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Abstract Communication education research has focused on the effects of instructor characteristics on
learning. It is necessary to consider student characteristics as well to develop an effective teaching
strategy. The current study tries to classify students into multiple distinct groups depending on their
personality traits and communication characteristics and investigates differences in effects of teacher
characteristics between those groups. A survey on unversity students was conducted to collect data. A
cluster analysis was carried out to identify distint sub—groups of respondents by their personality traits
and communication characteristics. The analysis yielded two distinct groups. The two groups were
named stable—reticent group’, and ‘neurotic—talkative group’ respectivley. Series of multiple regression
were carried out in order to investigate differences in the effects of instructor characteristics. The
analyses found different patterns of effects between the two sub—groups. The findings suggest that it is
necessary to adopt different communication styles and teaching strategies depending on student types.
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Table 1. t—test results between two clusters  (n=246)
Variables Clusterl Cluster2 t )
extraversion 3.12 3.27 — 2.174 0.031
agreebleness 3.82 3.35 8.617 0.001
conscientiousness 3.53 2.97 9.380 0.001
neuroticism 2.68 3.19 —8.587 0.001
communication 175 1.97 -2882  0.004

apprehension
talkativeness 1.99 3.03 —15.995 0.001
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Table 2. Regression results on instructor evaluation
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Cluster 1(n=105, Adj F=559) Cluster 2(n=141, Adj F=523)

Variables
B B P B B P
(Constant) 1.391 .080 2.462 .000
Sex —.147 —.079 .326 .183 122 .084
GPA —.048 —.074 .390 .001 .002 978
Assertiveness —.131 —.099 268 —.238 —.196 .015
Responsiveness 179 .150 220 —.042 —.045 651
Nonverbal immediacy .067 .048 .660 .286 272 .017
Coercive power —.026 -.019 .866 —.100 —.115 .258
Reward power .019 .016 .869 —.086 —.091 .340
Referent power 118 .105 453 .333 352 .003
Legitimate power -.035 -.029 784 059 .059 565
Expert power 562 456 000 337 335 002
Self concern —.142 —.114 .201 —.241 —.213 .014
Task concern .043 .036 796 .226 215 137
Impact concern 144 116 419 —.203 —.213 .085
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Table 3. Regression results on class evaluation
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Cluster 2(n

.003
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.658
211
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181

2.182

.100
.035
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Sex
GPA

Assertiveness

Responsiveness

Nonverbal immediacy

Coercive power

Reward power

Referent power

Legitimate power

Expert power

Self concern

Task concern

Impact concern
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