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Teachers Wardrobe Choices Influence on Student Perceptions of Instructors
Introduction/Need for Research

 Everyday across the globe students bring certain expectations of teacher discipline, actions and knowledge about their teachers with them to school (Weber & Mitchell, 1995). Many of these expectations are based on the image of the teacher. Lurie (1981) indicated that image and wardrobe convey important information about occupation, origin, personality, opinions and moods long before a conversation started. 

Previous research found conservatively attired teachers had a substantial, positive effect on classroom discipline and work habits of students (Molloy, 1988). While Phillips and Smith (1992) found that casual clothing conveyed teacher friendliness, fairness and interest, while conservative dress elicited students’ perceptions of teacher organization, knowledge and disciplinary skills. The juxtaposition between the formal, conservative expectation for teacher attire and the casual, durable attire expectations for agriculturalist, leads to uncertain attire expectations for agricultural educators. Are we agriculturalist first and teachers second? Or vice versa? How does what secondary agriculture teachers wear on a daily basis, influence students’ perceptions of the teacher and their teaching abilities? In hopes of contributing to the 5th priority area of the National Research Agenda (Roberts, Harder, & Brashears, 2016) this study examines the non-verbal communication conveyed through agriculture teachers’ wardrobe choices on students’ perceptions of their instructors’ competence and homophily.
Conceptual Framework


 Rogers and Bhowmik (1971) identified homophily as the level of similarity two people perceive themselves as having. The "principle of homophily" states that the more two individuals see themselves as similar, the more likely they are to communicate with one another, to understand one another, and to engage in future interaction with one another (Rogers & Bhowmik, 1971).  Fulcher and Anderson (1974) found that teacher effectiveness hinges on source/receiver relations and the degree of perceived similarity between the two. Additionally, Kay (1995) found that homophily may be influential in the relationship between motivation and learning. Additional studies identified receiver gender as having an effect on teacher-student homophily (Crosby & Reinardy, 1993; Sears & Hennessey, 1996). 
Methodology

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of an agricultural educators clothing on students perceptions of the individuals as teachers, as well as how those perceptions changed based on the gender of the student. This quasi-experimental design utilized a survey to assess students’ perceptions of the type and strength of homophily and teacher competence following a lesson. Two different teachers were utilized; they were similar in age but of different genders. The teachers were provided the same detailed lesson plans and supplies. The lessons were presented to 16 different secondary agriculture classes, in 4 different schools. Of the students taught 192 returned a completed IRB forms, as well as completed the survey. 
Three different types of dress were utilized for the teachers in the study: formal, business casual, and informal. An Assistant Professor of Fashion and Dress was consulted for the differences of these categories. Casual attire for both teachers consisted of non-distressed jeans, a knit t-shirt and a flat boot. Similarly, the business causal was the same for both teachers: Khakis, a polo or button down shirt, and a flat boot. The formal attire for the female teacher included an ankle-length tailored pant, dress blouse, a jacket, flat solid colored dress shoes, with limited jewelry, natural makeup and hair pulled back. While formal attire for the male teacher included an ankle-length pant, dress socks, leather dress shoes, collared dress shirt, jacket, and limited jewelry.
The three primary constructs for the survey consisted of Attitude Homophily (AH), Background Homophily (BH) and Teacher Competence (TC). The AH and BH was measured on a 5-point likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The TC used a 5 point scale for the respondents to make judgments about teacher competence, from a low degree to high degree of qualities such as knowledgeable, sympathetic, and good-natured. Students were also asked to indicate if they felt the instructor seemed well informed, presented the information in an interesting way, and if they would want to be in the teachers’ agriculture class. 
Results/Findings


Overall, When examining the various continuous measures no statistically significant differences occurred between types of teacher attire (AH F(2,192)= 1.98, p=0.14 ; BH F(2,192)=1.43 , p=.024 ; TC F( 2,192), p=0.12 ). Utilizing the Kruskal-Wallis test the 3 non parametric variables were also examined post-hoc and revealed that no significant differences in how well informed a teacher was ( X2(2) =1.27, p = 0.53), the level of interest in the material (X2(2) =1.74 p=0.42), or if the respondent wanted to be a student of the teacher (X2(2)=3.72, p=.16).

When a Factorial ANOVA of the effect of student gender and teacher attire on respondents AH was calculated it yielded a significant model (F(5,192)=3.15, p=.009). However when examining the interaction (p=0.13) and the simple main effects no statistical significance was found (student gender p=.16; teacher attire p=.26). To determine the significance in the model, a slice of the least mean squares was used on both student gender and teacher attire. The Bonferroni adjustment was applied to allow for multiple comparisons, which yielded a significant difference in male students’ attitude homophily towards a formally dressed teacher (p =.006). 

The Factorial ANOVA of the BH was insignificant. Conversely the factorial analysis of TC yielded a significant model (F(5,192)=2.72, p =.02). The interaction between student gender and teacher attire, F(2, 192) = 4.18, p = .017 was significant. However, there were no significant difference between student (p = 0.85) and teacher attire (p = 0.12). To determine the significance in the model, a slice of the least mean squares was used on both student gender and teacher attire. The Bonferroni adjustment was applied which yielded a significant difference in male students’ perceptions of teacher competence towards a formally dressed teacher (p =.006).
Conclusions/ Implications/Recommendations


There is a significant interaction between student gender and teacher attire on students’ perceptions of attitude homophily. Male student perceived the more formally dressed teachers to be less like them in attitude, then the teacher dressed in business casual or casual attire. Likewise, significant interaction between student genders and teacher attire on students’ perceptions of teacher competence. Male students perceived the more formally dressed teachers to be less competent, while there was no significant difference in how the female students’ perceptions. 


However, the non-significant findings of this study, as well as previous studies in teacher wardrobe indicate there may be more to teacher dress to consider. Additional studies, and replications related to this research is highly suggested. Also additional variables should be explored, such as student’s prior experience with agriculture and agricultural education, school administration expectations for teacher attire, and school setting and culture.  
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