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Rescarcl on organizational orientations has determined that worker: Jov e catesorizes
11to three groups on the basis of their trait orientations toward workig i orcanizations:
“upward mobiles,” “indifferents,” and “ambivalents.” Because workcs' orcanizational
orientation is predictive of their success, we reasoned thar studenrs osios=irion would be
stnularly predictive of their motivations, perceptions of teaciie credivility and
immediacy, affect toward the teacher, subject matter, and school, i =ozurve learning.
The results indicate that students’ orientation toward school may o i 10 those o
workers i organizations. For the most part, upward miobile studcnzs were associated
with greaier success in school and perceived their teachers as miore credible and
nnmediate. Indifferent and ambivalent students were more neg;:zfr'r;f*-.' associated with

success 111 school and reported their teachers 10 be less credible and io:riedizie.

Revwords: Orgamizational  Oriemtation; Teacher Credibility; Newmverial Immediac:
Motivation; Affective Learning

matructmndl setting. 1hev iLﬂHﬂﬂE‘d th”—l’[ not uﬂhkc the L:un-'*ﬂwmr::’;uhmdmale
relationship where emplovees have highly variable orientations towerd work. students
have highly variable orientations toward school. Some students sevmr committed o
learning as much as they can. Some students seem to just want io get by, Stili others

seem to be hostile to the whole school experience. While aduits’™ neriormance and

k

communication at work are influenced by their orientations tove=2 woris students
performance and communication may be similarly influenced o their c-z‘ifmatiun:-;
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Indifferent orientation. Presthus (1978b) describes indifferent individuals as persons
who view their lives as separate from work. Indifferent individuals see their
relattonship with the organization as a business exchange where the organization
recelves a set amount of time of labor 1n exchange for a pavcheck. According to the
theory, Indifferent individuals have low identification with the goals of the
organization and low loyalty to the orcanization. Being indifferent is not necessarily
negalive; in fact, a large proportion o7 p2opie are indifrerent individuals (Richmond
et al., 2005}. Indifferents view work as a wav to obtain the financial resources to make
a positive life for themselves and their ramiiies. Thev work to live rather than live to
work {Richmond et al,, 2003, p. 86). McCrosxev et al. (2004 tound indifference to be
negatively correlated with job satisfaction. assertiveness, and ali three of the credibility
factors {competence, trustworthiness. and goodwilli. Goodbov and McCroskev
(2004) found indifference was positiveh related to Machiavellianism and ambiva-
lence, but negatively related to immediacy and job satistaction,

Ambivalent orientation. Presthus 19 sz aescribes ambivalent mdividuals  as
imtroverts who do not adapt well to organizations. Presthus notes that ambivaient
individuals are generally intelligent. cosmopolitan, and generallv specialize 1 a
specific area. These individuals look negzarively upon top-down authority, and thev
often express complaints against the orgenizetional structure. rules, and operations.
Presthus argues that these individuals nave vaiue because while the upward-monbile
accepls the organization's status quo anc the indifferent blindly {ollows. the
ambivaient will continue to critique the organization's policies, rules, regulations,
and operating procedures. McCroskey 2t al. {2004) found that ambivalence is
negatively associated with job satisfaction. seir-perceived immediacy, responsiveness,
extroversion, and all three credibiiiiv rzctors competence, trustworthiness. and
coodwill). Goodboy and McCroskey '2!.**}-;. ;ounca that ambivalence was positively
related to Machiavelhanism, but negaiiveis reiated to nonverbal immediacy and

ambivalence.

Motivation

Motivaltion 1s one’s desire to engaﬂe ¢ cnosen behavior. While frarr mounvation
refers to one’s desire over time and across: situations, siarc motivation refers to one s
desire at a particular time and in > aiven confext. In the instructional arena,
Richmond, Lane, and McCroskey (207 summarize the current view of student
motivation as “students learning the comient tnev want o iearn, when thev want to
learn it (p. 179).” We believe that stugen: orientanions mward school are likely to be
associated with their motivations to icarn. Moreover, we know that students state
motivation to learn is positively correlated with teachers’ use of immediacy behaviors
(Chesebro & McCroskey, 2001; Christensen & Menzel, 1998; Christophel, 1990;
Christophel & Gorham, 1995; Frymier & Shulman, 1995; Richmond, 1990).
Moreover, perceptions of teacher caring (one of three components in source
credibility} has been found to be positively correlated with teacher immediacy and
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students attect tor both the teacher and the subject matter leven & MeCroskey,
lou™ .

Nogverbal Tmniediacy

4 a

Immediacy 1 the degaree of percenved phvsical or psyehological closeness bere oo
scapie. L he immediacy principic states that “people are drawn toward persons any

thingas they like evaluate highly, and prefer; and they avoid or move awav from thines

-y

thev dishike. evaluate negativelv or do not preter™ i Mcehrablan, 19710 po T Teazzer

sy of nonverbal immiediacy has shown to be consistently related to students” atiesiiv

- * + -

ax. Kearnev, MeCroskev, & Richmond, TOse e

oormnne Allen & Shaw, T99(n P

=

tonvard mstructor s Allen & Shaw, 19905 Chesebro & NMoCroskey, 200750 affect tor
course  Chesebro & NoeCroskev, 20013, behavioral commitment fAblen & »ooe

Oune L state motivation CChesebro and MeCroskey, 20070 Chrstensen & Mo
tays: Cpnstophel, 19900 Christophel & Gorham, 19950 Frymier & Shulmar. T2 >
Richmond. 1990 and perceived cogmtive fearning ( Chesebro & NoCroskey, Zis

. L T

Teachers use of nonverbal immediacy has also been shown to influence the amoun

+ -

0 contadt. ienath orf contact. and satisfaction of communication students have wot

L LT

teacners vutside of the cdassroom (Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Knapp & Martin, 2002
= & oreanizational context, Richmond and McCroskey 120007 tound cmpros s

use o ammediate behaviors and  thar supervisors immediate behaviorss awero

-
- T

reciprocated. Supervisors” use of immediate behaviors was posttively correiated

o

with ali three dimensions of perceived supervisor credibihity scompetence, G

-.l.l:‘::':u_
worthiness. and coodwill), social and task attraction, and a positive attitude towers

thoir supervisor. These findings have been replicated i the instructional context

teacners and students - Baringer & MoCroskey, 20007,

Sosroe O redntahine

sotirce credibiiine s the decree to which o recetver perceives a source s Do
compeient, trustworths, andsor caring [ McCroskey & Teven, 19990 Compeion o
reiers e perceived expertise and having high qualitications in the subject motie
tristworthiness reters to perceived character and honestyvs and caring salso reterres o
“voodwill ) refers to being perceived as having good intentions toward the receiver
MoCroshev & even, 19991 Only when a person is viewed as highly credibie -

—

liken thar the source will mfluence the views of the audience tMcCroskev, 19700

teacher, as a disseminator of information, becomes highlv influential n the cognite
and affective learnming process (Thweatt & NMeCroskey, 19980 Increasing redal

"Wheeless, 19751, competency, and caring mlluenced future messaee selection and
aftect tor content (Wheeless, 19745 Frvmier and Thompson 11992 examied the
relationship between teacher credibihity and their use of affinity-sceeking strategies,

Amone those strategies, nonverbal immiediacy was positively correlated with student

perceptions of both teacher competence and caring.
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Rationale

Organizational orientation theory was designed to help explain how people perceive
and accommodate the culture of a work environment (Presthus, 1978¢). The theory
explains why people react to their supervisor or fellow emplovees differently. Based
on mdividuar- urganizational orientations, the theorv predicts how individuals may
react and subseq u:‘*ﬂth’ accommodate to future interactions (Presthus, 1978a.b.c).
Applying organizetional orientation theory to the educational setting provides a way
for communicazion a,.#nolarc, to better understand how students view school, react to
their perceivac roie. and potentially behave in their educational environment.
Furthermorz. an educational setting may help provide means (0 a deeper under-
standing o: orgenizational orjentations. In the working world, if an emplovee does
not work welr within the organization (e.g., the ambivalent worker), the employec
might be firec or transferred, or he/she might quit and find other emplovment.
sumilarly. wner o student has difficuities adapting to 2 particular educational context
or teacher, ths student might be negativelv sanctioned (e.g., poor grades or
detention?. or he’she might'dror the class and perhaps even change majors.

The purposz o7 this studv was 1o determine it students exhibit organizational
orientations 1t itz school environment, and, if so. how these orientations impact the
perspectives v 11z student. The rundamental question to be tested in this rescarch
regards the preciove validitv of the modified Oreanizational Orientation Scale
(OOS) for tne coliege instructional setting. Becauss previous rescarch in organiza-
tions has found upward mobiies to be negativelv associated with ambivalent and
indifferent orizntetions. and indifferent and ambivalent orientations to be positively
related, we Iﬁr'*ig:h; =xpect similar correlations in the instructional context. Therefore,

the following npotheses were posited:

Hi:  Tne upwarc mobile orlentation 1s negatively associated with the ambivalent

anc indifierent orientation.
[ndiiterent and ambivaient orlentations arc positively related.

Organizaticna! otientations have been found to influence subordinates’ perception
of their sup=rizors’ zredibilitv 'Goodboy & McCroskev, 2004; McCroskey ct al.,
2004}, Crecinlic mav have even larger impiications in the instructional setting,
where the gcais of imstruction are not to merelv supervise, bul to inform and
persuade (Tnweatt & McCroskey, 1998). Understanding the relationship between
student orientation and perceived teacher -::redibilit}f, then, becomes critical.
Consistent w2tz 2z omigntations credibility findings from organizational research,

the following mipotheszs were posited:

H3: The upward mobile orientation is positivelv associated with student
perceptions oI mstructor competence, trustworthiness, and caring,

H4: The indifferent and ambivalent orientations are negatively associated with
student perceptions of instructor competence, trustworthiness, and caring,

Prior research has examined how organizational orientations are associated with
the nonverbal behaviors of people (Goodboy & McCroskey, 2004; McCroskey et al.,
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2004). Applying organizational orentation theory to the classroom context, we
would expect upward-mobile students to (rv and find value and affect 1 all classes
recardless of content, and show it in the classroom. On the other hand, indifferent
and amorvalent students would be Jess tikely te aemonstrate similar Tevels of affect

1

Applving the immediacy princple to the instruct ol setiine we can reason that

I"j"“-

reachers are more immediate toward those stuaen:- o aciively participate in class
and make the effort to learn the content. OF tho e student orentations, the
upward-mobile student would likelv have more rovorable nerceptions toward the
class. Indifferents would be more likely to pav lirzic smm2nnion, and ambivalents would
be more likely to challenge the teacher and/or disrurt tne Ciass. The teachers are likely
to be more immediate to the students who presens o nostiive views of the class

and the class content. Therefore, the following mv sineses are posied:

4

H>:  The upward-mobile onientavion 1s positivers v oeted with percepnons of
teachers” nonverbal immediacy,

Ho:  The inditferent and ambivalent orentatios - o0 soocaihvely assodiaiod with
perceptions of teachers’ nonverbal immedics

-

Orcanizational orientations have been found @ b & factor in work satsiaction

-

Goodbov & McCroskey, 20045 McCroskev et a.. 2+ < | Urganizationa. orlsntation
theorv might help explain why students Uel'u:eirr;- ~IT L TiineT posItivel T o pegalively.
[n review, upward-mobiles try to identity with the ~u/2r and coals of the arecanmization

(Presthus, 1978¢), indifferent individuals do not icenirne with the organization
(Presthus, 1978b) and work for the pavcheck :NcCroskev et ai, 2004), and
ambivalent individuals reject the organization altovetiier Presthus. 1978a). Under-
standing how the orientations of students relate 7o students percenuons of school
and classes may help explain the behaviors student conini i school. Presuming the
student orlentations are equivalent to the organicciiona orientations, and thev
produce similar afleclive outcomes identiliea 170 orevions research. the following

hypotheses were postted:

H7: 'The opward-mobile orientation 15 positve.. Lssooiied with aiedt dor
mstructor and affect toward the content tauzie

(18 The indifferent and ambivalent orientation- ore mecotovelv assodared with
affect for mmstructor and affect toward the correns r2uznr

HY:  Upward-mobile students hold more posimias conere so0 spednyd attitudes
toward school than either the mdifferent or ampivalzn: students,

[n addition to these hvpotheses, we advanced nwo rascarin questions. "l"l“le first of

these research questions dealt with the relationsriy »25vzer sTuden: mouvation and
organizational onentations. Fryvmier and Shulmar 1993 Goscribe the frustration

teachers have when students’ state motivation 15 anvwhere dut learning. As Frvmier
and Shulman note, teachers can do lttle regarding outsidce-the-classroom factors
impacting a student’s state motivation, but the teacher can control the communica-
tion behaviors in the classroom. Jdentifving in-class tactors which mayv affect

-

students’ state motivation could help teachers design instruction to reach previously
unmotivated students. Understanding the relationship between students’ orientation
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toward school and their motivation to learn could help teachers target mstruction
more cffectively. Therefore, the following hypothesis question was proposed:

RQI: What is the relationship between cach of the students’ organizational
orientations and their trait and state motivation to learn?

Smce students’ cognitive learning is an important outcome of instruction, the second
research question inquired about the relationships between organizational orienta-
tlons and cognitive learning.

RQZ: What are the relationships between organizational orientations and student
perceptions oi their cognitive learning?

Method
Pa rn'::"mnrs

Volunteer participants were 413 (199 men, 208 women, six undisclosed) under-
graduate students enrolled in communication courses at a Mid-Atlantic university.
Participants ranged from sophomores to seniors {freshmen were not allowed to
register tor the classes  and represented a wide range of majors, with only about 5%
majoring in Communication Studies. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 42 years

[Al=20.56), and they were predominantly Caucasian, with less than 5% from other

ethnic groups.

Procedrires

Participants completed a questionnaire which included nine measures. The
partucipants were instructad to complete the self-report measure first, and then
complete the other measures with regard to “the last class before this one” technique
Plax et al.,, 1986).

Measures

The Student Orientations Measure (SOM} consists of three instruments modified
irom the Organizational Orientations Measure (McCroskey et al., 2004), each section
measuring one of the organizational orientations, where respondents answer on a 53-
point. Likert-type scale 1 =strongly disagree to 3 =strongly agrec). The measure
consisted of 18 items measuring upward-mobile student orientation, 20 items

measuring the ambivalent student orientation, and 12 items mecasuring the
indifferent student orientation. The scales were modified to reflect an educational
view rather than the business world, with certain words substituted for others. For
example, the word “work™ when used as a general noun was changed to the word
“school.”™ When used as a specific noun, ‘work’ was changed to read “class” or
“classroom.” The word “money” was changed to “grade,” and when the item’s context
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was geared toward obtaining more money or “easy money,” then the items context

[

was modified to reflect obtaining a higher grade or an “casy A

The original alpha f:‘“dmh[lﬂa for the scale were as follows: the upward-mobile

84, ambivalent — .89, anc indifrerent =.79. Inn the current study, the alpha reliabilities
WO hR 11{'}1' {h{* Uj,f”'-"-'a.ﬁ; :‘.ﬁf—f-:-}k..'iiji-iil :‘\1 1'r :f"'j‘i" . QHFJ =04 :=., N ]TL'”‘ ThL‘ L’lﬂﬂnj'\.'ﬂiﬁrﬂ
(M =47.72, SD=10"- . inc 8T tor the indifferent  dimension (AL = 3350,

-l'rul".i—-"'|

S{) _i‘r.,_._.'
The Generalized Ao Vcose s a six-1tem, bipolar measure where participants

circled on a scale of o7 nonr agreemen: mmnd each adiecuve m response to a
particular concept. Fo: nis study, the concept was “colicge. Rehabilities have
aenerally been betweer 7 2no w5 N eCroskey, 2006 tor this stuav. rehabiliny was

estimiated at .89 (A =37750 500 — 2825 The Generalized Belier Measure 1s a Ihve-item,

bipolar measure where partizipants crcled on o scale of 1- 7 their agreement toward
cach adjective In respon<e t0 2 narticular bebie! statement. For this study, the sentence
read, “College 15 vaicar.. o me. Relaoilities have generooy peen over 90
(McCroskey, 20005 ter i swedy rehladiiiny was estimisted al (85 {AD= 3099,
S =498

The Morivation Scci: co2nmond. 19900 i & Ove-lleni. seven-siep bipolar scale
measuring the motivar = 0 2ne student Inoorder to measure Do ralt anc state
motivation, the scale woes momoed twice pur with different Qirecuons, To measure

e s e e e

trait motivation, pm:;;'_;rf:: smilar to those emploved by Frvmier and Shubman
(1995) were used. Specinicaliny participants were asked to respond to the following

statement: "My {eclings :Lj:' :-:.:mij»'ing for school 1 genera, are. .0 Using thesc

instructions. Frymier an’ shulman (1995 reported an alpha reliability ot .86, The

reliability for this stugs wis X= 3 =231c. 3V =0.64), To measure stdale MoLvation,
participants were asxac 0 rgshond o ths mll{wmng statemions: TAMV feelings jor

="

studving for the cas: rior w0 s one ... Inital rensoiity for the state

motivation measure wa- 2= ror e current study, reliabilize was estimated at Y2

(M =22.01, S[D=8.2x
The Nonverbal Innucaioo >oalo=0server Repore s o 2¢-1iem. Likert-tvpe scale
(1 =never to > =vers oieon  measuring the participants  perceptions of Lnelr

—

teachers’ usage of Imymiz2liiie mznaviors. g scale had an initnal cocthaent alpha

reliability of .92 (Richzizne NicZroskev, X Johnson, 20035, The current study had a
cocfticient alpha O(*‘?}’l N =42510 SD=15.43].
The Sowrce Credibiiir ozl consists of 18 bi-polar items where the participants

JJJJJ S B

1

respond to their percent m o0 n2ir tealnen This scale consisizd o three secuons:
(a) six items measuring inc siuaenis perceived competence of their instructor, (b
SIX ITemS measuring tne p:.‘:rﬁ?irﬂi rrustworthiness of their instructor, and () six

items measuring the oerceived caring of their instructor. In the original study

(McCroskey & Teven, ]E—Z’*‘ﬁ%”-—}}, the alpha reliability of the competence dimension was

85, the alpha reliability of the trustworthiness dimension was 92, and the alpha

reliability of the goodwill dimension was .92, In the current study, the competence
dimension had an alpha reliability of 192 (M =34.20, SD =7.04), the trustworthi-
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ness dimension had an alpha reliability of 91(M =35.03, SD =6.52), and the
goodwill dimension had an alpha reliability of .89 (M:E).rﬁ;:?, SD=7.811.
The Affective Learning Scale consists of four sets of four-item, bipolar scales where
participants circled on a scale of 1- 7 their agrecment toward each adiective. The first
ey

two scts measurced affective learning and included four items measuring afract for the
content being taught and four items mLaammg the lll\ehhood of taking f:';:: Jiasses

taking future classes u-'lth th{: instructor. Both sections have cmlsiqtcnt'f' ~rodule
alpha coefficient reliabilities over .90 (McCroskey, 1994). In this study. the zect for
content measure had a coefficient alpha reliability of .90 (M =40.40. s7' =",
and the affect toward instructor measure had a coefficient alpha reliz~iz o7 9z
M =40.62, 5D =12.68).

The Cognirive Learning Measure consists of two questions asking pariizirant: to
rate how much they learned in their previous class, and how much thay zou!2 Rave
rearned with the ideal instructor (Richmond, Gorham, & McCroskey, 1587 . students
were asked to respond on a range of 0-9 for each item, with 0 meaning tac student
lcarned nothing and 9 meaning the student learned more than in anv othzr ciess he

she had. The final score has a range of 0 9, where the higher numbers reorasen: the

notential learning lost from an ideal teacher to the actual teachzr Y =121
5D =1.70). Twentv-eight of the participants completed the scale incorrezii showing
that their cognitive learning, even with a perfect teacher, was negativ:. These

provided 1n Table 1.

Results

M1 predicted that the upward mobile orientations would be negativerr rorrelatad
with the ambivalent and indifferent orientations. Upward mobile had & significant
necative correlation with ambivalent (r= — .51, p <0001} and with indirferen: =

-y

—.2/, p=<.0001). H2 predicted that indifferent and ambivalent would bz posiziveiv
correlated. Indifferent and ambivalent orientations had a significant cnd posizive
correlation «r=.65, p <<.0001). Both HI1 and H2 were supported.

H3 predicted that the upward mobile orientation would be positiven co--
rclated with student perceptions of instructor competence, trustworthiness, and
caring. Upward mobile had a significant and positive correlation with commetenco

r=.23, p=<t.0001), trustworthiness (r=.24, p<.0001), and carin. -=.4.

p<.0001). H4 predicted that ambivalent and indifferent would bz nezativaiv
correlated with competence, trustworthiness, and caring. Ambivaient had =

significant negative correlation with competence (r= —.27, p <.0001}, trustworthi-
ness (r= --.32, p<.0001), and caring (r= —.29, p <.0001). Indifferent had
significant negative correlation with competence (r= —.22, p <.0001), trustworthi-
ness (r= —.28, p <.0001), and caring (r= —.27, p <.0001). Both H3 and H4 were
supported,
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H5 predicted that upward mobile would be positively correlated with perceptions
of teachers’ nonverbal immediacy. Upward mobile had a significant positive
correlation with perceptions of teachers’ nonverbal immediacy (r=.11, p=.03).
Ho predicted that indifferent and ambivalent would be negatively correlated with
perceptions of tcachers’ nonverbal immediacy. Indifferent (r= —.17, p =.0006} and
ambivalent (r = 3, p<.0001) had signiricant negative correiations with percep-
tions of teachers nunw:rbal immediacy, Both H> anc Hé were supported.

H7 predicted that upward mobile woula pe positivelv correlated with affect ior
instructor and affect for content. Upwarc mobile had a significant positive
correlation with affect for instructor (r=.i%. o <.0001; and afiect for content (1=
25, p<.0001). H8 predicted indifferen: znc ambivalent would be negativelv

corrclated with affect for instructor and am22t ror content. Indifferent had &
significant negative correlation with affecs for instructor learning (r= —.24
p<.0001) and affect for content (r= — .35 »< 0001}, and ambivalent had a
significant negative correlation with affect o7 mstractor (= —.25, p<<.0001" anc
affect for content (r= —.31, p<.0001:. H+ predicted that upward mobilc

orientation would have more positive generalizec peliets and generalized atuitudes
toward school than the indifferent and ampivaien: orientations. Upwara mobile had
significant positive correlations with generaiized beliefs about school (r=.33
p<.0001) and generalized attitudes aboui schico, r=.32, I}{.UDUI}. Ambivaier:

1

had significant negative correlations with the generaiized beliets about school 7=
—.35, p<.0001) and generalized attitudges about school (= —.45, p<.0001..
Indifferent had significant negative correlations with the generalized beliefs about
school (r= —.31 p<.0001) and genecralizec attitudes. about school (r= —.31, p<
0001). Thus, H7, H8, and H9 were supportzc

RQ1 inquired about the relationships berweer cach or the student orientations ana
their trait and state motivation to learn. Urward mobiles had significant positive
correlations with trait motivation (r=.31. 70001, and with state motivation
(r=.30, p<.0001). Ambivalents had signincant negative correlations with
frait motivation (r= —.49, p<.0001} and witn state motnation (r= —.3.
p <.0001). Indifferent had significant negarive corrziations with trait motivation
(r= —.55 p<.0001) and with state mouvaion ~= —.36. p<.0001). Cleari,

i . | 4

upward mobiles are highly pm]tweh motivareZ. but indifterents and ambivalents are

highly negatively motivated.
RQ2 inquired about the relationship berwezen student orientation and cognitive

learning. A nonsignificant relationship wes >unZ between upward mobiles and
cognitive learning (r= —.10, p=.06). Ambdivalents had a significant positive
relationship with cognitive learning (r=.13, p=.01,. Indifferents also had a

significant positive relationship with cognitive learning (r=.15, p<.01). Impor-
tantly, the measure of cognitive learning was scored so that higher scores represent
more loss of learning. Hence, negative scores indicate more learning, and positive
scores indicate less learning. The above results indicate that upward mobiles
perceived they had more learning (not statistically significant), and both ambivalent

—
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and mditferents percerved that they had less cognitive learning. However, these were

very weak refationships accounting for virtually no variance.

Post floc Amalvses

1 F

Since the correlations between ambivalence and indifterence were higher tnz
expuected when compared to previous research, an exploratory factor anaivsis u~in:
A Vanmax rowtion was used to ensure that the student onentations were separdic
dimensions of the construct. Table 2 (Student Orientation Factor Loadings
Includes the tactor loadings ior cach of the items 1o the student orientation sca..
Results supported o three-tactor model tor the three orientations. Three tactor.

*

criergec having an Figenvalue over 1.0 and accounting tor at least 3% or o

y

—~ O

variance.  The nirst factor had an Figenvalue ot 1247 accounting for 254

the variance, the second tactor had an Figenvalue of 3.23 accounting tor 6% oi i
variance. and the third factor had an Eigenvalue of 2260 accounting for 3% o7 1o
variangy. Al other tfadtors did not meet this eriterion,

One e on the upward mobile scale, four items on the ambivalent scale, and
items o the indifferent scale had higher loadings on the other factors. Irem 8 on o
Llp‘n'dh_: mu':“-il: tactored higher on the ambivalent dimension. Items 304, and 15 or
tho amnivaiont measure had higher loadings on the upward mobile dimension, wni:

itz > nec o migher loading on the indifterent dimension. With the predominancy o
itents having therr greatest strength with therr expected construct, the strength o tnc
items on the factors as well as the high correlations the student orientations had with
the dependent varlables 1in the study suggest the three ortentations are separats

COTISITUCTA,

Discussion

This staav soueght 1o adapt the refable and valid measure of oreanizationz.
orientetior NoCroskev et ally 200471 10 students based on the Presthus hvias
theory of oreanizational orientations and apply the measure to determine how
student orientations aitect several instructional outcome variables. The results suggess
overwnoimiing support 1oy the application of the theory into the imstructional rears
Students  orientations accounted for 1 30% of the variance ot the depenacens
variabies. The orientations also accounted tor 26 42% variance ot the prediciec
relationships (H and 123 between the orientations.

Wiin e oeacepuon of coenitive learning, the rvesults mdicated that upwero
maobity was positively related to the outcome varbles, while ambivalence anc
mmditierence had negative relationships with the outcome varables. These findinegs
imph that upward mobile students have an advantage to succeeding in school. This
tinding certainly 1s not ground breaking, as of course a student who in various wavs
rebels constantly finds fault, and/or complains about school fambivalentt or a

student who simplv does not {ind value or does not desire to go to school will have a

more negative educational experience. However, the upward mobile onientation had
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Table 2 Student Orientation Factor Loadings

Factor loadings

- - -—

Uipward
ftems Ambivalent Indifferent niobile

Upward mobile

I 1 generaliv ir mv pest o do what mv teacher — .14 — .14 =k
wants me v 2.

2o M T had the cnsizs D would choose the de - 25 28
xcepmnc._ Ol T teaclher over the ASCepiance
O MY peers & mic.

3. One of mv goss o~ 70 ake 2 tough Jlass and — .3 35 S0
excel at 1L

4. 1 would hike w0 02 2oz top student 1o mv class. — .17 —.06 38

> ] firmly believe that 7D work hard enouch, one S - .07 5]
day T will bz mignt ar the wop.

6. I am good a: 5-:%.-;-.-' and Dlove 11 S -3 s

7. Most of all. | 22+ wan: 1o be recognized tor — b — .0 h
the excellent wore that § do.

8. I think moving ur i:t ~.~_mm] 15 not worth all - - .23 23
the work vou nxve o qo.

9. Sometimes [ nini Coam & workahoiil, ReN —.16 4

10, T want 10 taxc S2-~2 that can realis teazh me — .24 — .11 36
something.

Pl Evervone G e T ar s really cood student, -0 — .18 A8

12. 1 want to taks Zi:sses which have a jor of | 02 — .02 35
ntangible rewards.

13. Ordinarily. [ t22] eood about what [ have — 1 -.02 A8

aLcumpllsHM when | am done with my
dav's work,

14. [ would be wiing 7o work nard 1o pe the top —.ie — .18 70
student in ciass,

I5. Since [ am real: cooZ 2t wnat Tde. | will be g {7 —.13 03
top performes 1T li2ss,

16, What T want most o 2 .:E-J_:';s 13 the possibility of — .1 — .17 26
learning somainine imporiant.

|7, Any assignrmen x'* l_‘*g. s WOTLD Qoing as — - 18 0
well as 1 can.

I8 bam a verv srraisn s warsen JE — .18 19

Ambivalent

[. Other thar ¢ crace tne Zasses T onave taken A2 33 — .16
have had iittic 1o omer me.

2. The content i classes [ nave taken s of very A7 22 —. 15
low quahty. ‘

3.1 have genorel- coom somismied witn Jlasses | 22 07 — 367

have haa.
4. The schooi~ : nave atiendsd wouidn ¢ have A6 10 — I3

cared less 10 . iive or atv--and 1 1eel the same
way about tnem.

5. [ reaily dishike the rules and regulations 1 am 63 04 —.11
forced to iive with at school.

6. I am wsually unhappy in every class. 67 14 — .10

7. Teachers and administrators at schools are 58 {0 — .13

(ncompetent.
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Table 2 1 Contimeed)

Factor Toadings

Lpward

[tems Ambivasens tndlileraont 10D
8. When I an at school, I wish T were somewhere. - A -7
almost anvwhere, else than where T am.
9. The procedures and regulations of schools | o7 it — 30
ave attended have generally been quiice
reasonable.
10. T find 1t difficult to adopt the demands of most o P2 -~ 03
schools.,
1. Generaliy, [ don't like the rules schools make ol o SERER
me follow.
12, | don't reallv like most of the students and B — .= — (14
teachers T have at myv school.
13. I have attended really good schools, R {2 A
I+, Most schools have unreasonable expectations N ST — .00
ror students like me.
15, Most of the tme. a halthearted eftort 1s all | A 53> 3
teel 1 need to give at school.
6. | reallv hate most schools and classes | have - I e
attended.
t7. One teacher 1 about hke any other, a pain n ol A2 -0
the backside.
8. What T want most at school 1s to be left alone. e R 5
19, Franklv, [ am smarter than most of my o i — 08
teachers. |
20. 1 have been unhappy just about every class and ok 22 27
school [ have atlended.
Indifterent
I. My life begins when [ get out of school. AR 57 — .20
2. 11 tound thas class was not easy, [ would look 3 < —.27
lor an casier class.
3. A class 1s a cJass——evervone has to be 3 ey ]
somewhere.
1. I am gencraliv indifferent to classes. One class 2 R - T
15 about the same as another.
5. Generally, T rust do as much as is requared by i - - (1]
mv class.
6. 1 sometimes skip classes, whether T ang sick H - — .26
Or Not,
7. Fdon't care much about my classes, as long as | 2 a0 2Y
receive good grades.
8. When class 1s over, life begins. Rbe > —.16
9. One class 1s pretty much hike any other class. - - —.i2
1 I T found out the class was difficult, T would o o 18
quickly look for another class.
1 1. School 15 something [ have to do, not AR O 18
something | want to do.
[2. When 1t comes to choosimg a class, “show me 24 05 |7

LR

the easy Al

“Ttem loaded on an unexpected factor.
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substantially different outcomes compared to the ambivalent and the indifferent
orientations.

Results supported the hypotheses sugy
would perccive thelr instructor to have a higher credibility, while the ambivalent
and inditferent students would likelv see their instructor to have a lower credibility.
Upward mobile people, according to Presthus's (1978¢) construct and supported 1n
the organizational setting bv McCroskey et al. (2004), sec their supervisors,
management, and organization as positive, good, and correct. The same likely holds
true with student orientations. Students with the upward mobile orientation
perceive their teachers 1o be competent in their subject matter, to be honest, and to
care abourt thelr students. In essence, an upward mobile student will perceive their
teacher as a smart person who wants her/him to learn the content and be
successful. The ambivalent and indifterent orientation has the opposite effect. The
more a student is ambivalent or indifferent, the more they will sce their instructor

—

esting that the upward mobile student

)

as less credivle,

Interestingly, the ambivalent student has a greater negative correlation with all
three dimensions than the indifferent student. These findings also fall in line with the
Presthus theorv. Indifterents mav have negative feelings of teacher credibility because
thev mav see the teacher as having the same life view of their own: The teacher 1s
teaching this class because he shie has too, and the teacher does not really care about
now the student does In ciass.

Ambivalent students mayv have more negative views because they view the teacher
to have more ill-will toward them. According to Presthus (1978a), ambivalents
question top-down authority. Ambivalents question authority likely because of the
credibiiny issue. If a student does not believe teachers to be knowledgeable in their
content area. have the student s best interest at heart, or want the student to succeed,
the student is often going to complain or reject the teacher’s authority. One of the
more inriguing items on the ambivalent dimension in the scale is the degree the
participant believes he/she is smarter than the teacher. When people without any

collegiaie degree walk inte @ Zias: believing they are smarter than their professors with
doctorate degrees, a feeling of superiority against the instructional organization and
complaming is likely to ensue.

Results aiso supported the pradicted relationships between the student orienta-
sions and students’ perceptions of tcacher mmmediacy, suggesting that upward
mobiles would perceive their teacher to use more immediate behaviors, while
ambivalent and indifferent would perceive less immediate teacher behaviors. The
upwarc mobile had & verv small positive correlation with teacher 1mmediacy
accounting for 1% of the variance. Ambivalent and indifferent had negative
correlations accounting for 3% and 3% of the variance, respectively. The student
orientations accounted for the least amount of variance with the immediacy
outcome than any other outcome. While these correlations are statistically
significant, the social significance 1s doubtiul.

The next set of hypotheses examined the relationships between the student
orientations and satisfaction with school based on the attitudes and beliefs about
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college. Upward mobiles had positive perceptions of college on both the generalized
attitude ( 10% of the variance! and generalized belief (11% of the vanance) measures.
%mbnalmta had negative perceptions ot college on both the attitude (20% ol the
variancel and belief (129 of the vartance). Similarly, indifferents had negative
perceptions of college on both the artitude 110% of the variance: and belief {9% ot
the variance). Again, the upwars mopile orientation tended to have posiIVe views of
college, the indifferents had nzzziive perceptions of college, and the ambrvalents had
stronger negative perceptions of u.Oi!fEf_‘. Fhese findings are consistent with Presthus s
theory. Upward mobiles would iixeiv see college as the logical next step n their career
or a natural challenge. Interesunziv, amhn*aiem students have stronger negative
perceptions than the indifierzn: iudents. Prestnus +1978a) argues that ambivalent
people tend to be intelligen: s specialists in an area. These st udents may sec
themselves as masters of the conient without @ degree, and they see coliege as not a
valuable tool but a waste or nme. indifferent students may see classes as a waste of
time for a different reasor: ~rev nave other things thev would raines be doing.
probably resulting in a less sirong negative perception.
Upward mobilitv was 1ouna o have positive Jevels of affect ror poth content
(accounting for 6% of the vemznve and instructor faccounting ror 40 o1 the
variance). Similar to the provious outcome variables. the ambivalent orientation had

-

a negative relationship with boin 27t for conent  10% of the varanis and aftec
for instructor (4% of the varmance . and the indirferent orientation nad a negative
refationship with both afiect for content (12% of the variance: anc affect for the
tcacher (5% of the variance.. At first glance, the results for upward mobility appear
small. However, when considering students were asked to report on the last class they
had attended, a class potential~ suside their maijor or outside their prime mterest.
the results show that the upwerZ mobiles will Hkely find value ang appreciate any
class or teacher they have, regardi2ss o1 the class. Tnis suggestion 1s rurtner supportec
and explained in more detai: i the next discussion of the results with state and trait
motivation. Both ambivalen: and indiffsrent students have tendencies to dislike the
content and the teacher, and azain. thase resulis are bikely due e Jinterent reasons.
Ambivalents likely dislike the teacher because thev perceive the teacher to have less
credibility and dislike being tid what to do or how to think, Lm;;l;lem students
enjoy things outside of schoo. anc wori. Even it tne indifferent student iy rraining tor
their number one career choice. tnai 5“'.--'*’-3*‘11 probably is not a fan ot the content. The
indifferent person chooses a career {and college for that career) so that he or she can
afford to enjoy the activities _*n., oy ‘-‘-Tll"l-;;.

Upward mobility was founZ o oe simongly posiively correlated with trait and state
motivation. Upward mobilisv accountac tor 26% of the variance of trait motivatien
and 9% of the variance for state motivation. Ambivalence and indifference were
found to be strongly negatively corrclated with trait and state motivation.
Ambivalence accounted for 24% of the variance of trait motivation and 10% of
(he state motivation. Indifference accounted for 30% of the variance of trait
motivation and 13% of the variance of state motivation. These results provide the
greatest insight on why upward mobiles have larger advantages at school. Upward
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mobile students simply will try hard and have a drive to succeed regardless of their
sttuation. Similarly, indifferent students have an apathy issue, where they simply do
not care. When a student has little drive to succeed, when faced with adversity, these
students will look for a wav out or do as little work as possible. Because indifferents
feel that their life starts after school, they may be more likely 10 drop out of school or
sKIp classes. Ambivalents, as Presthus (1978a) points out, tend to be inteliizcn: and
specialists in a certain area, and while they complain, thev still have some so ~7 Srive
to succeed. Perhaps this is why ambivalents have more motivation ther the
indifferents. Unlike indifferents, ambivalents may specialize or have soms ineras
In a content area at school, or perhaps they are involved in a school sronsored
acUvVILy,

The ambivalent and indifferent trait and state motivation mav prowice -
meaningtul difference between orientation outcomes in instructional and orzanize-
tional settings. According to the theory (Presthus, 1978a) and also sueoested pv
MicCroskey et al. 120045, in an organizational setting, ambivalents often have ¢ =
dirncult time adapting to. the organizational structure than indifferents. ir the
organizational setting. ambivalents will likely leave or be fired until they find ¢ ~lace
N an organization fitting with their specialization and attitudes. However. ir the
matructional setung, the specialization or interest may be the link keepins :nen
motivated to attend and stav in school.

Upward mobility was not significantly correlated with learning ioss. pur

: . -
—

ambivalent and indifferent orientations were significantly positively correlazad wi
cognitive learning loss. These findings coincide with Presthus’s theory and the other
results i this studv. The ambivalent and the indifferent orientations are nzcatively
reiated 1o all the outcome variables which help create lower levels of perceived
lzarning loss. Considering that the ambivalent and indifferent orientations nzve nizr-

9

—*

T i

moderate negative correlations with state and trait motivation, the ambivaizn: ano

1

T

the learning activities as the upward mobile student. Keep in mind a2 the

iy Sy

correlations between the student orientations and cognitive learning loss are small.
accounting for at most 2% of the variance. This is most likely due to thz 2z tha:
recardless of how a student perceives an activity, the student still has to parnzireic 2.

L.

the teacher, with legitimate power, 1s still in the classroom.
[n conclusion, the findings of this study present a positive picture for the upward
mobile student. These students appear to have positive perceptions of scnoo

— CR

~generalized beliet, generalized attitude of school, and affect for conten: . ». v
perceptions of their teachers (teacher credibility, teacher nonverbal immed:a . and

T

altect for teacher), and the predispositions to help them be successful at schao! . trai:

motivation and state motivation). For the 12—16 vears people will be in educational
institutions, upward mobiles probably enjoy school more and probably feel more
success at school than their ambivalent and indifferent counterparts. Further, how
students are oriented and behave at school are possibly decent predictors of how
people will be oriented and behave in the workplace.
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