 

further, using TA evaluation as a factor for in-service 

training. In the. foreign language department, the purpose 

of TA evaluation was "to assist TAs in improving their 

teaching skills and to provide them with the tools necessary 

to assess their own classroom performance on a continual 

basis" (20, p. 35) . 

The University of California, Davis, with the 

cooperation of the Teaching Resources Center, provides a 

training program for the Departments of Foreign Language, 

Spanish and Classics. The program consists of videotaping 

the teaching assistants' classrooms and providing feedback. 

Previous programs in other universities had consisted of 

orientation programs, methods courses, microteaching, and 

class observation by supervisors. After videotaping became 

available, foreign language teaching assistants began using 

the equipment as a feedback device while practice teaching. 

According to Frank and Samaniego, the new method of 

supervision reduced the need for classroom visits (25, p. 

2 7 3 ) . 

According to the study at the University of California, 

Davis, through videotaping, problems such as "lack of 

enthusiasm, too much teacher talk, poor pronunciation, 

student and/or teacher grammatical errors, and poor use of 
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blackboard, were quickly spotted by the TAs themselves and 

required little or no comment from the supervisor" (25, p. 

276). The problems of convincing teaching assistants that 

they use ambiguous phrases in the classroom, or showing them 

that a students' answer to a question was incorrect, were 

lessened by videotaping. The TAs at Davis seemed to be less 

defensive and tried to make conscious efforts to spot 

personal errors. Repeat tapings demonstrated improvement 

not only in teaching techniques but also in TAs1 ability to 

discover their own errors and to be constructively critical 

of their own performances (25, p. 276). For novice teaching 

assistants to develop a variety of skills and 

decision-making abilities, formal training in a number of 

areas was recommended. The researchers recognized the 

importance and complexity of good teaching. 

The Department of Romance Languages at the University of 

Cincinnati also established a program to train their 

teaching assistants "to make careful, purposeful decisions 

and to choose the best approach for each particular group of 

students" (29, p. 447). To achieve these goals the methods 

leeching, and !<?$$<? n_&l9nrung were used to prepare the TAs 

(29, p. 448) . The first step in preparing the teaching 

assistants was a demonstration of skillful teaching. After 

participating in demonstration activities, TAs prepared 

lesson plans and performed for each other. Each TA received 
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a performance critique. Errors, as well as strengths and 

weaknesses, were discussed. After the critiques, TAs were 

asked to develop a lesson plans which they might use as 

models in future classes (29, pp. 447-450). The study 

indicated that the teaching assistants were both dedicated 

to and enthusiastic about the program. They had a desire to 

be good teachers. TAs and TFs recognized the importance of 

professional training. Most of the participants felt they 

had benefited greatly from the training (29, p. 449). 

Numerous descriptive studies support the idea of 

training programs for TAs (9, 13, 16, 18, 19, 20, 26, 29, 

42, 46, 49, 51, 55, 56). These studies demonstrate the 

effect of such training programs on quality education. 

However, as Siebering has noted, these efforts would not be 

effective if TAs were not competent in their subject matter 

(55). Unfortunately, several complaints have been received 

by different authorities about non-native English-speaking 

teaching assistants (NNTAs) stating, in effect, that their 

lack of proficiency in speaking the English language is 

seriously affecting teaching performance in their classrooms 

(2, 3, 4, 18, 31, 36, 39, 58, 62). The same studies 

indicate awareness of the need for NNTAs and NNTFs to 

participate in more training programs (2, 3, 4, 18, 31, 36, 

39, 58, 62). 
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Non-Native English-Speaking Teaching Assistants, 
and Complaints about Their Performance 

Since 1979, the number of studies of NNTAs has 

increased dramatically (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 14, 17, 23, 24, 

43, 59). Large numbers of foreign students have enrolled 

in American universities, many supporting themselves as 

teaching assistants or teaching fellows. The percentage of 

NNTAs varies widely from institution to institution (2, 4, 

18, 36). Colleges and universities have given increasing 

teaching responsibilities to non-native English-speaking 

teaching assistants and teaching fellows in courses such as 

computer science, engineering, and mathematics. This has 

brought loud complaints from parents and students believing 

that instruction by an NNTA or NNTF is often marred by 

language barriers (36, p. 1). 

In dealing with the problem of foreign teaching 

assistants, one should recall that undergraduate students 

are the main population taught by NNTAs. Satisfying this 

group can be very difficult and sometimes impossible (5, p. 

4-5). An important aspect of the problem is parental 

concern: they are the main consumers in the higher 

education system, the ones who pay the tuition bills. 

Parents expect high quality performance. 

Bailey found two letters complaining about teaching 

assistants at the University of California, Los Angeles 

(UCLA) (5). Both letters were written by the parent of a 
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freshman who had experienced difficulty understanding the 

subject materials in calculus and chemistry classes. The 

parent alleged that the courses were taught by non-native 

teaching assistants whose language the student could not 

understand. The discontented parent termed the learning 

situation "unacceptable" because the student was unable to 

get any help from the TAs. The parent contended that 

non-native graduates employed as teaching assistants were 

inarticulate in English and ineffective communicators; 

therefore, the non-native teaching assistants were not good 

teachers. Obviously unhappy with the situation, this 

tax-paying parent did not want to support the education of 

foreign students (5, pp. 4-5). 

The factors this letter highlights include the issue of 

"new ethnocentrisim on the part of U.S. students" (5, p. 6) 

and the quality of declining undergraduate education. The 

quality of education had been damaged precisely because 

little attention was given to courses taught by non-native 

English teaching assistants (5, p. 6). The concerns of the 

parents and students motivated UCLA to take the issue very 

seriously. Several different departments became involved in 

solving the problem. The performance of non-native speaking 

teaching assistants has become an important issue in some 

universities. The complaint letters Bailey found were not 

the only ones administrators received. 
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Avsar Keye, in 1980, also reported letters of complaint 

about FTAs at the University of Minnesota. The letters were 

written in the campus newspaper by American students who had 

non-native teaching assistants as instructors. Students 

addressed the letters to the academic departments hiring 

non-native teaching assistants. The letters complain about 

TAs in undergraduate mathematics, economics, and statistics. 

The students contended that efforts to ensure that 

non-native teaching assistants had sufficient English 

competency before entering the classroom had failed. The 

departments apparently required the NNTAs to pass a standard 

English language test, even though the test did not ensure a 

"speaking proficiency" (2). The students wrote that some 

non-native graduate teaching assistants were very good at 

reading and writing, having passed the written test with 

high scores. However, they froze in front of their classes. 

The department, claimed the students, did not administer 

verbal tests of English as a means of evaluating TFs' 

teaching effectiveness and verbal proficiency (2, p. 15-18). 

Similar problems have been observed and reported at 

other campuses, including Kent State University. A state 

representative's daughter from Cleveland had serious 

complaints about the non-native graduate teaching assistant 

in a statistics class, and her friends had the same trouble 

with non-native teaching assistants in their mathematics 

classes. The state representative introduced a bill 
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requiring the state's public colleges and universities to 

give an oral proficiency test in English to non-native 

English speaking teaching assistants prior to granting them 

teaching assistantships. The bill passed (36, p. 1; 32-33). 

Similar problems have been brought up at the University 

of Pennsylvania (54) and the University of Maryland (39). 

The language problem is a common complaint voiced by many 

students. Other factors contribute to troubles in the 

classroom situation. For example, there are fundamental 

differences between the American educational system and the 

educational systems of other countries (36, p. 33). Other 

factors include nonverbal behavior and status differences. 

Some non-native teaching assistants have come from countries 

where teachers have a very high standing in the community. 

However, the status of teachers in the United States is not 

high (36, p. 33) • 

The literature contains complaints from several other 

institutions, including the University of Minnesota; the 

University of California, Los Angeles; the University of 

Pennsylvania; and the University of Maryland. Davis cites 

similar letters and complaints in research at the University 

of Ohio. The complaints contain implications that foreign 

teaching assistants had difficulty communicating with 

undergraduate students, a problem derived in part from a 

lack of sufficient English skills (18, p. 116). Cultural 
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factors other than language were reported at the University 

of Ohio (18, pp. 110-122). 

The experiences of international or foreign graduate 

teaching assistants at American universities or colleges are 

crucial. Non-native teaching assistants and teaching 

fellows must understand and deal with fundamental 

differences between the American educational system and 

their own. Since the 1960s, the issue of formal training in 

teaching for all teaching assistants, and more recently for 

non-native English-speaking TAs, has been supported by many 

universities in the United States (4, 5, 18, 28, 30, 48, 

59). 

As a result, university administrators and faculty 

members.have begun to deal with non-native English-speaking 

teaching assistants and teaching fellows by requiring them 

to pass tests demonstrating English proficiency and verbal 

skills before teaching classes. At the same time, 

orientation and training programs have been established to 

improve the skills of non-native teaching assistants and 

teaching fellows (1, 3, 4, 5, 12, 14, 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 

36). 

Training Programs For Non-native 
Teaching Assistants 

Special classes and courses have been developed at 

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis for non-native 
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English-speaking teaching assistants (19). This was a 

response to parental and student concerns about the 

communication skills of non-native English-speaking teaching 

assistants in classrooms. 

During the spring of 1979, the International Student 

Office and the Student Life Office at the University of 

Minnesota conducted a survey to compare the non-native 

English-speaking teaching assistant and native 

English-speaking teaching assistant. The survey indicated 

that the NNTAs were, for all intents and purposes, as 

knowledgeable as native English-speaking teaching assistants 

but less satisfactory in their communication skills, 

teaching effectiveness, and comprehension of university 

rules and regulations (19, p. 2). 

In an attempt to help non-native English-speaking 

teaching assistants, a course was developed to assist NNTAs 

develop listening, speaking, and pronunciation skills. The 

teaching assistants were also given practical experiences in 

actual classroom lectures. There was a significant increase 

in the number of positive comments after the course by the 

same students who previously complained about the non-native 

English-speaking teaching assistants. Data gathered in the 

classes indicated that NNTAs effectively improved their 

abilities to function in the classrooms (19, pp. 1-3). 

During the Fall of 1979, the University of Minnesota 

surveyed non-native English teaching assistants to determine 
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their impressions about the cross-cultural facets of their 

education. They were asked to respond to a five point 

Likert-type scale questionnaire. The teaching assistants 

were asked if they thought there were any cultural 

differences between the United States and their countries of 

origin which affected their roles as teaching assistants. 

Sixty percent of the TAs indicated that there were 

differences (19, p. 4). Asked if there were any differences 

between the educational system in the United States and in 

their own countries, seventy percent indicated significant 

differences in classroom procedures (19, p. 4). Non-native 

teaching assistants indicated that the special training 

course did help them to respond promptly, and to answer 

students' questions in an understandable manner. They 

asserted that the course was of some help in correcting 

pronunciation and inflection (19, p. 11). 

Problems with FTAs in the University of Minnesota have 

been largely solved by the special training course. Avsar 

Keye, who conducted a study at the same university one year 

later, indicated that, after non-native teaching assistants 

had taken a course which was designed to improve their 

communication skills, teaching effectiveness, and English 

skills, the TAs' students commented positively about the 

TAs' improvements (2). 

The University of California, Davis, was another 

university which assigned a great portion of its teaching 
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assistantships to foreign TAs. The University encountered 

problems such as a "lack of familiarity with American 

teaching methods, weak language skills, lack of teaching 

experience under any system, and teaching undergraduates who 

are unaccustomed to comprehending accented English" (24, pp. 

111-112). 

A special rhetoric course was structured around three 

activities: performance, instruction, and critique for 

non-native graduate teaching assistants. The purpose of the 

course was to assist NNTAs in classroom performance and in 

encounters with native English-speaking students. The 

non-native English-speaking teaching assistants indicated 

that their performances improved after attending the 

training program. 

My ideas on teaching have been enriched, are 
broader and personally I feel much better prepared 
for teaching.... I think they [My oral 
presentations] have [improved] although it is 
difficult for me to say to what extent. Anyway, I 
am confident they will [improve] more with the 
information I obtained in the course (24, p. 113). 

The methods used in the rhetoric course were reported to 

be effective in improving the abilities of TAs in audience 

contact, pronunciation and speech. The method reinforced 

or complimented their speaking skills in the classroom 

(23, PP. 3-4; 22, pp. 111-114). 

For quite some time, the University of Pittsburgh has 

also dealt with the problem of low English proficiency 



47 

among its non-native English-speaking teaching assistants. 

In response to the complaints of students about NNTAs' 

communication difficulties, a program was initiated by the 

university's English Language Institute. The primary 

objective of the course was the improvement of skills 

between TAs and their students (14, p. 1-16). The second 

objective of the program was to accustom the non-native TAs 

to the cultural shock of the American university. In 

addition, some TAs received special tutoring before they 

began teaching in some departments (14, pp. 10-11). 

Carroll recommended that "substantially more effort 

ought to be devoted to assessing the effect of TA training 

programs than simply describing innovative ways of 

conducting such programs" (15, p. 176). This recommendation 

implies that, unless TAs are trained to recognize 

appropriate behaviors, they will be unable to change their 

performance to demonstrate appropriate behaviors as a 

teacher. The literature also indicates some acknowledgement 

of a need for teaching assistant training programs. For 

non-native teaching assistants to become effective 

university teachers in the United States, there is a need 

for special training (2, 3, 4, 18, 31, 36, 39, 58, 62). 
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Summary 

The preceding review of the literature addressed a 

number of issues and studies concerning the preparation 

and problems of non-native TAs. A pre-training program is 

generally regarded as essential (4, 47). All of the 

training programs indicated the importance of professors 

supervising and guiding the non-native English-speaking 

teaching assistants. 

Non-native English-speaking TAs often failed to 

establish good working relationships with their 

undergraduate students. Consequently, the literature 

emphasizes the role of teaching assistants and teaching 

assistants' programs in American universities, the 

training programs for teaching assistants, and complaints 

about the performance of non-native English-speaking 

teaching assistants, and non-native teaching assistants 

training programs. 

Overall, the literature is generally positive about 

the efficiency of TA training programs in bringing about 

needed changes in TA behavior and in improving TA teaching 

effectiveness. Training can produce positive changes in 

TA classroom techniques. 

The literature presents native TA communicators in a 

more favorable manner than non-native TA communicators 

across a variety of interpersonal variables in the 
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classrooms. The evidence presented suggests that the 

effectiveness of native TAs in the classroom may be 

related to verbal ability in English. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Adams, M., "Teaching Students from other Cultures," 
Journal of Chemical Education , 5 8 (December, 1981), 
1010-1012. 

2. Avsar Keye, F. Z., "An Exploratory Study of Students1 

Written Responses to Foreign Teaching Assistants 
Presentation," unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota. 
1980. 

3. Bailey, K. M., "Foreign Teaching Assistants at U.S. 
Universities: Problems in Interaction and 
Communication," TESOL Quarterly , 17 (June, 1983), 
308-310. 

4. Bailey, K. M., "Teaching in a Second Language: The 
Communicative Competence of Non-native Speaking 
Teaching Assistants," unpublished doctoral 
dissertation in Applied Linguistics, University of 
California, Los Angeles. Ann Arbor, University 

. Microfilms International, 1982. 

5. Bailey, K. M., "The Foreign TA Problem," in Foreign 
Igacjaing Assi-£lants in U.S. Universities , Edited 
K.M. Bailey, F. Pialorsi, and J.Z. Faust. National 
Association for Foreign Student Affairs, Washington, 
D.C. 1984, 3-15. 

6. Bailey, K. M., and F. B. Hinofotis, "American 
Undergraduates' Reactions to the Communication Skills 
of Foreign Teaching Assistants," On TESOL ' 
80--Building Bridges: Research and Practice in 
Teaching English as a Second Language , edited by J. 
C. Fisher, M. A. Clark, and J. Schachter, Washington, 
D.C., TESOL, 1980 # ED 208 643. 

7 • Baisinger, W. H., G. L. Peterson, and B. Spillman, 
"Undergraduates as Colleagues: Using Undergraduates 
as Teaching Assistants in the Basic Course," 
A^g^cjatjon for_CQtnmunication Administration A'C A 
J3ull£iin , 47, (January, 1 984), 60-63. 

8. Barnett, M. A., "Peer Observation and Analysis: Improving 
Teaching and Training TAs," ADFL Bulletin , 15 
(September, 1983), 30-33. 

50 



51 

9. Barrus, J. L. , T. R. Armstrong, M. M. Renfren and V. G. 
Garrard, "Preparing Teaching Assistants," Journal of 
College Science Teaching , 3 (Fall, 1974), 350-352. 

10. Bennett, W. J., "To Reclaim a Legacy,: Text of Report on 
Humanities in Education," Chronicle of Higher 
Education , 2 8 (November, 1984), 16, 17-21. 

11. Berdie, D. R., R. J. Anderson, M. S. Wenberg, and C. S. 
Price, "Improving the Effectiveness of Teaching 
Assistants, Undergraduates Speak Out," Improving the 
College and University Teaching , 24 (Summer, 1976), 
169-171. 

12. Bozack, M. J., "Tips for TA's; The Role of the Physics 
Teaching Assistant," The Phvsics Teacher ,21 
(January, 1983), 21-28. 

13. Buckenmeyer, J. A., "Preparing Graduate Assistants to 
Teach," Inmr&s/jns College and University Teaching , 
20 (Spring, 1972), 142-144. 

14. Cake, C. and L. Menasche, "Improving the Communication 
Skills of Foreign Teaching Assistants," Unpublished 
manuscript Paper Presented at the Annual Conference 
of the National Association for Foreign Students 
Affairs, 34th, Seattle, WA, May 1982, ED #225373. 

15. Carroll, J. G. , "Effects of Training Programs for 
University Teaching Assistant: A Review of Empirical 
Research," Journal of Higher Education , 51 
(March-April, 1980), 167-183. 

16. Dalgaard, K. A., "Some Effects of Training on Teaching 
Effectiveness of Untrained University Teaching 
Assistants," Research in Higher Education , 17, 
(October, 1982), 39-50. 

17. Damarin, S. and G. West, "Preparation of Foreign Graduate 
Students to Teach Mathematics: An Experimental 
Course," American Mathematical Monthly , 86 
(Jun-July, 1979), 494-497. 

18. Davis, B. K., "A Study of the Effectiveness of Training 
for Foreign Teaching Assistants," unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Ohio State University, 
Columbous, Ohio, 1984. 



52 

19. 

20. 

21 . 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

Dege, D. B., "Format and Evaluation of the Cross-Cultural 
Component of Foreign Teaching Assistant Program," 
Paper Presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
International Communication Association, Minneapolis, 
MN, May, 1981, ED #207100 

Donato, R. D., "TA Training 
for an Effective Program," 
(September, 1 983) , 34-36'. 

and Supervision: 
ADFL Bulletin 

Ervin, G. and 
Know What 
Annuals , 

J. A. Muyskens, "On Training TAs 
They Want and Need?," Foreign I 
15 (October, 1982), 335-344. 

Check List 
15 

Do We 

22. Ewens, B., and D. Emling, "Survey Conducted on Teacher 
Development 
Association 

in Sociology," American 
(January, 1976), 1-4. 

Franck, R. M. and A. Desousa, 
Communication Skills," 
University Teaching , 3 0 (Summer, 

"Foreign TAs: 

1 982) , 

A Course 
_and 
111-114. 

m 

Franck, R. M. and A. Desousa, "The Foreign Teaching 
Assistant in American University A Course in 
Communication Skills, Teaching in Multicultural 
Classroom," Paper Presented at Speech Communication 
Association Convenstion in New York, November,14, 
1980. 

Frank, M. R. and F. A. Samaniego, "The Supervision of 
Teaching Assistants: A new Use of Videotape," The 
Mod^£il_Language jQur&al , 65 (Autumn, 1 981 ), 27 3-280 . 

Garland, T. N., "A Training Program for Graduate Teaching 
Assistants the Experience of One Department," 

, 1 0 (July, 1983), 4 87-503. 

Gibaldi, J., and J. V. Mirollo, The 

1 981 . 
New York: MLA, 

Gilbert, C. P. and J. F. McArthur, "In Service Teacher 
Preparation of French Graduate Assistants: Design and 
Evaluation," fxench.Rgview , 48 (February, 1975), 
508-521. 

Goepper, J. B. and M. Knorre, "Pre-and in-Service 
Training of Graduate Teaching Assistants," Modern 
Language Journal , 6 4 (Winter, 1980), 446-450. 



53 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41 . 

Golmon, M. E., "A Teaching Seminar for Graduate Teaching 
Assistants in Zoology," The American Biology Teacher, 
(April, 1975), 231-233. 

Gottschalk, E. C., "Foreign Students-Teachers Faulted for 
Lack of Fluency in English," Wall Street Journal , 
(October, 1985). 

Graham, M. W., "Development of an Inservice Program for 
Geology Teaching Assistants to Reduce Role Conflict 
and to Improve Teaching Skills," Unpublish Doctoral 
Dissertation, Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio, 
1 971 . 

Hagiwara, M. P., 
Education; Trend in Training and 
Graduate Teaching Assistants f New York, MLA, 1970. 

Hardy, R. J., "The Role 
in a Large American 
Political Science , 

of Graduate Teaching Assistants 
Government Class," Teaching 
10 (Spring 1983), 136-140. 

Heiss, A. M., "To day's Graduate Student- Tomorrow's 
Faculty Member," AAUP Bulletin , 55 (Winter, 1969), 
452-454. 

Heller, S., "College Try Tests and Training to Make Sure 
Foreign TA's Can Be Understood," The Chronicle of 
Higher Education , 31 (September, 1985), 1, 32, 33. 

"Integrity 
Higher. 

in the College 
Education , 13 

Curriculum," 
(February, 1985) 12-30. 

Jackson, W. K., and R. D. Simpson, "A Survey of Graduate 
Teaching Assistant Instructional Improvement 
Programs," College Student Journal , 17 (Fall, 1983), 
220-224. 

Kelley, J., "Foreign Teachers Bring Language Problems to 
U.S. Campuses," Los Angeles Times , 18 (June, 1982), 
Part I-C:12. 

Kramar, D. W. , "Preparing for Renaissance 
Teaching," Bioscience , 21 (November, 

of College 
1971) , 1080 

Krockover, G. H., "A Model to Improve Science Instruction 
by Graduate Teaching Assistant," School Science and 
Mathematics , 80 (April, 1980) , 343-347. 



54 

42. Lewis, W. R. and C. C. Orvis, "A Training System for 
Graduate Student Instructors of Introductory 
Economics at the University of Minnesota," Journal of 
Economic Education , 5 (Fall, 1973), 38-46. 

43. Lnenicka, W. J., "Are Teaching Assistants Teachers?", 
Improving College and University Teaching , 2 0 
(Spring, 1972), 97. 

44. MacAllister, A., "The Preparation of College Teachers of 
Modern Foreign Language," Modern Language Journal , 
50 (Fall, 1 966) , 400-415. 

45. Monson, C. H., "Teaching Assistants: the Forgotten 
Faculty," Educational Record , 50 (Winter, 1969), 
60-6 5. 

46. Muhlestein, L. D. and B. DeFacio, "Teaching Graduate 
Teaching Assistants to Teach,"•American Journal of 
Physics , 42 (May, 1974), 384-386. 

47. Pickering, M., "Should Teaching Assistants Be Asked to 
Play the Part of Socrates?", 
Education , 26, (June, 1983), 56. 

48. Renfrew, M. M. and T. M. Moeller, "The Training of 
Teaching assistants in Chemistry: A Survey," Journal 
of Chemical Education , 5 5 (June, 1978), 386-388. 

49. Rogal, S. J., "Train Them First," Improving College and 
University Teaching , 17 (Winter, 1969), 44-47. 

50. Rose, C., "An In-Service Program For Teaching 
Assistants," Improving College and University 
Teaching , 2 0 (Spring, 1972), 100-102. 

51. Russo, G. , "Training For TAs," Improving College and 
University Teaching , 31 (Fall, 1982), 171-174. 

52. Schulz, R. A., "TA Training, Supervision, and Evaluation: 
Report of a Survey," ADFL Bulletin , 12.1 (Fall, 
1980), 1-8. 

53. Scully, M. G., "Gaps Between Ideal and Actual are Serious 
Warning Signals," Chronicle 
(October, 1984), 1, 34. ' 

54. Shaw, E., "No Comprende! Foreign TAs Try to Cope with 
English," The Daily Pennsvlvanian , 15 (February, 
1 982) , 3 . 

24 



55 

55. Siebring, B. R. , "A Training Program for Teaching 
Assistants," Improving College and University 
Teaching , 20 (Spring, 1972), 98-99. 

56 . Staton-Spier, A. Q, and J. L. Nyquist, "Improving the 
Teaching Effectiveness of Graduate Teaching 
Assistant," Communication Education , 2 8 (July, 
1979), 199-205. 

57. Stockdale, D. L. and Z. S. Wochok, "Training TA's to 
Teach," Journal of College Science Teaching , 3 
(Fall, 1974), 345-349. 

58. Swanbeck, H., "Foreign TAs Experience Communication Gap 
in Classroom," UCLA Daily Bruin , 26 (October, 1981), 
1 , 9-10. 

59. Szymanski, J. R., "Training the Foreign Language Teaching 
Assistant," Improving College and University Teaching 
26 (Winter, 1 978) , 71-73. 

60. Thompson, M. L. and J. R. Ellis, "A Study of Graduate 
Assistantship in American Schools of Education," 
College Student Journal , 18 (Spring, 1 984), 76 — 86 . 

61. Timmerman, M., "Foreign Profs' Language Barrier Irritates 
Students," UCLA Daily Bruin ,4 (May, 1981), 3. 

62. "Test of New Report on Excellence in Undergraduate 
Education," Chronicle of Higher Education , 24 
(October, 1984), 35-49. 

63. Van Zandt, H. F., "How to Negotiate in Japan," 
Intercultural Communication: A Reader , edited by L. 
A Samovar and R.E. Porter, Belmont, California, 
Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1976, 307-319. 

64. Weissberg, N. C., "The Graduate Teaching Assistant: A 
Marginal Role," Improving College and University 
Teaching , 16 (Summer, 196 8), 185-187. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

This study was conducted to determine whether 

differences existed between the communication styles and 

teaching effectiveness, respectively, of native and 

non-native teaching fellows, as perceived by their 

undergraduate students. In addition, the study sought to 

determine whether a positive correlation existed between the 

final grades and the communication styles and teaching 

effectiveness, respectively, of native and non-native 

teaching fellows as perceived by their undergraduate 

students. 

This chapter presents the methodology and procedures 

that were utilized. Areas discussed in this chapter include 

the sample of the study, a description of the instruments, 

procedures for collection of the data, and the procedures 

for analyses of the data. 

The Population of the Study 

The sample used in this study was fourteen graduate 

teaching fellows and 400 students enrolled in their classes. 
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The graduate teaching fellows volunteered to be included in 

this study. All of the teaching fellows spoke English; 

seven of them were non-native; and seven were native. The 

400 students were enrolled in introductory classes taught by 

these same teaching fellows in the departments of Computer 

Science, English, Economics, and Accounting at North Texas 

State University. The seven non-native English-speaking 

teaching fellows included one Mid-Eastern female and one 

Oriental female, both over thirty years old, from the 

departments of English and Economics respectively. Three of 

the five male non-native teaching fellows were from the 

Mid-East; one was from Africa; and one was from India. The 

five male teaching fellows were between twenty-two and 

thirty years of age and were from the departments of 

Economics and Computer Science. 

The native English-speaking teaching fellows included 

two Caucasian females between twenty-two and thirty years of 

age from the departments of Economics and Computer Science 

and five Caucasian males between twenty-two and thirty years 

of age from the departments of Accounting, Economics and 

English. Four hundred students of six hundred responded to 

the questionnaires. Of the respondents, 311 were American 

citizens and seventy-four were not. The students were 

mostly undergraduates (321); only seven were graduate 

students. 
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Data Collection Instruments 

The Communicator Stvle Measure (CSM-51) and the 

Teaching Assistant Evaluator (T.A.E.-20) were used to 

collect the data necessary to accomplish the purposes of 

this study. Both instruments were designed to examine the 

perceptions of native and non-native undergraduate students 

toward the communication styles and teaching effectiveness 

of native and non-native teaching fellows. The content 

validity of the instruments was re-established by submitting 

them to four professors—one in the department of Speech and 

Drama and three in evaluation in the College of Education. 

The Communicator Stvle Measure,, (CSM-51) assesses 

teacher effectiveness as related to perceived communicator 

style (Appendix). CSM-51, developed by Norton in 1978 (9), 

is composed of 51 statements about communication styles. 

Subjects responded to statements on a Likert-type scale: (1) 

very strongly agree (2) strongly agree (3) agree (4) 

undecided (5) disagree (6) strongly disagree (7) very 

strongly disagree. 

The Communication Stvle Measure (CSM-51) consists of 

the following ten variables: 

1. Dominant 
2. Dramatic 
3. Contentious 
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4. Animated 
5. Impression leaving 
6. Relaxed 
7. Attentive 
8. Open 
9. Friendly 

10. Communicator Image 

The variables of communication style were identified by 

Norton (11, p. 103). The six hundred students in the 

teaching fellows' classes were requested to answer each of 

seventy-one questions in the CSM-51 from their perspectives. 

Each of the fourteen teaching fellows was asked to answer 

the CSM-5.1 according to his or her feelings and 

perspectives. 

Teaching Assistant Evaluator (T.A.E.-20): 

The second instrument was the Teaching Assistant 

EvalM9.tgr (T.A.E.-20) (Appendix). This twenty-statement 

instrument concerning the opinions of the students regarding 

the overall teaching effectiveness of the teaching fellows 

was developed by Meredith and Bub in 1977 (4). Subjects 

responded to statements on a Likert-type scale: (1) strongly 

agree, (2) agree, (3) undecided, (4) disagree, (5) strongly 

disagree. 

The six hundred students in the teaching fellows' 

classes were requested to answer each of twenty questions in 

the T.A.E.-20 from their perspectives. 
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Procedures for Collection of Data 

In the early stages of the study, eleven departments 

were contacted seeking permission to conduct the study in 

the native and non-native teaching fellows' classes. Nine 

departments agreed to permit participation. 

The researcher received from the cooperating department 

chairs a list of 116 teaching fellows and teaching 

assistants employed in their respective departments at the 

time of the study. In order to secure the cooperation of 

the teaching fellows, each was contacted personally by the 

researcher. Fourteen teaching fellows subsequently 

volunteered to participate. 

General background information regarding sex, age, 

citizenship, and educational level, was collected from all 

respondents. Students also supplied their classifications 

and majors; teaching fellows provided an indication of years 

of teaching experience. All instruments were hand-delivered 

by the researcher to the fourteen teaching fellows and their 

students in the twenty-two classes. The researcher gave a 

set of prepared instructions to all twenty-two classes 

orally as well as in writing before the participants 

answered the questions. Students completed both the CSM-51 

and the T.A.E. - 20 (Appendix). Teaching fellows completed 

only the CSM-51. 

Because of the length of the questionnaires students 

were instructed to complete them either during or after the 
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class session. Twenty minutes were allotted for the 

completion of both questionnaires. A four-digit 

identification on each questionnaire allowed subjects to 

find their questionnaires for completion after the class 

session. Subjects were instructed to return the 

questionnaires at the next class meeting. 

Returned questionnaires were collected from the 

teaching fellows and were checked for completeness. The 400 

completed questionnaires were used for data analysis. 

Procedures for Analysis of Data 

To effectively analyze the data the following steps 

were taken: 

1. The data obtained from both measurements, the 

(CSM-51) and the Teaching 

(T.A.E.-20), were treated as interval 

variables. According to Ferguson, "an interval variable is 

a property defined by an operation that permits the making 

of statements of equality of intervals, in addition to 

statements of sameness or difference or greater than or less 

than" (4, p. 13). These data did not have a true zero 

point, although a zero point may be arbitrarily defined. 

2. The demographic data were assembled and presented 

in tabular form. 

3. Subprogram frequencies were employed in calculating 
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descriptive statistics. Using the Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS), the validity of the data was checked 

to ensure correct coding correctly. 

4. The SPSS Crosstabs procedure was employed to 

determine the percentages of the respondents for demographic 

data. 

5. To test Hypothesis One of this study, i tests were 

executed. 

6. To test Hypothesis Two of this study, discriminant 

analysis techniques were utilized. 

7. To test the Hypotheses Three and Four, analyses of 

variance were utilized. 

8. To test Hypotheses Five and Six, Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated. 

Summary 

The research design consisted of questionnaire 

instruments for non-native and native teaching fellows and 

their students at North Texas State University in Denton, 

Texas. The instruments were adopted to accomplish the 

purposes of the study. Four different statistical 

techniques, £ test, discriminate analysis, the analysis of 

variance, and Pearson product moment correlations were used 

to test the hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter presents analyses of data obtained to 

determine: 

1. The differences between the communication 

style of native and non-native teaching 

fellows. 

2. The differences between the teaching 

effectiveness of native and non-native 

teaching fellows. 

3. The relation between students' grades and 

the communication styles and the teaching 

effectiveness of teaching fellows. 

These data were secured by administering the 

Style (CSM-51) to fourteen graduate teaching fellows, 

and by administering the Teaching Assistant Evaluation 

(T.A.E-20) and the Communicator Stvle Measure (CSM-51) to 600 

graduate and undergraduate students in their classes in the 

departments of Computer Science, Accounting, English, and 

Economics at North Texas State University. Responses were 

received from 100 percent of the teaching fellows (14), and 

66.6 percent of the students (400). 

65 
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The data analysis for this study was divided into two 

sections. The first section presents descriptive statistics 

for the sex, age, race, and educational level of the two 

groups: teaching fellows and students. In addition, this 

section presents the teaching experience of the teaching 

fellows. 

The second section treated the collected data according 

to the six hypotheses that were developed to guide the study 

(see Chapter I). The mean, standard deviation, mean 

difference, significance level, F ratio and Chi-Square were 

presented for the teaching fellows and undergraduate 

students as related to criterion subconstructs of 

communicator style and teaching effectiveness. The data 

were tested to determine if significant differences existed 

between the two groups of teaching fellows, native and 

non-native. The data were also tested using stipulated 

statistical tests (see Chapter III) for significant 

differences (p < .05 ) in the way undergraduate students 

perceived the teaching effectiveness of their teaching 

fellows on the criterion subconstructs of the CSM-51. 

Finally, the data were tested to determine the correlation 

of final grades of non-native and native undergraduate 

students with communication styles and teaching 

effectiveness. Based on these tests, each null hypothesis 

is either retained or rejected. The chapter concludes with 

a summary of the major findings. 
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Data Analysis of Demographic Responses 

The data presented in Table I shows the number and 

percentage of non-native and native teaching fellows from 

the four departments: Computer Science, Economics, 

Accounting, and English at North Texas State University. 

The table also contains the sex, age, nationality, and 

teaching experience of respondents (see Table I). 

Responses were obtained from all 14 teaching fellows. 

Of this number, ten were males (71.4 percent). A majority 

of teaching fellows in this study were between the ages of 

22 and 30 (71.4 percent) years, and most had little teaching 

experience. Of the 14 teaching fellows (TFs), seven had one 

year of teaching experience (50.0 percent). 

The data, presented in Table II shows the number and 

percentage of non-native and native undergraduate and 

graduate students responding from the four departments. The 

data in this table also shows the sex, age, nationality, and 

educational level of the students (see Table II). 

Of the 400 undergraduate and graduate students who 

participated in this study, 209 (53.5 percent) were males. 

A majority of the students were between the ages of 18 and 

21 (74.4 percent) years; 271 (68.1 percent) were Caucasian, 

140 (35.1 percent) were sophomores and 139 (34.8 percent) 

were freshmen. 

Of the 400 students who participated in this study, 159 

(77.2 percent) were native male, 265 (97.8 percent) were 



TABLE I 

SEX, AGE, RACE, AND TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF 
NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE TEACHING FELLOWS 
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Respondents of 
Native Teaching 

Fellows 

Respondents of 
Non-Native Teaching 

Fellows 
Total 

Variables Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Sex: 

Male 5 71.4 5 71.4 10 71.4 

Female 2 28.6 2 28.6 4 28.6 

Age: 

18-21 . • • .... ft ft ft • * » • ft ft * ft » ft ft 

22-30 5 71.4 5 71.4 10 71.4 

Over 30 2 28.6 2 28.6 4 28.6 

Race: 

Caucasians 7 100.0 • • • ft ft • ft 7 100.0 

Mid Eastern ft ft ft 3 42.9 3 42.3 

Oriental • * « 1 14.3 1 14.3 . 

African ft ft ft 1 14.3 1 14.3 

India • • • 2 28.6 2 28.6 

Teaching Experience 

One year 2 28.6 5 71 .4 7 50.0 

Two years 5 71.4 • . . 5 35.7 

Three years * * * .... 1 14.3 1 7.1 

Over four years • ft ft 1 14.3 1 7.1 



TABLE II 

SEX, AGE, RACE AND EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF 
NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE STUDENTS 
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Respondents of 
Native Students 

Respondents of 
Non-native Students Total 

Variables Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Sex: 

Male 159 77.2 47 22.8 206 53.5 

Female 152 84.9 27 15.1 179 46.5 

Age: 

18-21 259 87.5 37 12.5 296 74.4 

22-30 53 60.9 34 39.1 87 21.9 

Over 30 12 80.0 3 20.0 15 3.8 

Race: 

Caucasian 265 97.8 6 2.2 271 68.1 

Black 34 97.1 1 2.9 35 8.8 

Hispanic 15 88.2 2 11.8 17 4.3 

Mid-Eastern 2 15.4 11 84.6 13 3.3 

American Indian 3 100.0 • . . .... 3 3.3 

Oriental 2 4.5 42 95.5 44 11.1 

African • t • • 5 100.0 5 1 .3 

Others 4 4.5 6 60.0 10 2.5 

Educational Level 

Freshman 111 79.9 28 20.1 139 34.8 

Sophomore 114 81-. 4 26 18.6 140 35.1 

Junior 72 90.0 8 10.0 80 20.1 

Senior 24 72.7 9 27.3 33 8.3 

Graduate 4 57.1 3 42.9 7 1 .8 
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native Caucasian, and 114 (81.4 percent) were native 

sophomores. 

Data Analysis of Communication Styles 
of Teaching Fellows 

The communication styles of native and non-native 

teaching fellows were assessed using the Communicator Stvle 

Measure (CSM-51). The fifty-one items in the instrument are 

divided into ten communicator style subconstructs: dominance, 

dramatic, contentiousness, animation, impression leaving, 

relaxation, attentiveness, openness, friendliness, and the 

communicator image. Each teaching fellow indicated an opinion 

about his own communication style by answering the survey 

items using a Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 to 7. The 

mean scores for the two groups, native and non-native teaching 

fellows, were obtained for each subconstruct of communication 

styles. This information then was used to test the 

hypotheses. Following are the analyses of data for the 

purposes of the study and related hypotheses. 

Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis One predicted that there would be significant 

differences between the self-assessed scores on subconstructs 

of communication style of native and non-native teaching 

fellows as measured by the Communication Stvle Measure 



71 

(CSM-51). Because the sample was small (N = 7), a £ test of 

the differences in mean response scores was more appropriate 

than the discriminant analysis originally proposed. Being 

tested was the null hypothesis that any observed differences 

in the mean response scores are attributable to chance. 

Results of the t test are summarized in Table III. 

TABLE III 

DIFFERENCES IN MEAN SCORES OF SELF-ASSESSMENT 
OF COMMUNICATOR STYLES BY NATIVE AND 

1 NON-NATIVE TEACHING FELLOWS 

NATIVE TF " N0N-NATIVE TF 

Criterion 
Subconstructs n M n M 

Mean 
Difference t 

Dominant 7 17.85 6 20.50 2.65 -0.77 

Dramatic 7 15.57 7 

O
O
 

C
M
 

C\J 5.71 -2.35* 

Contentious 7 20.00 7 21 .00 1 .00 -0.36 

Animated 7 17.00 7 16.28 - 0.72 0.33 

Impression LV 7 18.14 7 14.71 - 3.43 1 .53 

Relaxed 7 18.28 7 20.1 4 

O
O
 

n
o
 

C
O
 1 

Attentive 7 14.14 7 13.28 - 0.86 0.32 

Open 6 20.50 7 17.57 - 2.93 0.90 

Friendly 7 18.14 7 17.57 - 0.57 0.22 

Communicator IM 7 18.28 7 19.28 1 .00 -0.36 

* P < .05 
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Results of the t, tests indicated that there was a 

significant difference for only one subconstruct, Dramatic (t 

= -2.35; p < .05). However, no significant differences were 

present for nine of the criterion subconstructs. The null 

hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. 

Discussion of Data Findings 
Related to Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis One was the teaching fellows* self-assessment 

of their communication skills. The native and non-native 

teaching fellows in this study showed no significant 

differences between perceptions of their own communication 

styles except for the Dramatic dimension. By extension, then, 

nationality had no apparent effect on their opinions about 

their own communication styles. 

The findings related to this hypothesis suggested that 

native and non-native teaching fellows perceived themselves in 

similar ways. However, based on the means of Dominant, 

"dominant communicator talks frequently, takes charge in a 

social situation, comes on strong, and controls informal 

conversations" (6, p. 528); Dramatic, "dramatic communicator 

manipulates exaggeration, fantasies, stories, metaphors, 

rhythm, voice, and other stylistic devices to highlight or 

understate content" (6, p. 528); and Impression Leaving, 

"impression leaving communicator tends to be remembered 
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because of the stimuli which are projected. What is said 

and the way it is said is emphasized" (see Table III). 

Native teaching fellows perceived themselves as more able to 

verbally emphasize a point, tell jokes or stories, and use 

picturesque speech than their non-native counterparts. 

These differences may be related to differences in cultural 

backgrounds and educational experiences; non-native teaching 

fellows tend to come from more formal and structured 

cultures. 

In summary, there were observable differences only in 

the way that teaching fellows view themselves in the 

Dramatic subconstruct. Both groups rate themselves highly 

on subconstructs Relaxed, Attentive, and Impression Leaving 

(see Table III). 

Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis Two predicted that there would be no 

significant differences between native and non-native 

undergraduate students' perceptions of the communication 

styles of their native and non-native teaching fellows, as 

measured by the Communication Stvle Measure (CSM-51). The 

CSM-51 is composed of fifty-one statements about 

communication styles. Table IV summarizes descriptive 

statistics for the responses of non-native students on each 

subconstruct of communicator style for both groups of 

teaching fellows. Table V contains parallel information for 

the responses of native students. 



TABLE IV 

GROUP MEAN SCORES OF NON-NATIVE STUDENTS 
PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHING FELLOWS ON 
COMMUNICATOR STYLE SUBCONSTRUCTS 
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Native TF 

Criterion 
Subconstructs 

M SD M SD 

Dominant 19. 60 4 .20 18 J 41 4 .70 

Dramatic 18. 95 2 .80 19. 53 4 .89 

Contentious 20. 52 4 .63 19. 66 3 .84 

Animated 18. 00 2 .84 17. 92 3 .79 

Impression LV 17- .56 3 .18 17. 4 i 4 .32 

Relaxed 17. .34 3.17 17 -.74 4 .52 

Attentive 15 .86 2 .54 15 .51 4 .29 

Open 19 .69 4 .03 19 .28 4 .55 

Friendly 16 .17 2 .70 16 .66 3 .50 

Communicator IM 20 .21 3 .59 2,0 .07 4 .53 

TABLE V 

GROUP MEAN SCORES OF NATIVE STUDENTS 
PERCEPTION OF TEACHING FELLOWS ON 
COMMUNICATOR STYLE SUBCONSTRUCTS 

Criterion 
Subconstructs 

Native TF 

SD 

Non-native TF 

SD 

Dominant 18.13 3.45 17.16 4.46 

Dramatic 18.93 4 .08 18.45 6 .18 

Contentious 20.34 4.38 18.77 4 .63 

Animated 17.70 4 .01 17.35 4.47 

Impression LV 16.94 3 .99 16.22 4 .75 

Relaxed 16.95 3 .72 19.16 4.6 3 

Attentive 16.09 4 .18 17.40 5 .oa 

Open 18.51 3 .71 18.25 4.97 

Friendly 16.17 4 .29 18.33 4 .91 

Communicator IM 19.26 4.86 21 .64 6 .35 
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Discriminant analysis is a method for finding linear 

combinations of predictor variables which most clearly 

differentiate between group means of student perceptions of 

their teaching fellows (9). Table VI presents the results 

of this analysis. 

TABLE VI 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF COMMUNICATION STYLES 
OF NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE TEACHING FELLOWS 
BY NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE UNDERGRADUATE 

STUDENTS 

Canonical Wilks1 Chi-
Function Eigenvalue Correlation Lambda Square df P 

1 0.20169 0.4096853 0.7986976 71.253 30 0.0001 

2 0.02805 0.1651812 0.9597909 13.010 18 ns 

3 0.01347 0.1 152683 0.9867132 4.240 8 ns 

The reported eigenvalues in Table VI represent 

percentages of the between groups variance in communication 

styles accounted for by the three extracted functions. In 

discriminant analysis the first function always has the 

largest between-groups variability, and the remaining 

functions successively less. Function one accounts for 

approximately 20 percent, function two approximately 3 

percent, and function three approximately 1 percent of the 

variability. However, only the first function is 
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statistically significant (p < .0001). Therefore, the 

groups differ significantly on one dimension. Table VII 

shows the predicted group membership for the two groups of 

students and two groups of teaching fellows. The centroid 

values indicate that the groupings are correct. 

TABLE VII 

PREDICTED GROUP MEMBERSHIP FOR THE TWO GROUPS OF 
STUDENTS AND TWO GROUPS OF TEACHING FELLOWS 

Group Group Centroids 

Native ST Evaluation of Non-native TF .70291 

Non-native ST Evaluation of Non-native TF -.27623 

Native ST Evaluation of Native TF -.42972 

Non-native ST Evaluation of Native TF -.47800 

As reported in Table VII, the average value for the 

native students' evaluation of non-native teaching fellows, 

was .7091. The average value for the native students' 

evaluation of non-native teaching fellows, was -.43972. The 

first discriminant function centroid of native students' 

evaluation of non-native teaching fellow was distinctly 

separated from the other groups. The greatest difference 

was in the comparison of native students' evaluation of 

native and non-native teaching fellows. The small number of 
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non-native students may have statistically suppressed the 

group centroids for their evaluations of the teaching fellows. 

In order to identify the subconstructs where the major 

differences lie, the primary standardized canonical 

discriminant function coefficients on each variable are 

presented in Table VIII. Table VIII is a follow-up of the 

analysis in Table VII. 

TABLE VIII 

STANDARDIZED CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 
COEFFICIENTS FOR TEN CRITERION 
SUBCONSTRUCTS OF COMMUNICATION 

STYLES 

Criterion 
Subconstructs Function 1 

Dominant . . . -0.16600 

Dramatic -0.02754 

Contentious -0.07207 

Animated . . . . -0.13559 

Impression LV —0.45112 

Relaxed 0.37980 

Attentive -0.02426 

Open -0.51145 

Friendly 0.56984 

Communicator IM 0.55083 

The group centroids shown in Table VII were omnibus 

scores for each of the indicated sets of students and teaching 
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fellows. Each of these scores was the respective score of the 

weighted average of the subconstruct variables. Weights were 

estimated in such a way that the "best" separation of groups 

results. The weights used to calculate the centroids are 

shown in Table VIII. Four subconstruct variables exhibited a 

high degree of influence on the centroid scores Friendly 

(.056984) and Communicator Image (0.55083) affected the scores 

positively, Open (-.51145) and Impression Leaving (-.45112) 

negatively. In this sense, then, discriminant analysis 

revealed the "dimensions" of group differences. Table IX 

presents the structure coefficients for the primary 

discriminant function and the subconstruct variables. 

TABLE IX 

STRUCTURE COEFFICIENTS FOR PRIMARY DISCRIMINANT 
FUNCTION AND THE SUBCONSTRUCTS VARIABLES 

Criterion 
Subconstructs Function 1 

Relaxed . . 0.5387 

Friendly 0.5173 

Communicator IM . . . . 0.4260 

Contentious _ 0.3690 

Attentive 0.3468 

°Pen . - 0.1306 

Impression LV 0.2356 

Animated , _ 0.1210 

Dominant - 0.3287 

Dramatic _ 0.1310 
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The highest degrees of correlation were exhibited by Relaxed 

(0.5387), Friendly (0.5173) , and Communicator Image 

(0.4260). These three variables were the most highly 

related to the evaluations. 

Discussion of Data Finding 
Related to Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis Two examined perceptions of the 

communication styles of native and non-native teaching 

fellows by native and non-native students. The lower the 

total score, as shown in Tables IV and V, the more 

positively students viewed a teaching fellow. 

The findings related to this hypothesis suggest that 

the five variables of Communicator Image, Friendly, Relaxed, 

Contentious and Attentive were the most identifiable across 

the four groups. Native students perceived non-native 

teaching fellows as being less relaxed (i.e., not calm, 

nervous under pressure), less friendly (i.e., do not express 

their admiration, do not encourage the students), and poorer 

communicators. Conversely, non-native students rated 

non-native teaching fellows differently. They rated them as 

leaving a good impression, being friendly, and as good 

communicators. Both native and non-native students seemed 

to agree on their perceptions of native teaching fellows as 

moderately relaxed, friendly, and good communicators. 
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The differences may possibly be related to lack of 

familiarity with American teaching methods or to weak 

English language skills by non-native teaching fellows. 

Non-native teaching fellows also spoke English with accents 

unfamiliar to native students which may be frustrating to 

those students further impacting their perceptions. It was 

also possible that a lack of classroom management skills and 

a degree of cultural separation might also be contributing 

to the observed results. 

Hypothesis Threq 

Hypothesis Three predicted that there would be 

significant differences in teaching effectiveness between 

non-native and native English-speaking teaching fellows, as 

measured by the Teaching Assistant Evaluator (T.A.E-20). 

Table X presents a summary of one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) of the teaching effectiveness of the teaching 

fellows as evaluated by students. 

TABLE X 

COMPARISON OF GROUP MEANS FOR TEACHING 
EFFECTIVENESS BETWEEN NATIVE AND 

NON-NATIVE TEACHING FELLOWS* 

Variable Source of df SS MS 
___ Variance 

Teaching Between 1 29.6413 29.6443 79.1660 .0001 
Effectiveness 

Within 397 148.6598 .3745 

Total 398 178.3041 

* One-way analysis of variance 
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The £ value of 79.1660 (p < .0001 , df = 1) for the 

student evaluations of Teaching Effectiveness indicated a 

significant difference between native and non-native 

teaching fellows. Thus, the null hypothesis, that there 

would be no difference in teaching effectiveness between 

native and non-native teaching fellows' teaching 

effectiveness, was rejected. 

Discussion of Data Findings 
Related to Hypothesis Three 

The significance level of the £ ratio (p < .0001) fell 

within the acceptable probability level. Any difference in 

the mean teaching effectiveness scores of the two groups of 

teaching fellows was probably not due to chance; therefore, 

the null hypothesis was rejected. The significant 

differences in teaching effectiveness between native and 

non-native teaching fellows may have resulted from 

inadequate classroom skills, lack of interpersonal warmth, 

weak language skills, or lack of teaching experiences by 

non-native teaching fellows in an unfamiliar educational 

system. 

Hypothesis Four predicted that there would be no 

significant differences between non-native and native 
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undergraduate students in their perceptions of the teaching 

effectiveness of non-native and native English-speaking 

teaching fellows, as measured by the Teaching Assistant 

Evaluator (T.A.E-20). A two-way analysis of variance was 

conducted for the teaching effectiveness scores by native 

and non-native undergraduate students. Table XI summarizes 

the analysis of the variance 

TABLE XI 

COMPARISON OF GROUP MEANS FOR TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS 
BETWEEN NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE TEACHING FELLOWS 

BY UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS* 

Sources of 
Variation SS df MS F P 

Main Effects 12026.179 2 6013.089 40.240 0.001 

Students 303.348 1 303.348 2.030 0.001 

TFs 12020.288 1 12020.288 80.441 0.001 

Interactions 576.083 1 576.083 3.885 0.050 

Explained 12602.262 3 4200.754 28.112 0.001 

Residual 57829.411 387 149.430 

Total 70431.673 390 180.594 

* Two-way analysis of variance 

Significant differences were found for main effects. 

Native and non-native teaching fellows' teaching 

effectiveness differ. Significant differences were also 

found in interaction effects. Undergraduate students, 

therefore, differ in their evaluations of teaching 

effectiveness. Thus, Hypothesis Four, that there would be 
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significant differences, is confirmed. 

Because an interaction effect was found, a Duncan test 

was utilized to identify specific differences on the 

teaching assistants' evaluation scores among the four 

groups. The Duncan test indicated that the differences 

between the mean evaluation scores of native and non-native 

teaching fellows and the two groups of the students are 

significantly different (p < .05). 

Discussion of Data Findings 
Related to Hypothesis Four 

Interaction effects were significant at the 

hypothesized level of .05, indicating a difference in the 

mean scores of teaching effectiveness. Native and 

non-native undergraduate students perceived the teaching 

effectiveness the two groups of teaching fellows 

differently. These differences, like the finding in 

Hypothesis Three, could have been due to cultural 

differences, ineffective classroom skills, or underdeveloped 

language skill on the part of teaching fellows. Non-native 

students' lack of comprehension of the English language may 

have contributed to their poor evaluation of TFs' teaching 

effectiveness. Lack of experience in teaching and 

communication skills on the part of native teaching fellows 

may have been reflected in the evaluation of native teaching 

fellows. 
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Hypothesis Five predicted that there would be positive 

correlations between the final grades of native and non-native 

English-speaking undergraduate students, respectively, and 

their teaching fellows' communication styles, as measured by 

CgmniyniiCfltAOn ?ty J,g Measure (CSM-51). Pearson product moment 

correlations were calculated. Table XII presents the 

correlations between final grades for native and non-native 

students in non-native teaching fellows' classes. 

TABLE XII 

CORRELATION OF FINAL GRADES OF NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE 
STUDENTS WITH COMMUNICATION STYLE SUBCONSTRUCTS OF 

THEIR NON-NATIVE TEACHING FELLOWS' CLASSES 

Communication 
Style Subconstract Native Students 

Grades 
n Non-native Students 

Grades 
n 

Dominant -.0152 1 42 - .25396 44 

Dramatic -.2187* 143 -.26506 44 

Contentious -.0875 1 42 -.1005 44 

Animated -.2544«» 1 40 .0405 43 

Impression LV -.1782* 139 -.1613 44 

Relaxed -.14268 1 44 -.0723 44 

Attentive -.15226 141 .0939 44 

Open -.2346** 143 -.3338* 43 

Friendly -.1732* 144 -.0826 42 

Communicator IM -.2298*« 139 -.1136 44 

6 p < .05 
* p < .01 

• * P < .001 
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Table XII shows that Dominant, Dramatic and Open were 

negatively correlated with the final grades of non-native 

students. Also, Dramatic, Animated, Impression LV, Relaxed, 

Attentive, Open, Friendly, and Communicator IM were negatively 

correlated with the final grades of native students. Table 

XIII presents the correlations between final grades for native 

and non-native students in native teaching fellows' classes. 

TABLE.XIII 

CORRELATION BETWEEN FINAL GRADES OF NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE 
STUDENTS WITH COMMUNICATION STYLE SUBCONSTUCTS OF 

THEIR NON-NATIVE AND NATIVE TEACHING FELLOWS 

Communication 
Style Subconstruct Native Students n 

Grades 
Non-native Students 

Grades 

Dominant .0989 166 .1380 24 

Dramatic .1486* 166 .4936** 24 

Contentious .1207 165 .4817** 24 

Animated .0859 172 .2377 24 

Impression LV .0922 161 .3865* 24 

Relaxed -.0509 165 .36006 24 

Attentive .0191 166 .2952 24 

Open -.0369 174 .2501 25 

Friendly .0388 171 .1304 24 

Communicator IM -.0103 166 .0263 23 

§ p < .05 
* p < .01 

i* p < .001 
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Only Dramatic exhibited a positive correlation with the 

final grades of native students. Dramatic and Contentious 

showed positive correlations with the final grades of 

non-native students. Although the communication style 

criteria were correlated with the grades, the probabilities 

were statistically non-significant. Thus the null hypothesis 

was retained with respect to Dramatic, Animated, Impression 

LV, Relaxed, Attentive, Open, Friendly and Communicator IM, 

for native students, but was rejected for Contentious and 

Dominant in non-native teaching fellows' classes. The null 

hypothesis could not be rejected with respect to Dominant, 

Dramatic and Open for non-native students, but was rejected 

for the other criteria. Conversely, the null hypothesis was 

retained with respect to Dramatic for native students but 

rejected for the remaining subconstructs. The null hypothesis 

was similarly retained with respect to Dramatic, Contentious, 

Impression LV and Relaxed, but was rejected for other 

subconstructs for non-native students in native teaching 

fellows' classes. Although the results indicated some 

correlation of final grades with students' perceptions of 

their teaching fellows' teaching effectiveness and 

communication styles, the correlations were low to moderate. 

Hi£otl}e£is_£i2L 

Hypothesis Six predicted that there would be positive 

correlations between the final grades of non-native and native 
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English-speaking undergraduate students and their teaching 

fellows* teaching effectiveness, as measured by the Teaching 

Assistants Evaluator (T.A.E.-20). Pearson product moment 

correlations were calculated. Table XIV summarizes these 

correlation coefficients for native and non-native students 

and both teaching fellow groups. 

TABLE XIV 

CORRELATION OF THE FINAL GRADES OF NATIVE AND NON-NATIVE 
STUDENTS WITH TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS SCORES OF 

TEACHING FELLOWS 

Non- native Students 
Grade 

Native Students 
Grade 

Teaching EF: Native TF -.1372 .0398 

Teaching EF: Non-native TF -.0371 -.3720** 

• * p < .001 

Teaching Effectiveness showed a moderate negative 

correlation (r = -.3720; p <. 001) with the final grades of 

native students who had non-native teaching fellows. Thus, 

the null hypothesis could not be rejected. 

Discussion of Data Findings Related 
to Hypotheses Five and Six 

Hypotheses Five and Six addressed the relation between 

the final grades of students and their ratings of the teaching 



88 

effectiveness and communication styles of teaching fellows. 

Only 4 percent of the variation in the variables Dramatic (r = 

-.2187), Animated (r = -.2544), Open (r = -.2346), and 

Communicator Image (r = -.2298) was accounted for by the 

correlations final grades of native students and their ratings 

of their non-native teaching fellows. Only 9 percent of the 

variation in the variable Open (r = -.3338) and less than 5 

percent of the variation in variables Dominant (r = -.2539) 

and Dramatic (r = -.2650) was explained for non-native 

students groups in non-native teaching fellows' classes. 

Less than 25 percent of the variation in the final grades 

of non-native students in native teaching fellows classes was 

accounted for by the subconstructs Dramatic (r = .4936) and 

Contentious (r = .4817). Communication Style and final grade 

correlated more highly for non-native students in the.native 

teaching fellows' classes than for other combinations. 

Nonetheless, these correlations were low to moderate when 

significant, indicating that little relation existed between 

communication style subconstructs and final grade. 

The literature review indicates that socio-cultural and 

academic differences within the university system might 

contribute to communication breakdowns in the classroom. This 

was a possible reason for the adverse reactions of American 

students to foreign teaching fellows. This study suggested 

that foreign TFs apparently needed to spend more time studying 

the American culture. Doing so might have helped them make 
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careful, purposeful decisions in choosing the best approach 

for each particular group of students. The results of 

Hypothesis Six raised a number of questions about the relation 

of teaching effectiveness to the abilities of teaching 

fellows. The low correlations between teaching effectiveness 

and grades found in this study might have been due to a lack 

of clarity in presentations, a tendency to lecture beyond the 

comprehension levels of the students, or a failure to tend to 

the needs and questions of students. 

Summary of Major Findings 

The following findings are derived from the analyses of 

data for this study. 

1. No differences in the self-assessed ratings of 

communications styles by native and non-native teaching 

fellows was found except in the case of the subconstruct 

Dramatic. 

2. Native undergraduate students perceived the 

communication styles of native and non-native teaching fellows 

differently. 

3. There was a significant difference between the 

teaching effectiveness of native and non-native teaching 

fellows. 

4. There was significant difference between the native 

and non-native undergraduate students' perceptions of their 

teaching fellows' teaching effectiveness. The differences 
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occurred when students rated non-native teaching fellows' 

teaching effectiveness. 

5. There was only low to moderate correlation between 

the final grades of undergraduate students and the 

communication style of their teaching fellows. 

6. There was no correlation between the final grades of 

native and non-native students and their native teaching 

fellows* teaching effectiveness. However, there was low 

correlation between the final grade of native students and 

their non-native teaching fellows' teaching effectiveness. 

The relation was so low, however as to render the effect 

trivial. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

This study attempted to secure evaluative data about 

teaching fellows in a large university. The purposes of the 

study were as follows: (1) to determine whether differences 

in communication style existed between non-native and native 

English-speaking teaching fellows, as perceived by their 

undergraduate students on any subconstructs of communication 

style; (2) to determine whether differences in teaching 

effectiveness existed between native and non-native 

English-speaking teaching fellows, as perceived by their 

undergraduate students; and (3) to determine whether a 

positive correlation between final grades and variables 

teaching effectiveness and communication styles between native 

and non-native English-speaking teaching fellows, as perceived 

by their undergraduate students. 

The fifty-one-Item survey instrument, the Communication 

(CSM-51) (5) and the twenty-item the Teaching 

(T.A.E-20) (2) were used for data 

collection. Both instruments were administered to 600 

undergraduate and graduate students in the classes of fourteen 

teaching fellows in four academic departments at North Texas 
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State University, Denton, Texas. The Communication Stvle 

Measure (CSM-51) was also administered to the teaching 

fellows. A total of 400 (66.6 percent) usable questionnaires 

was received from students. All teaching fellows' 

questionnaires were usable. 

The statistical procedures used for data analyses were 

determined by the requirements of each hypothesis. Hypothesis 

One indicated a t test and Hypothesis Two a discriminant 

analysis technique. Analyses of variance were used in testing 

Hypotheses Three and Four. Pearson product moment 

correlations were calculated for Hypotheses Five and Six. 

The majority of the students were native Caucasians male 

sophomores between 18 and 21 years of age. Among the teaching 

fellows, there were an equal number of native and non-native 

teaching fellows. The majority (71.4 percent) of teaching 

fellows males, the predominant age group (71.4 percent) being 

22 and 30 years of age. In addition, most of the native 

teaching fellows had two years of teaching experience (71.4 

percent). Among non-native teaching fellows the vast majority 

(71.4 percent) had one year or less teaching experience. 

A summary of the major findings of this study follows. 

1. Self perception of teaching seems to be less useful 

in evaluating teaching. 

2. Native undergraduate students appear to be more 

discriminating in evaluating teaching fellows than do 

non-native undergraduate students. 
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3. Final grades do not seem to be a factor in student 

evaluation of teaching fellows. 

Conclusions 

Evaluating communication styles and teaching 

effectiveness is a difficult task; these variables are 

fragile, existing in a semantic form. Therefore, results and 

conclusions are based on arbitrary interpretations. The two 

questionnaires used in the study are subject to all the 

fallibilities of subjectively scaled instruments. To evaluate 

the teaching effectiveness of a teaching assistant as a 

function of a communication style is complex. Both variables 

are dependent upon many personal and interpersonal factors 

occurring with teaching assistants and students. 

In addition to the conclusions above, other ideas may be 

indicated. First, effective teaching fellows seem to be 

effective communicators, are relaxed, and friendly. An 

effective communicator, in turn, may be relaxed because of 

confidence and self-assurance about the body of material being 

presented. This study confirmed Norton's suggestion that a 

"relaxed" individual is comfortable with student-teacher role 

(3, p. 540). Second, effective teaching fellows appear to 

have open, friendly relationships with their students. The 

students do not view them as exhibiting nervous speech 

mannerisms in class and feel comfortable openly discussing 
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subject material with effective teaching fellows. By 

encouraging students and exhibiting admiration and respect for 

them both in and out of class, effective teaching fellows 

foster this friendly, productive environment. Effective 

teaching fellows also were reported to display empathy and 

concern for students as individuals. 

Another variable found significant in this study was 

Communicator Image. The effective teaching fellows were rated 

high on this communication style subconstruct. The ability to 

converse easily and intelligibly with strangers then seems to 

be indicative of an effective teaching fellows. 

One purpose of this study was to investigate the 

perception of students about their teaching fellows' 

communication styles and teaching effectiveness. Norton (3> 

4, 5) and Nussaum and Scott (6) both reported that an 

effective teacher was a good communicator and left a good 

impression on the students. Furthermore, the instructor was 

precise, attentive, friendly, and spent extra time with 

students. These observations appear to be affirmed by this 

study. The results of this study seem to support their 

original hypothesis that teaching experience and subject area 

content knowledge do not by themselves result in more 

effective teaching. Some of the evaluations on this study 

also seem to suggest that teaching fellows need to grasp and 

utilize more pedagogical skills and principles if they are to 

be considered effective. 
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Some of the students indicated that they understood the 

material when the teaching fellow correctly verbalized 

connotations and pronunciations. As in the training of 

preservice teachers, teaching fellows may need instruction in 

a variety of teaching methods for meeting the needs of 

students with varying learning styles. The transition from a 

society with different educational experiences or with a 

highly selective educational tracking system to an open 

admission university could have affected the observation that 

students were not happy with some of their teaching fellows. 

A review of the literature pertaining to the 

characteristics of effective teachers reveals a relationship 

between the final grade and teaching effectiveness (1, 2). 

The literature characterized the best teaching fellow: 

fair in grading, evaluating, and testing providing good 

feed-back; giving constructive criticism to students; and 

making expectations clearly known to students. However, the 

relations of final grade with teaching effectiveness and 

communication style in this study were trivial at best, 

lacking theoretical importance. This low impact may have been 

due to the cultural diversity in the sample of students and 

teaching fellows. 

Limitations of the Study 

Several factors limited the generalizablity of this 
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study. The survey was conducted in several undergraduate 

courses in each participating department. Because of 

overlapping enrollments, some students may have completed the 

questionnaire more than once. The effect of this repetitive 

administration of the instrument could not be predicted. 

Diversity in the cultural origins of non-native teaching 

fellows was not considered in this study. The teaching 

fellows came from diverse and unique cultural backgrounds with 

differing educational systems. Some were from Westernized 

systems, others from uniquely Eastern cultures. Obviously, 

some of the TFs had not been exposed to the Western 

educational systems at all. Equating the backgrounds in this 

way ignored inherent socio-cultural factors that might have 

impacted classroom performances. 

Although North Texas State University had a training 

program for them, none of teaching fellows in this study had 

participated in the program. The results of this study, 

therefore, should not be generalized to groups of teaching 

fellows who have completed such training programs. Further 

study in this broadened area is suggested below. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

A replication of this study with larger intra-cultural 

samples of teaching fellows would be beneficial. Such an 

approach would decrease variability due to personal 

differences and focus more fully on cultural factors. The 
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result would permit greater generalization of findings in 

multi-cultural settings. 

A comparison of teaching fellows who have completed a 

training program with some who have not is recommended. 

Specific concern should be focused on differences in teaching 

effectiveness. 

Implications 

Undergraduate students perceived significant differences 

between native and non-native teaching fellows in their 

communication styles and teaching effectiveness. Although 

these findings are based on data from a single university they 

suggest that caution be exercised when using inexperienced 

teaching fellows in classes with multi-cultural students. 

Rather than discourage the use non-native teaching fellows, 

training programs designed to strengthen teaching skills and 

increase Cross-cultural sensitivity are suggested. 

This study provided some understanding of how students 

perceive their teaching fellows' instructional effectiveness. 

As knowledge and understanding of this subject is advanced, 

the likelihood of improving the teaching process in bilingual 

and bicultural education will be enhanced. 

With the increase in the numbers of international 

students appointed as teaching fellows in American 

universities, concern for the quality of their instruction has 

become a major issue in higher education. This concern is 
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linked to the increased use of teaching fellows in lower 

division courses. Programs established to improve teaching 

fellows' classroom performance can only benefit from studies 

of student perceptions of effectiveness and communication 

styles. 

While much is known about bicultural and bilingual 

education, serious concern over the inadequacy of cultural 

understanding and language competency remains. In spite of 

all the research, there still exist substantial gaps in the 

knowledge and understanding of what teaching fellows actually 

must do to be effective instructors. These "deficiencies" 

interfere with understanding the important role of the 

bilingual and bicultural instructors in American colleges. 
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APPENDIX 



S T U D E N T ' S DEMOGRAPHIC 

Directions: Please answer the following questions by checking the 
appropriate blank. A code number is being used to insure anonymity 
and confidentiality of your reply. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Age: -18-21 
- 2 2 - 3 0 

— — 3 0 and over 
Please check one of the following: 

Sex: 1. Male 
2. Female 

—————— 1• Caucasian 5. American Indian 
— 2 . Black 6. Oriental 
— — 3. Hispanic 7. African Nations 

4. Mid-Eastern 8. Others 
Nations 

Marital Status: 1. Single 
2. Married 

Are you American Citizen?: 1. Yes 
2. No 

If you are not American Citizen please answer next question, 
have you been in the United States? 

How long 

1. 1-3 Years 
— 2. 4-6 Years 

3. 7-9 Years 
Is this course required? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

Have you taken any courses in this area before? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

What is your current enrollment status? 

1. Full time 
2. Part time 

What is your current classification? 

4. 10-12 Years 
5. 13-15 Years 
6. 16 and over 

1. 
2. 

Your Major: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Freshman 
sophomore 
Junior 

Special Education 
Education 
Arts and Sciences 

4. Senior 
• 5. Graduate 

4. Humanities 
5. Social Sciences 
6. Other 
7. Specify 
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TEACHING FELLOWS' DEMOGRAPHIC 

Code Number:- Number:' 

Directions: Please answer the following questions by checking the 
appropriate blank. A code number is being used to insure anonymity and 
confidentiality of your reply. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Age: 18-21 
22-30 

------30 and over 
Please check one of the following: 

1. Caucasian 
— — — 2. Black 

— 3. Hispanic 
Mid-Eastern 
Nations 

Sex: 1 . Male 
2. Female 

5. 
6. 
7. 
8 . 

American Indian 
Oriental 
African Nations 
Others 

Marital Status: 1 . Single 
2. Married 

Are you American Citizen?: 1. Yes 
. 2. No 

if you are not American Citizen please answer next question. How lone 
have you been in the United States? 

1. 1-3 Year 
— 2 . 4-6 Year 

3. 7-9 Year 
What is your current enrollment status? 

- - - - - 1. Full time 
— 2. Part time 

What is your current classification? 

— . . . . 1. Undergraduate 
2. Master level 

— — 3. Ph.D 
How long have you been teaching assistant? 

— — - 1. One year 
2. Two years 

- - - - - 3. Three years 
4, Four and over 

4. 10-12 Year 
5. 13-15 Year 
6 . 16 and over 
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TEACHING EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

Directions: This instrument is composed of 20 statements concerning 
your feelings about your Teaching Assistant (TA). Please indicate the 
degree to which each statement applies to you by circling whether you 
(1) Strongly Agree. (2) Agree, (3) Are Undecided, (4) Disagree, or (5) 
Strongly Disagree, with it. 

SA A U D SD 

2 3 4 5 1. The TA appears to be interested in 
the students and their progress. 

2 3 4 5 2. The TA broadens the students' understanding 

and grasp of the subject. 

2 3 4 5 3. The TA makes clear the aim of each session. 

2 3 4 5 4. The TA listens attentively to what 
students had to say. 

2 3 4 5 5. The TA provids a variety of materials 
and activities to maintain interest. 

2 3 4 5 6. The TA has a positive attitude toward 
the subject matter. 

2 3 4 5 7. The TA stimulats a sense of challenge, 
insight and discovery in students. 

2 3 4 5 8. The TA is well organized and prepares 
for each session. 

2 3 4 5 9. The TA is helpful when students ask 
questions about the material. 

2 3 4 5 10. The TA encourages students to express what 
they think about issues. 

2 3 4 5 11. The TA is helpful in reviewing tests and 
assignments. 

2 3 4 5 12. The TA is effective in leading group 
discussions. 

2 3 4 5 13. The TA clarifies the assigned readings 
and/or material presented in the 
lecture. 

2 3 4 5 14. The TA makes good use of examples and 
illustrations. 
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1 05 

2 3 4 5 15. The TA is enthusiastic about the 
subject matter. 

p o 4 5 16. The TA is able to explain concepts in 
terms so that the students c a n understand 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 

them. 

5 17. The TA is friendly and easy to talk with. 

4 5 18. Meeting with the TA is a valuable part of 
this course. 

1 2 3 4 5 19. The TA's oral delivery is clear and 
effective. 

or (5) Very Poor. 

2 3 4 5 20. GLOBAL APPRAISAL. Considering everything, 
how would you rate the overall 
effectiveness of this Teaching 
Assistant? 



COMMUNICATION STYLE INSTRUMENT 

Directions: This instrument is composed of 51 statements concerning your 
feelings about your communication style. Please indicate the degree to 
which each statement applies to you by circling whether you (1) Very 
Strongly Agree, (2) Strongly Agree, (3) Agree, (4) Are undecided, (5) 
Disagree, (6) Strongly Disagree, or (7) Very Strongly Disagree with it. 

VSA SA A U D SD VSD 

2 3 4 5 6 7 1. 

2 3 1 5 6 7 2. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 3. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 4. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 5. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 6. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 7. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 9. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 10. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 11 . 

2 3 4 5 6 7 12. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 13. 

I readily reveal personal things 
about myself. 

Once I get wound up in a heated 
discussion I have a hard time 
stopping myself. 

I always prefer to be tactful. 

I am conscious of nervous mannerisms. 

In most social situations I generally 
speak very frequently. 

I actively use facial expressions 
when I speak. 

In most social situations, I tend to 
come on strong. 

I am an extremely friendly 
communicator. 

I have a tendency to dominate 
informal conversations with 
other people. 

Very often I insist that other 
people document or present some kind 
of proof for what they are arguing. 

What I say usually leaves an 
impression on people. 

As a rule, I am very calm and 
collected when I talk. 

In arguments I insist upon very 
precise definitions. 
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VSA SA A U D SD VSD 

2 3 4 5 6 7 14. I leave people with an impression 
which they tend to remember. 

2 3 ^ 5 6 7 15. I can always repeat back to a person 
exactly what was said. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 16. Under pressure I come across as a 
relaxed speaker. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 17. The rhythm of my speech is affected 
by my nervousness. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 18. The first impression I make on people 
causes them to react to me. 

2 3 ^ 5 6 7 19. Most of the time I tend to be very 
encouraging to people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 20. I try to take charge of things when 
I am with people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 2 1 . I am very expressive nonverbally in 
social situations. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 22. My speech tends to be very 
picturesque. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 . I always show that I am very 
empathetic with people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 24. I tend to constantly gesture when 
I communicate. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 25. I am an extremely open communicator. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 26. Usually I do not tell people very much 
about myself until I get to know 
them quite well. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 27. I am an extremely attentive communicator. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 28. I very frequently verbally 
exaggerate to emphasize a point. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 29. I really like to listen very carefully 
to people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 30. Often I physically and vocally act out 
what I want to communicate. 
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VSA SA A U D SD VSD 

2 3 4 5 6 7 31. The way I say something usually 
leaves an impression on people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 32. Regularly, I tell jokes, anecdotes, 
and stories when I communicate. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 33. As a rule, I openly express my 
feelings or emotions. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 34. People generally know my emotional 
state, even if I do not say anything. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 35. Often I express admiration to a person 

even if I do not strongly feel it. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 36. I am a very relaxed communicator. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 37. When I disagree with somebody I am 
very quick to challenge them. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 38. I would rather be open and honest with 
a person than closed and dishonest, 
even if it is painful for that 
person. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 39. I dramatize a lot. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 40. I leave a definite impression on 
people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 41. I am very argumentative. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 42. My eyes tend to reflect to a very 
great degree exactly what I am 
feeling when I communicate. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 43. I habitually acknowledge verbally 
other's contributions. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 44. I am dominant in social situations. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 4 5 . I deliberately react in such a way 
that people know that I am 
listening to them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 46. The way I communicate influences my 
life both positively and dramatically. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 47. I am a very good communicator. 
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VSA SA A U D SD VSD 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 48. I find it very easy to communicate on 
a one-to-one basis with strangers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 49. In a small group of strangers I am a 
very good communicator. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5 0 . I find it extremely easy to maintain a 
conversation with a member of the 
opposite sex whom I have just met. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 51. Out of a random group of five people, 
including myself, I would probably 
have a better communicator style than 
1, 2, 3, or 4 of them. 



COMMUNICATION STYLE INSTRUMENT 

Direction. This instrument is composed of 51 statements concerning vour 
feelings about your teaching fellow's communication style. Please 
indicate the degree to which each statement applies to you bv circling 
whether you (1) Very Strongly Agree, (2) Strongly Agree, (3) Agree (4) 

Disagree°with'it5) D i s a g r e e' ( 6 ) stron8ly Disagree, or (7) Very Strongly 

VSA SA 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

A 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

U 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

D 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

2 3 4 5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

SD 
6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

VSD 

3 4 5 

1. He/she readily reveals personal things 
about himself/herself. 

2. He/she is an extremely Open 
communicator. 

3. Usually s(he) does not tell people 
very much about himself/herself until 
s(he) gets to know them quite well. 

4. As a rule, sChe) openly expresses 
his/her feelings or emotions. 

5. S(he) would rather be open and honest 
with a person rather than closed 
and dishonest, even if it la winfm 
for that a f r s f f n , 

6. S(he) always prefers to be tactful. 

7. Most of the time s(he) tends to be 
ttgry encouraging to people. 

8. Often s(he) expresses admiration to a 
person even if s(he) does not strongly 
feel it. 8 3 

9. S(he) is an extremely friendly 
communicator. 

10. S(he) habitually acknowledges verbally 
other's contributions. 

11. 

12. 
13. 

14. 

The Max sChe) communicates influences 
his/her life both positively and 
dramatical 1y 1 

S(he) is a very good communicator. 

S(he) finds it very easy to communicate on 
a one-to-one basis with strangers. 

In a small group of strangers s(he) is 
3 VCfY good communicator. 
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2 3 ^ 5 6 7 15. S(he) finds it extremely easy to 
maintain a conversation with a member of 
the opposite sex whom sChe) has just met. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 16. Out of a random group of five people, 
including himself/herself, s(he) would 
probably have a better communicator style 
than 1, 2, 3, or 4 of them. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 17. SChe) actively uses facial expressions 
when s(he) communicates. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 18. S(he) is very expressive nonverbally in 
social situations. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 19. SChe) tends to constantly gesture when 
s(he) communicates. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 20. People generally know his/her emotional 
state, even if sChe) does not say 
anything. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 21. His/her eyes tend to reflect to a very 
great degree exactly what he/she is 
feeling when sChe) communicates. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 22. What s(he) says usually leaves an 
impression on people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 23. SChe) leaves people with an impression 
of him/her which they tend to remember. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 24. The first impression sChe) makes on 
people causes them to react to me. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 25. The way sChe) says something usually 
leaves an impression on people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 26. He/she leaves a definite impression on 
people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 27. She/he is conscious of nervous mannerisms 
in her/his speech. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 28. As a rule, he/she is very calm and 
collected when I talk. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 29. Under pressure he/she comes across as a 
relaxed speaker. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 30. The rhythm or flow of his/her speech 
is affected by his/her nervousness. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 31. He/she is a very relaxed communicator. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 32. He/she can always repeat back to 
a person exactly what was said. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 33. He/she always shows that he/she is 
very empathetic with people. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 34. He/she is an extremely attentive 
communicator. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 35 . He/she really likes to listen very 
carefully to people. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 36. He/she deliberately reacts in such a 
way that people know that he/she is 
listening to them. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 37. In most situations he/she generally 
speaks very frequently. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 38. In most situations he/she tends to 
come on strong. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 39. He/she has a tendency to dominate 
conversations with other people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 40. He/she tries to take charge of things 

when he/she is with people. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 41. He/she is dominant in social situations. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 42. Her/his speech tends to be very 
picturesque. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 43 . He/she very f r e q u e n t l y verbally 
exaggerates to emphasize a point. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 44. Often he/she physically and vocally 
acts out what he/she wants to 
communicate. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 45. Regularly he/she tells jokes, anecdotes, 
and stories when he/she communicates. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 46. He/she dramatizes a lot. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 47. Once he/she gets wound up in a 
heated discussion he/she has a hard 
time stopping herself/himself. 
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1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 48. Very often he/she insists that other 
people document or present some kind 
of proof for what they are arguing. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 49. In arguments he/she insists upon very 
precise definitions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 50. When he/she disagrees with somebody 
he/she is very quick to challenge them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 51. She/he is very argumentative. 
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