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Abstract
Purpose – Determining the attributes of effective business teachers is critical to schools as they strive to
attract and retain students, assure learning, obtain and maintain reputation and accreditations, and place
their alumni in the competitive job market. The purpose of this paper is to examine students and faculty
perceptions of teaching effectiveness in five culturally disparate countries: Colombia, France, Lebanon,
Sweden, and the USA.
Design/methodology/approach – A survey was designed based on previous research complemented by
an extensive literature review as well as personal communications with faculty in different international
business schools. The survey considered 39 teaching attributes related to three specific dimensions: class
delivery, class preparation and design, and instructional traits and personal characteristics. The survey
targeted students and faculty from seven business schools located in five countries.
Findings – This study offers new conceptual and analytical analyses from a cross-country comparative
perspective. Rankings of the importance of perceived teaching attributes for both major groups involved in
the teaching of business, faculty and students, are reported. The attributes are also ranked by teaching
taxonomy and examined across countries.
Practical implications – This study provides practical results that can be useful to instructors
wishing to increase their teaching effectiveness and to universities considering revising their student
evaluation forms.
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Originality/value – This study includes data collected from faculty and students from several schools
located in culturally disparate countries and, thus, increases the applicability of the results in a cross-cultural
manner and provides implications for practice internationally.
Keywords Cross-cultural, Teaching effectiveness, Personality characteristics,
Class delivery, Class preparation, Instructor traits
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
There is a consensus that strong instructor performance in the classroom contributes to the
attainment of educational standards (Carpenter et al., 2013; Marsh and Hattie, 2002;
Slater et al., 2012). The extant literature on teaching effectiveness suggests that several
teachers’ attributes are important (Shaftel and Shaftel, 2005; Simendinger et al., 2009;
Smith, 2003). Therefore, identifying and promoting faculty with strong teaching skills is
important to many business schools as they compete globally for students and strive to
achieve and maintain their reputation and accreditations. Accordingly, higher education
institutions (HEIs) around the world are increasingly relying on students’ perceptions of
teaching and learning when making evaluations of teachers’ performance (Shao et al., 2007;
Smith, 2009; Stark-Wroblewski et al., 2007). Results from these evaluations are used for
quality improvement and accreditation purposes and also affect promotions, salaries,
merit bonuses, and the tenure of academics in HEIs.

Because teaching effectiveness is so important, the authors of the present study were
motivated to gather empirical international evidence on the perceived attributes of business
teachers and of the classroom environment which contribute to teaching effectiveness.
This research was also motivated by the need for administrators, department chairs, and
faculty to understand and keep pace with the level of change underway in HEIs around the
world. The speed of change is driven by a variety of growing market forces that must be
scrutinized and addressed if colleges and universities are to remain competitive and relevant
to business and society around the world. But perhaps more importantly, the authors
wanted to select sample sites that are known for, and required to produce teaching
effectiveness. So it was logical therefore to target universities that hold accreditation from
agencies that emphasize teaching effectiveness, AACSB, ACBSP, SACS, ABET, WASC
among others, which specifically emphasizes as part of their accreditation requirements
teaching effectiveness. The motivation and rationale for this effort came from all the authors
who are accomplished university professors wanted to improve their teaching effectiveness
as well as their colleagues, to advance student learning and their skills to give students a
better chance of success as a practitioner.

HEIs currently face forces such as globalization, competition, time constraints, the explosion
of teaching technologies, new design and delivery methods, and distance learning. Perhaps most
importantly, student expectations regarding their educational experiences are challenging HEIs
in regard to their mission, vision andmodus operandi in their teaching, research, and engagement
with society (Beuckelaer et al., 2012; King and Watson, 2010; Smimou and Dahl, 2012).

Accordingly, the following literature review examines the perceived attributes of an
effective business teacher with respect to class delivery, class preparation and design,
and instructional traits and characteristics. We further examine whether perceptions of the
importance of these attributes vary as a function of role (i.e. student or faculty) and
international context. To examine the latter, we have collected and analyzed data from
universities located in Lebanon, Sweden, the USA, Colombia, and France. We have chosen
these locations based on their disparate nature as identified in a variety of cross-cultural
management and sociological empirical studies (e.g. Hofstede, 2001; Schwartz, 1992; Smith
et al., 1995; House et al., 2005; Inglehart, 2004). Table I provides a demographic overview of
the students and university faculty participating in the research.
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2. Literature review
Although, the effects of teaching on student learning can be diverse, and there are several
models of teaching and learning that affect student (Seidel and Shavelson, 2007); teaching
effectiveness can be defined as a multi-dimensional construct that implies understanding
the effects of teaching on students’ learning.

The primary purpose of this literature review is to identify the attributes of
business teachers for which there is evidence that affect student and faculty perceptions
of teaching effectiveness.

Dimensions such as content delivery mode; cultural and socio-economic context of the
classroom; structural and personal traits of the instructors; behaviors, competences and
skills; and institutional evaluation processes are explored, and summarized in this section.

2.1 Content delivery
Some conceptual, empirical and theoretical studies focus on teaching delivery. For instance,
some authors use qualitative and quantitative techniques to measure technology-mediated
distance learning (Hrastinski and Monstad, 2013; Ivancevich et al., 2008). Other authors
analyze the importance of including face-to-face learning with online activities (blended
format) (Ross and Rosenbloom, 2012).

2.2 Cultural and socio-economic context of the classroom
Increasing cross-national migration since the 1980s led to greater international student
mobility, and increased the presence of foreign students in classrooms that have been
traditionally domestically populated. Also, HEIs have faced global market and quality
demands for internationalization over the last several decades.

These changes have created challenges for the delivery of education services, teaching,
research, and supporting services delivered by HEIs. De Beuckelaer et al. (2012) found that when
dealing with culturally-diverse classrooms, faculty members with cross-cultural experience and
competences score higher on teaching performance than their domestically-centered
counterparts. Some authors suggest that faculty with cross-cultural competences tend to
be perceived as more open-minded and culturally and socio-economically empathetic
(De Beuckelaer et al., 2012; King and Watson, 2010; Smith, 2007; Smith, 2009).

2.3 Structural and personal traits of the instructors
Perceived knowledge base, delivery style, course organization, and course load are
aspects that students have associated with teaching effectiveness (Carpenter et al., 2013;
Pietrzak et al., 2008; Smith, 2009). According to Keeley et al. (2006), the psychometric
instruments for measuring teaching have quantified instructor attributes such as caring,

Troy
University

Lebanese
American
University

Lipscomb
University

Jönköping International
Business School ( JIBS),
Jönköping University

The
University
of Tampa

Kedge
School of
Business

Universidad
de EAFIT

Total students 18,376 8,348 4,680 1,594 7,079 12,452 14,087
Female 11,332 4,241 2,899 858 327 6,470 6,401
Male 7,044 4,107 1,781 736 328 5,982 7,686
Local students 76% 81.40% 67.4% 62% 35% 70% 98.79%
Undergraduate 14,535 8,348 3,030 12,000 7,079 12,452 10,840
Faculty total 1,345 795 553 99 655 246 1,262
Full time 481 308 252 68 295 178 344
Part Time 864 487 301 31 360 68 918
Note: Data taken from 2015 and/or 2016

Table I.
Universities’ faculty
and students
demographics data
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supportive and professional competences, and communication skills. In their study of
psychology teachers these researchers identified attributes such as being humble, sensitive
and persistent, striving to be a better teacher, providing constructive feedback, rapport,
encouragement and caring for students, being enthusiastic, flexible/open-minded,
understanding, and having a positive attitude as behaviors that students associate with
the qualities and behaviors of good teachers.

Cardoso de Sousa (2011) found that the relationship between students and their teacher
affects perceptions of teaching effectiveness and creativity. The reason suggests that
perceptions are impacted by the nature of the relationship between students and teachers
and the definition of their respective roles. Empirical and conceptual research suggest that
trustworthiness and student perception of teacher expertise are related to some objective
and subjective attributes of the teacher (Davison and Price, 2009; Heckert et al., 2006;
Hoffmann and Oreopoulos, 2009). Included among the attributes are attractiveness,
charisma, goodwill, rapport, and even sexual appeal, all of which can positively impact
student opinions regarding teaching effectiveness. In some cases, due to gender stereotypes,
female instructors are evaluated higher than their male counterparts (Arbuckle and
Williams, 2003; Pietrzak et al., 2008).

2.4 Behavior, competences, and skills
Simendinger et al. (2009) identified 29 teachers’ critical attributes positively affecting the
perception of teaching effectiveness in business schools in the USA. In their study, it was
found that the most significant attributes were: illustrating the knowledge, fairness when
dealing with students, creating a comfortable atmosphere for asking questions; provide
information that is worthwhile and applicable; and provide practical examples.

Lizzio and Wilson (2008) found that students tend to value in-depth feedback,
acknowledgment of achievements, identification of goals, recognition of effort, and
justification of the assigned grades. Dimensions such as development, encouragement, and
fairness are strongly associated with effective assessment feedback (Lizzio and Wilson, 2008).

Arnold (2008) found that course level plays a crucial role when correlating the results of
research productivity and teaching effectiveness. Arnold’s (2008) findings suggest that
research productivity is higher when the students involved are at advanced levels (rather than
in lower-level courses) and that productive researchers are often allocated to upper-level
course delivery. It has been found that there is a perception that academics with stronger
publication records were more effective teachers and better qualified to evaluate students
(Balam and Shannon, 2010; Marsh and Hattie, 2002). At the masters’ level, attribute such as
being passionate, respectful, approachable, fair, creative, and well prepared are associated
with outstanding teachers (Keeley et al., 2006).

2.5 Institutional evaluation processes
A variety of institutional mechanisms for measuring teaching effectiveness have been used.
Among these are teaching portfolios, classroom visits, student rating forms, peer
evaluations, and self-evaluations (Shao et al., 2007; Smimou and Dahl, 2012; Smith, 2009).
Alternative measurements such as pre-post measures of learning tailored to individual
courses have been used to supplement the teaching evaluations just listed
(Stark-Wroblewski et al., 2007). Other measures such as scholarly activity, department,
university and community engagement contribute even more comprehensive qualitative
and quantitative evaluations of academic performance. Regarding the format of evaluation,
Burdsal and Harrison’s (2008) study reveals that including open-ended question items in the
evaluation provides the ability to create multi-dimensional profiles of teaching effectiveness.
However, Davison and Price (2009) found that open-ended statements (in online surveys)
do not offer many rigorous indicators for teaching effectiveness.
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Previous research has also found that, when evaluating teaching effectiveness, students
with higher grades tend to give their teachers higher effectiveness evaluations (Balam and
Shannon, 2010; Pietrzak et al., 2008; Smimou and Dahl, 2012). An explanation for this
behavior is that student satisfaction with grades is associated with “rewarding the teacher”
through higher evaluation scores (Balam and Shannon, 2010, p. 218).

There is a lack of consensus regarding variables that should be employed for evaluating
teaching performance by administrators, faculty peers, and students. In addition, there is
little agreement regarding the methods used for measuring performance.

Although, the main objective of evaluating teaching effectiveness in higher education is
having a reliable, valid and useful measures to support the improvement of the quality of
pedagogical aspects for imparting learning (Dresel and Rindermann, 2011; Hoffmann and
Oreopoulos, 2009; Shao et al., 2007; Smimou and Dahl, 2012; Smith, 2007), there is a perception
that teaching effectiveness is associated with “customer satisfaction” (Davison and Price, 2009;
Heckert et al., 2006; Stark-Wroblewski et al., 2007). Regarding the scope of the evaluations often
employed, some studies indicate that the evaluation of teaching effectiveness is primarily an
evaluation of the instructor as a person rather than an evaluation of the quality of the course
being taught or the achievement of student learning objectives (Arbaugh and Hwang, 2013;
Burdsal and Harrison, 2008; Dresel and Rindermann, 2011; Heckert et al., 2006; Hoffmann and
Oreopoulos, 2009; Lizzio and Wilson, 2008; Stark-Wroblewski et al., 2007).

2.6 What is new?
At present, while there is a wide base of existing literature on different extents of business
teaching effectiveness, there are not many empirical studies outside of the USA or having
international perspective integrating a wide variety of teaching effectiveness variables.
This study was designed and conducted to address this international gap in the
existing literature.

3. Hypotheses development
Achievement Goal Theory (Wolters, 2004) suggests that individuals’ behaviors are directed
to achieve specific goals and outcomes. Role theory (Merton, 1968) suggests that behaviors
may vary as a function of the role of the individual as either a student or a teacher. In a
classroom setting students may be more focused on mastery goals, which reflects a desire to
gain particular skill sets and knowledge. In contrast, faculty members may be more focused
on performance goals, since assessments of their performance in the classroom may impact
various outcomes, such as pay raises and promotions.

Role theory further supports the notion that students in similar classroom environments
around the world attend to their culturally-influenced roles as students when determining
the importance placed on various attributes of teaching effectiveness. Cross-cultural
differences may be mitigated through attention to role, status, and goals, particularly when
immersed in coursework.

Learning styles between students and faculty also vary. According to Kolb (1976),
undergraduate business students have accommodative learning styles, which translates to a
focus on concrete experience and active problem solving and experimentation, while
business school faculty have the opposite learning styles, applying reflective observations
and abstract conceptualization.

Accordingly, we propose that the two groups will vary to some extent with respect to
their perceptions of “Class Delivery,” “Class Preparation and Design,” and preferable
“Instructor Traits and Personal Characteristics.”

As noted in the literature review, there is evidence of a connection between assurance
of learning and evaluations of teaching quality and effectiveness (Barrie, 2007;
Boerboom et al., 2015; Lawson et al., 2015). However, the studies on how the feedback
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provided in those teachers’ evaluations by students is used as a source of improving
teaching effectiveness or as a faculty development initiative are limited (Boerboom et al.,
2015; Emery et al., 2003). Nonetheless, there are indications that evaluations of teaching
effectiveness provide a basis for curriculum development, continuous improvement, and
evaluation (Lawson et al., 2015).

According to Killion and Hirsh (2011) there are seven core attributes for effective teaching:
learning communities (collaboration amongst educators that leads to teachers learning from
peers), leadership to build capacity and structures to support learning, resources to support
effective teaching, data (measures of increased effectiveness in teaching and student
achievement), and effective learning design, implementation and outcomes.

Meyers (2012), using focus groups in the USA, found that business faculty evaluations of
teaching effectiveness take into consideration attributes such as: level of preparedness, speaking
clearly, knowledge of subject, relating subjects to real world, enthusiasm for subject, availability
outside of class, fairness in grading, approachability, self-confidence, professionalism, a sense of
humor, the discussion of research findings in class, andmaking students feel comfortable asking
questions in class and encouraging them to think. In Australia, Barrie (2007), using a
phenomenographic approach with his “Conceptions of Generic Attributes model,” found that
academics hold disparate views of teaching attributes and their place among the outcomes of a
university education. Barrie (2007) identified six generic attributes: remedial, associated,
teaching content, teaching process, engagement, and participatory.

Accordingly, we posit the following hypothesis:

H1. Comparative rankings of the attributes of teaching effectiveness will vary as a
function of the respondents’ roles as either students or faculty members.

A multitude of large, cross-cultural studies have indicated that individual-level and
societal-level value preferences vary as a function of the society in which one is immersed
(e.g. Hofstede, 2001; House et al., 2005; Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz, 1994). According to
Schwartz (2012), values are the guiding principles that one uses to make decisions in life.
Values shape individuals’ evaluations of people (Schwartz, 2012). Since extensive empirical
research has indicated that values vary cross-culturally, making the assertion that the
perceptions of the attributes of teaching effectiveness vary cross-culturally seems
reasonable. Accordingly, we offer the following hypotheses:

H2. Comparative rankings of the attributes of teaching effectiveness by students will
vary across cultures.

H3. Comparative rankings of the attributes of teaching effectiveness by faculty will vary
across cultures.

H4. Absolute mean scores of the attributes of teaching effectiveness by students will
vary across cultures.

H5. Absolute mean scores of the attributes of teaching effectiveness by faculty will vary
across cultures.

4. Research methodology
The present study builds upon prior research by Simendinger, Galperin, LeClair, and
Malliaris (2009), by incorporating findings from a literature review, along with personal
communications with administrators and faculty in different international business
schools. Based on these elements, we identified three specific dimensions of teaching
effectiveness: class delivery, class preparation and design, and instructional traits and
personal characteristics.
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4.1 Data collection
An online-based survey was created to measure perceptions regarding 39 previously identified
attributes of teaching effectiveness. Furthermore, demographic information was requested in the
questionnaire. Respondents were asked to identify their educational institution, the country with
which they were currently affiliated, nationality, gender, and occupational/educational level.
Data were collected simultaneously in seven business schools in five different countries.

4.2 Sample
A total of 2,224 responses from seven business schools located in five different countries
(Colombia, France, Lebanon, Sweden, USA) were collected, 1,975 of which were deemed
usable and included in the analysis. The following seven educational institutions
participated in the survey:

(1) Universidad EAFIT (Colombia) (n¼ 252);

(2) Kedge Business School (France) (n¼ 309);

(3) Lebanese American University (LAU) (Lebanon) (n¼ 549);

(4) Jonkoping University (Sweden) (n¼ 78);

(5) Troy University (USA) (n¼ 104);

(6) University of Tampa (USA) (n¼ 445);

(7) Lipscomb University (USA) (n¼ 228); and

(8) Other (data acquired from other countries but response numbers small) (n¼ 10).

Regarding the 1975 respondents, males provided 52.9 percent of the usable surveys and
females provided 47.1 percent. Students represented the larger portion of the study sample
(88.5 percent) compared to faculty participation (11.5 percent), a natural and expected result.
Within the student group, 71.4 percent indicated that they were in the process of completing a
business degree. All students, however, were taking at least one business course. The majority
of the students (69.9 percent) were at the undergraduate level. Within the faculty group,
31.1 percent indicated that they were from Columbia, 17.5 percent from France and
47.8 percent from the USA. The responses of the remaining 3.5 percent, faculty from Lebanon
and Sweden, were removed from the analysis of the cross-cultural faculty perspectives.

4.3 Data analysis
A mean score and an ipsatized mean score were calculated for each perceived teaching
effectiveness attribute. A two-step process was followed to derive these scores. The first step
followed the ipsatization strategy identified by Smith (2004). Responses to each item for each
respondent were divided by the mean responses to four separate items representing four
categories of teaching effectiveness. This process removed biases from individual tendencies
to respond similarly across all items. In the second step, mean scores were computed from
responses on the five-point Likert-type scale for each item and scores were then ranked from
lowest mean score to highest mean score. Using the mean score of each teaching attribute, the
corresponding ipsatized score is calculated and used to obtain the overall rankings.

5. Results
First, the questionnaire was evaluated for reliability. The reliability results depicted in Table II
list the Cronbach’s α value for each of the teaching effectiveness dimension using both the as
well as the combined list of all the ipsatized and non-ipsatized scores. The Cronbach’s α for all
of the teaching effectiveness dimensions were robust and well above the lower limit of
0.7, indicating high-scale reliability.

786

IJEM
31,6



5.1 Most important perceived attributes by students and faculty
Table III displays the mean scores along with the rankings according to students as well as
faculty. The results in Table III are used to address the first hypothesis, which proposed that
students and faculty members would diverge on their comparative perceptions of the
importance of various attributes of teaching effectiveness. It is worth noting that the overall
sample rankings reveal that students and faculty combined consider “Provides practical
examples and applications” and “Is well prepared” to be the most important attributes of an
effective teacher (mean score: 4.436, 1.882 after ipsatization), followed by “Creates an
atmosphere where students are comfortable asking questions” (mean score: 4.427, 1.878).
The first two criteria belong to the “Class Preparation and Design” category of attributes of
an effective teacher whereas the third is an element of “Class Delivery.” Given the utmost
importance rankings for these criteria and categories, our findings are consistent with Smith
(2009) concerning the role of course organization and delivery style.

The next group of criteria, in order of importance, is composed of five items: “Provides
information that is worthwhile and applicable to students,” “Illustrates current knowledge of the
subject matter,” “Is passionate and enthusiastic about the subject matter,” “Is fair when dealing
with students,” and “Communicates and presents material in a way that is easy to learn.”This is
consistent with the findings of Pietrzak et al. (2008) who note the importance of the perceived
knowledge base as a characteristic of an effective teacher. The finding is also consistent with
that of Keeley et al. (2006) regarding the impact of personal characteristics of teachers.

Further examination of the results with respect to the first hypothesis suggests that there
is no agreement on the ranking of the attributes as perceived by students and faculty,
especially for those attributes that are in the first half of the ranking. Two Spearman’s rank
correlation coefficients were calculated. The first coefficient (Rs1) was obtained from the
ranking of the 39 attributes of the study by each group, while the second (Rs2) was obtained
from the first 15 attributes of the students’ rankings.

Concerning the rankings of the full list of attributes, the Rs1correlation coefficient is
0.9514 and the calculated t statistic from t ¼ Rs

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
n�2=1�Rs2

p
is 18.795. This results in a

p-value of less than 0.001. Hence, there is a strong monotonic relationship between the
rankings of students and faculty at a level of significance of α¼ 0.05. In other words, faculty
and students rankings are in general, but not absolute agreement.

On the other hand, the test performed on the first 15 attributes of the students’ rankings
does not reveal such a relationship: Rs2¼ 0.3929 t-cal¼ 1.450, pW0.1, α¼ 0.05. This test
highlights the differences in the perceptions of the two groups and shows that “Challenges
students to learn” or “Illustrates current knowledge of the subject matter” are more important
attributes for faculty than for students. In contrast, students give more importance to the
quality of the course design “Provides practical examples and applications” and
“Communicates and presents material in a way that is easy to learn.”

5.2 Most important attributes by teaching taxonomy
Within the category of “Class Delivery,” students and faculty agree that “Creating an
atmosphere where students are comfortable asking questions” is the most important attribute.

Teaching effectiveness dimension Cronbach’s α Cronbach’s α based on ipsatized scores No. of items

Behaviors, competences and skills 0.832 0.887 10
Content delivery 0.842 0.887 9
Structural and personal traits 0.825 0.855 15
Cultural and socio-economic context 0.859 0.851 5
Overall teaching effectiveness 0.908 0.936 39

Table II.
Reliability statistics
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These findings are consistent with those of Keeley et al. (2006) regarding the importance of
instructor approachability and caring. Students and faculty ranked the next three items
similarly. Students attached importance to the item “Communicates and presents material in a
way that is easy to learn,” while faculty considered the item slightly less important than

Mean scores
Students* Faculty* Ranks
1** 2** 1** 2** Students Faculty

Provides practical examples and applications 1.883 (4.425) 1.875 (4.526) 1 9
Is well prepared 1.877 (4.412) 1.915 (4.622) 2 4
Creates an atmosphere where students are comfortable
asking questions 1.872 (4.400) 1.923 (4.634) 3 1
Provides information that is worthwhile and applicable
to students 1.858 (4.368) 1.908 (4.599) 4 5
Communicates and presents material in a way that is
easy to learn 1.844 (4.339) 1.817 (4.368) 5 12
Is fair when dealing with students 1.841 (4.328) 1.862 (4.477) 6 10
Is passionate and enthusiastic about the subject matter 1.839 (4.325) 1.896 (4.572) 7 6
Illustrates current knowledge of the subject matter 1.837 (4.321) 1.921 (4.623) 8 3
Is organized 1.831 (4.303) 1.789 (4.322) 9 15
Is passionate and enthusiastic about teaching 1.822 (4.286) 1.875 (4.532) 10 8
Keeps students engaged 1.797 (4.226) 1.852 (4.467) 11 11
Is sincerely interested in student learning 1.789 (4.209) 1.877 (4.532) 12 7
Challenges students to think 1.763 (4.156) 1.922 (4.636) 13 2
Is professional 1.754 (4.130) 1.795 (4.333) 14 14
Regularly gives clear and constructive feedback 1.741 (4.093) 1.786 (4.313) 15 17
Encourages students to excel and set high standards 1.733 (4.082) 1.815 (4.382) 16 13
Is approachable – both in and outside of the classroom 1.732 (4.082) 1.736 (4.203) 17 19
Is accessible – both in and outside of the classroom 1.731 (4.076) 1.698 (4.113) 18 21
Is self-confident 1.676 (3.957) 1.716 (4.140) 19 20
Meets course objectives 1.675 (3.947) 1.787 (4.325) 20 16
Is flexible 1.667 (3.934) 1.577 (3.824) 21 27
Sets expectations about course content 1.665 (3.911) 1.776 (4.300) 22 18
Achieves a positive rapport with students 1.665 (3.936) 1.680 (4.072) 23 24
Is able to teach to different levels and experiences 1.648 (3.888) 1.685 (4.083) 24 23
Sets expectations about the grading contract up-front 1.616 (3.800) 1.691 (4.088) 25 22
Uses diverse teaching and delivery mechanisms 1.570 (3.716) 1.641 (3.956) 26 25
Is effective at selling the value of the class 1.515 (3.597) 1.601 (3.890) 27 26
Incorporates research into classroom learning 1.427 (3.376) 1.384 (3.373) 28 28
Is an effective researcher 1.394 (3.304) 1.282 (3.145) 29 32
The international cultural examples are related to work
that I do 1.373 (3.262) 1.314 (3.203) 30 30
Incorporate cultural samples into classroom learning 1.352 (3.221) 1.337 (3.257) 31 29
Opportunities to share information about own countries and
education system 1.322 (3.144) 1.283 (3.126) 32 31
Quality of having a group of instructors from different
sectors and countries 1.306 (3.104) 1.260 (3.077) 33 33
The class includes visits and/or excursions 1.170 (2.791) 0.912 (2.259) 34 34
Is physically attractive 0.538 (1.284) 0.567 (1.383) 35 36
Is physically fit 0.529 (1.261) 0.608 (1.477) 36 35
Is male 0.429 (1.022) 0.369 (0.905) 37 38
Is female 0.426 (1.015) 0.358 (0.874) 38 39
Is tall 0.418 (0.995) 0.396 (0.968) 39 37
Notes: *Number of students in the sample is 1,747; *number of faculty in the sample is 228; 1**mean scores
after ipsatization (used for ranking the attributes); 2**raw mean scores

Table III.
A comparison
between students and
faculty of perceived
attributes on teaching
effectiveness in
business schools
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the item “Challenges students to think.” Both groups considered “Student engagement” to be
an important aspect of “Class Delivery.” Giving “Clear and constructive feedback regularly”
ranked mid-way down the list for both students and faculty, a contrasting finding vs that of
Lizzio and Wilson (2008) who found in-depth feedback to be important.

Within the category of “Class Preparation and Design,” students and faculty ranked the
same four items in the top four of the ten items listed. Students considered “Provides
practical examples and applications” to be important, which underscores the value of
experiential and authentic learning strategies to students (Ma and Lee, 2012), while faculty
considered “Illustrates current knowledge of the subject matter” important, which
underscores the value of experiential and authentic learning strategies to students (Ma and
Lee, 2012). Both considered “Well-prepared” and “Provides information that is worthwhile
and applicable to students” to be important, yet not as important as the previous items.

Within the category of “Instructor Traits and Personal Characteristics,” students and
faculty again scored the same four items in their top four. They similarly scored the same
items representing physical and gender traits in the bottom five. The latter contrasts with
findings from other authors (Pietrzak et al., 2008; Arbuckle and Williams, 2003) that indicate
a preference for females instructors over males. Within this category, students tend to focus
on justice, whether or not the instructor is “Fair when dealing with students.” Faculty
considered “Passion and enthusiasm about the subject matter” to be highly important, while
students considered it slightly less important than the fairness item. These findings are
similar to those of Keeley et al. (2006) who also found passion and enthusiasm to be
important dimensions.

5.3 Comparative student perspectives
Table IV displays a comparison by country of the ranking of the 39 attributes that students
identified as most important in producing effective business teachers. The first and second
columns of the table display the attributes and the overall ranking according to all 1,975
students, respectively. The by-country rankings and mean scores are presented in the
subsequent ten columns. The last column shows the p-values for the ANOVA tests to
determine whether there is a significant difference in the mean ipsatized scores of individual
attributes. In each case, the ranking was obtained based on the mean ipsatized scores.

Students indicated that “Provides practical examples and applications” is the most
important attribute. This attribute is top ranked by French and Swedish students, and
ranked among the top five for the remaining countries. Moreover, the attribute’s
corresponding p-value of 0.633 indicates that there is no significant difference in the mean
scores across countries, which does not support H4 that proposed differences Regardless of
cross-cultural context, all students feel that being provided with practical examples about
complex concepts will engage them, increase their understanding, and aid their professional
development (Ma and Lee, 2012).

The ANOVA test for the second ranked attribute, “Is well-prepared,” reveals a significant
difference in the average scores. Nonetheless, this attribute is ranked in the top six for each
country. The greatest significant difference in the mean scores for this item is between the
Lebanese and Swedish rankings. Also, both Lebanese and Colombian students emphasized
the importance of preparation by ranking it highly. The finding of high importance for
instructor preparation is consistent with the findings of Cardoso de Sousa (2011) who
researched the significance of course design and delivery.

The third ranked attribute, “Creates an atmosphere where students are comfortable
asking questions,” is ranked in the top five in four countries, with the fifth country (Sweden)
ranking it at number 10. However, the ANOVA test shows no significant difference in the
mean scores (p-value of 0.091). The high importance students from the various countries
placed on this attribute supports the findings by Keeley et al. (2006) where approachability
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Table IV.
By country for all
students, a side-by-
side comparison, of
the most important
attributes that
influence the
perception of teaching
effectiveness
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and caring were valued. Moreover, the importance attached to the first three attributes is
evident from their high ranking in each case (top 6 in almost all cases).

The attributes of “Provides information that is worthwhile and applicable to students”
and “Communicates and presents material in a way that is easy to learn” complete the top
five students’ ranking overall. The former reiterates the importance of “Providing applicable
information and examples” in “Class Delivery” and the latter complements the attribute of
“Being well-prepared.” It is worth noting that the teaching effectiveness categories of
“Class Preparation and Design” as well as “Class Delivery” dominate the top 5 student
rankings overall and for individual countries. This supports the finding of the importance
of the role of course organization and delivery style (Smith, 2009) and further extends it
across countries.

The variation in the rankings may be attributed to educational systems as well as
cultural and social differences (Beuckelaer et al., 2012; Cardoso de Sousa, 2011; Smith, 2007;
Smith, 2009). For example, in a culture of internal attribution, students project their course
results onto their personal efforts “I got a grade of ___.” On the other hand, students in
Lebanon attribute their results to external causes “He/she gave me a grade of ___.” In such a
culture, it becomes important to emphasize “fairness” as a teaching characteristic. Such
findings are consistent with prior cross-cultural studies that have identified differences in
mastery vs harmony, luck vs fate, external vs internal locus of control (e.g. Smith et al.,
1995), and conforming behaviors vs cultivating interests (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz, 2012).

Using the rankings in Table IV, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients for all possible
pairs of countries were computed to test H2. When all 39 attributes were considered, the
results showed that there is a strong monotonic relationship between students rankings for
each pair of countries, all p-values are less than 10−10. From this table it can be observed that
some pairs of countries exhibit agreement in the ranking of top 15 attributes
( p-valueo0.05), whereas others do not. The strong monotonic relationship between the
USA and Sweden rankings explains many of the above mentioned results. This could be due
to the similarities in the cultures and values. On the other hand, the strong monotonic
relationship between the USA and Lebanon rankings can be explained by the fact that the
Lebanese data were collected from an American institution in Lebanon (LAU). The LAU is
not only highly affected by American values and standards, but also operated according to
US educational rules and regulations. Although the LAU is a HEI in Lebanon that operates
under a charter from the Board of Regents of the University of the State of New York, the
overwhelming majority of its student body consists of Lebanese students (see newly added
demographics information on participating universities, faculty and students). These
students come from a 12-year Lebanese schooling system background, which is
fundamentally different from its American counterpart, and are culturally identical to
students at other Lebanese Universities. That is what makes the similarities surprising.
Also, it is worth noting that no formal interactions exist between the universities considered
in this study. However, interactions between faculties from all over the global occur at
international conferences, workshops and through collaboration in research and
developmental activities. When it comes to the rankings between the USA and France,
the weak relationship may be attributed to the difference between the countries’ educational
systems. Interestingly, the p-value between Lebanon and France is 0.059, i.e., almost
significant. The close ties between the two countries and the fact that the school structure in
Lebanon is dominated by the French educational system can explain this.

In summary, American and Swedish students emphasize on the attributes of knowledge
relevance, practicality and applicability, thus supporting the findings of Pietrzak et al.
(2008). On the other hand, French students, in agreement with Keeley et al. (2006), consider
teaching traits as more important. Students in Lebanon and Colombia value both knowledge
practicality and teaching traits, leaning somewhat more toward the latter.
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5.4 Cross-cultural faculty perspectives
Table V displays a comparison, by-country, of the ranking of the attributes that faculty
members considered important for effective business teaching and is used to test H5. Unlike
students, faculty members from different countries agree less on what contributes to
effective business teaching. For instance, the top ranked overall attribute “Illustrates current
knowledge of the subject matter” is ranked significantly different across countries. Faculty
from the USA considered this attribute as the most important contributor to teaching
effectiveness whereas faculty from France ranked it 14th. Moreover, a p-value of 0.000 for
this attribute reveals a significant difference in the average scores across countries.
Similarly, the second overall attribute, “Is well-prepared,” exhibits an inconsistency between
individual rankings, albeit less dispersed than rankings of “Illustrates current knowledge of
the subject matter.” Faculty in Colombia ranked it as the most important attribute while
faculty in France ranked it (7th). It is interesting that the top two ranked attributes, both
within the category of “Class Preparation and Design,” are not uniformly ranked among
faculty from different countries. This contrasts with the findings of Cardoso de Sousa (2011)
where the significance of course design was found to be important.

The remaining attributes included in the top five overall rankings are as follows:
“Creates an atmosphere where students are comfortable asking questions,” “Challenges
students to think,” and “Provides information that is worthwhile and applicable to
students,” Faculty members from three countries indicated a high perceived importance for
these attributes by ranking them almost uniformly. There is no significant difference among
individual scores for “Challenges students to think” (p-value of 0.094). Moreover, the third
ranked attribute “Creates an atmosphere where students are comfortable asking questions”
is also ranked without great variation. The findings for these two “Class Delivery” attributes
are consistent with those of Smith (2009) who stressed the importance of delivery style.

A pairwise comparison is used to test H3. When all 39 attributes are considered, there is a
strong monotonic relationship between the faculty rankings for all pairs of countries.
No agreement exists between USA and France for the top 15 attributes and the same is true
for France and Colombia. These findings, combined with results from the students’’ surveys,
support our suggestion that the differences may be attributed to the distinctive characteristics
of the French educational system. On the other hand, the results showed a strong monotonic
relationship between the USA and Colombian faculty rankings (p-value of 0.021).

In conclusion, the notable variations can be explained in a similar manner to that of the
students, especially between American and French rankings. USA faculty members
emphasize knowledge relevance in accordance with the findings of Pietrzak et al. (2008).
In contrast, French faculty members attach more importance to teaching and
communication traits (Keeley et al., 2006).

The conflicting students and faculty results, when American and Colombian rankings
are compared, can be attributed to cultural differences, which may be more pronounced
among the students. Due to the interaction between faculties from both countries and their
exposure to each other’s culture, these differences become less prevalent at the faculty level.

6. Conclusions and implications
Although the existing literature on attributes of an effective business teacher is rich and
there are abundant empirical studies and theoretical developments in this area, this study
offers new conceptual and analytical analyses from a cross-country comparative survey
that includes many of the key variables identified in the literature review.

Expanding an earlier study (Simendinger et al., 2009) with an updated literature review,
this study examines attributes related to teaching effectiveness and orders them in terms of
importance based on responses received from study participants, including faculty and
students. This effort expands the Simendinger et al. (2009) study in two major ways.
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All USA
(n¼ 109)

France
(n¼ 40)

Colombia
(n¼ 71)

Item Rank Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean
Illustrates current knowledge of the
subject matter 1 1 2.062 14 1.718 9 1.819 0.000**
Is well prepared 2 6 1.982 7 1.759 1 1.907 0.010**
Creates an atmosphere where students
are comfortable asking questions 3 2 2.020 3 1.813 6 1.866 0.009**
Challenges students to think 4 3 1.993 1 1.837 2 1.894 0.094
Provides information that is worthwhile
and applicable to students 5 4 1.990 8 1.744 3 1.894 0.005**
Is passionate and enthusiastic about the
subject matter 6 5 1.983 6 1.761 7 1.865 0.011*
Is sincerely interested in student learning 7 10 1.927 5 1.769 5 1.885 0.129
Is passionate and enthusiastic about
teaching 8 8 1.944 10 1.738 4 1.890 0.029*
Is fair when dealing with students 9 7 1.957 13 1.723 13 1.808 0.011*
Provides practical examples and
applications 10 9 1.940 2 1.832 10 1.818 0.152
Keeps students engaged 11 11 1.912 4 1.800 11 1.814 0.206
Communicates and presents material in a
way that is easy to learn 12 12 1.904 15 1.669 17 1.780 0.010**
Encourages students to excel and set
high standards 13 13 1.888 19 1.618 8 1.834 0.002**
Is professional 14 17 1.816 9 1.739 12 1.810 0.633
Is organized 15 15 1.860 18 1.620 15 1.801 0.012*
Sets expectations about course content 16 14 1.876 16 1.648 21 1.721 0.008**
Meets course objectives 17 19 1.809 11 1.732 14 1.807 0.629
Regularly gives clear and constructive
feedback 18 18 1.815 12 1.727 16 1.797 0.564
Is approachable – both in and outside of
the classroom 19 20 1.790 23 1.593 18 1.735 0.041*
Is self-confident 20 21 1.750 20 1.608 20 1.722 0.289
Is accessible – both in and outside of the
classroom 21 24 1.724 22 1.595 19 1.727 0.201
Sets expectations about the grading
contract up-front 22 16 1.839 26 1.517 27 1.590 0.000**
Is able to teach to different levels and
experiences 23 23 1.729 21 1.596 22 1.668 0.295
Achieves a positive rapport with
students 24 22 1.737 17 1.629 24 1.641 0.234
Uses diverse teaching and delivery
mechanisms 25 26 1.669 24 1.592 25 1.638 0.695
Is effective at selling the value of the class 26 25 1.695 31 1.308 26 1.633 0.001**
Is flexible 27 27 1.585 25 1.554 28 1.580 0.932
Incorporates research into classroom
learning 28 31 1.203 29 1.370 23 1.656 0.000**
Incorporate cultural samples into
classroom learning 29 28 1.242 28 1.375 31 1.475 0.026*
The international cultural examples are
related to work that I do 30 29 1.222 27 1.394 32 1.423 0.057
Is an effective researcher 31 32 1.137 32 1.232 30 1.502 0.000**
Opportunities to share information about
own countries and education system 32 30 1.206 33 1.212 33 1.412 0.047*
Quality of having a group of instructors
from different sectors and countries 33 33 1.061 30 1.364 29 1.506 0.000**
The class includes visits and/or
excursions 34 34 0.837 34 0.904 34 1.037 0.098

(continued )

Table V.
By country for all
faculties a side-by-side
comparison, of the
most important
attributes that
influence the
perception of teaching
effectiveness
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Simendinger et al. (2009)’ study examined 29 teaching related attributes, whereas the current
study examines 39. In addition, the current study includes data collected from faculty and
students from several schools outside of the USA and, thus, increases the applicability of the
results in a cross-cultural manner and provides implications for practice internationally.
The implications for practice involve provide practical and useful results that can be
considered by instructors wishing to increase their teaching effectiveness. Universities that
have teaching effectiveness departments will find this research helpful in planning
programs for their business faculty.

Among the 39 predetermined attributes ranked by study respondents to determine a
hierarchy of attribute importance for business instruction, “Providing practical examples
and application” and “Being well prepared” were ranked as highest in importance.
This reflects the perceptions of all study respondents: males, females, faculty and students,
and those studying in the USA and several other countries of varying cultural
characteristics. Of the top ten ranked attributes in this study, nine were also listed in the top
ten in the Simendinger et al’s. (2009) study. For business teachers, whether they are new to
the classroom or veterans wanting to improve their teaching effectiveness, the findings from
this study provide important new implications for practice and a concrete starting point on
the journey to teaching excellence. Furthermore, universities considering the revising their
student evaluation processes and data collection instruments can use this study to analyze
their current faculty teaching effectiveness criteria in light of the findings of this research.
Unfortunately, the findings of this research produce a dilemma for administration given that
students and faculty do not often agree on all of the attributes of effective business
instruction. Universities will have to decide how to apportion their evaluation processes and
answer this question: Should a HEI give more consideration to what student perceive to be
most important in regard to teaching effectiveness (a consumer-driven approach) or to give
greater weight to the attributes of teaching that instructors perceive as the most important
(an expertise driven approach)? This is important given the large number of universities
that use student evaluation scores as the major faculty tenure and employment decision tool.

6.1 Contribution to current literature and the practice of teaching
The results reported in this paper extend, in several ways, the existing body of knowledge
regarding the teaching of business. Reviewed studies of such a subject produce a snapshot
of what is true in the context of the time in which the studies are conducted and which are
framed by the borders of the samples that used. In a dynamic field such as teaching, such
snapshots need occasional updating to document changes and to expand the landscape
being captured. The current study reports an updated ranking of importance of perceived
teaching attributes for both major groups involved in the teaching of business, teachers, and
students. A significant widening of the landscape regarding these rankings is that they are

Is physically fit 35 36 0.652 35 0.593 35 0.544 0.378
Is physically attractive 36 35 0.661 36 0.454 36 0.487 0.021*
Is tall 37 37 0.428 37 0.365 37 0.363 0.512
Is male 38 38 0.387 39 0.355 38 0.356 0.829
Is female 39 39 0.376 38 0.355 39 0.336 0.775

Panel: test of cross-country agreement on ranking of attributes of teaching effectiveness as perceived by faculty
members

R t p-value
USA France 0.155 0.567 0.290

Colombia 0.529 2.245 0.021*
France Colombia 0.305 1.156 0.134 Table V.
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produced from data collected from a cross-national sample. This means that instructors of
business subjects, in a notably broader geographic context, can determine whether or not
their most important teaching attributes match or do not match those of the students they
instruct. When difference are found adjustments can be evaluated in approaches to teaching
that have promise of producing a more favorable teaching outcomes while still allowing the
instructor to reach desire learning outcomes. Specific areas where adjustments in teaching
methods can be made include course design, content, and evaluation methods.

It is axiomatic that knowledge of the favored teaching attributes of teachers and students
in a cross-national setting has great promise of producing better and more satisfying
instructional efforts. For example, most new teaching faculty in business schools have had
little to no formal training in teaching. They are experts in their chosen business field, but are
often novices as teachers. The information presented here will assist new post-doctoral and
newer, non-tenured, faculty who may be struggling with their teaching assignments. At the
same time, seasoned faculty can benefit from a knowledge of how current students view good
teaching approaches. Furthermore, as the world shrinks and people seek opportunities to
either teach or study abroad, the information presented in this study will benefit students and
faculty alike in their search to find a good fit for their work as faculty or as students.

The analysis based on role (student vs teacher) indicated that there is evidence of
similar rankings among the determined 39 attributes. The qualitative analysis of the
rankings indicates that the top 15 attributes includes five attributes from each of the three
categories for all respondents, all students, and all faculty. However, the ordering of the
top 15 differs slightly among the three groups, with faculty replacing one “Class Delivery”
attribute, “Encourage students to excel and set high expectations” for another “Class
Delivery” attribute, “Regularly gives clear and constructive feedback.” The quantitative
analysis consists of two main tests, one to address differences in mean rankings and the
other to address a correlation effect. The correlation effect was tested using Spearman’s
Rank Correlation Coefficients. The results indicated a strong positive relationship for all
39 attributes, but there was no significant relationship for the top 15 attributes.
These results are consistent with Smith (2009), Pietrzak et al. (2008), Keeley et al. (2006);
and Cardoso de Sousa (2011).

Students and faculty do not always agree on the attributes that produce the most
effective business teacher. Only six out of the predetermined 39 attributes were ranked the
same by these two groups. The magnitude of the variation in rankings represents the
difference between what students want from teachers vs what professors often give, another
significant implication for practice. Seven of the rankings were far enough apart to suggest
teaching improvement targets for faculty. Professors seeking to improve their effectiveness
should consider this list, think about how their current design and delivery might reflect this
variation, and then determine what adjustments they might make in their teaching plans to
minimize the differences between faculty and students. Otherwise the variation is likely to
produce a tension between professors and students as each group holds on to the attributes
of teaching they highly value. This difference was tested statistically by conducting tests for
difference in mean and correlation.

Regarding the cross-cultural findings, the ANOVA results indicate a significant country
effect for 34 of the 39 attributes. Two of the insignificant attributes are “Class Preparation
and Design” attributes and one attribute is highly ranked by all students. Two of the
insignificant attributes are “Instructor Traits and Personal Characteristics” and others are
highly ranked by all students. The last insignificant attribute is highly ranked by all student
groups and is a “Class Delivery” attribute. The correlational analysis revealed significant
correlations in the rankings of the US students and the students from Lebanon and Sweden.
Students from Lebanon and students from France, Sweden, and Colombia show significant
correlation. The examination also discovered significant correlations in the rankings of
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students from France and students from Sweden and Colombia; and students from Sweden
and students from Colombia. These results are consistent with the results for Keeley et al.
(2006), Pietrzak et al. (2008), Smith (2009), Beuckelaer et al. (2012), Smith (2007), and Lizzio
and Wilson (2008).

Teachers can improve their teaching in one or more of the three categories of teaching
attribute: class delivery, class preparation and design, and instructional traits and personal
characteristics. The data here offers the professor a place to start (by first selecting a
category in which to seek improvement) and specific behaviors (selecting specific attributes
where the faculty member can change teaching methods) that might be considered for their
improvement efforts. Moreover, instructors can gain further insight into why there is often a
sense of tension between themselves and students. As stated earlier, faculties have a
propensity to place higher values on certain teaching attributes and behaviors whereas
students highly value others. Comparing the attribute rankings his/her faculty colleagues
gave to each of the attributes listed in a category against student rankings in that category
may offer insight for reducing this tension. In other words, a teacher may come to better
understand what he/she and faculty colleagues tend to value vs what students are more
prone to value practice.

It should be emphasized that the student rankings represent what students want and
what they perceive to be the most important attributes that produce effective business
teachers. The faculty rankings represent what faculty value and perceive to be the most
important attributes to produce effective business instruction. The wider the separation
between the two groups in the classroom, the less effective the professor will be perceived
by his/her students since students will not have the kind of educational experience they
desire. Efforts to reduce the variances will improve the students’ perceptions of their
teachers, resulting in greater teacher impact in the classroom.

A contribution that this current study is making to prior research and practice involves
the international perspective. The comparison of student rankings from different countries
produced areas of agreement between students as well as areas of disagreement, as one
would suspect. Particularly noteworthy are the general areas of agreement between
students from different countries for the higher ranked categories of teaching attributes

The conclusion here, and primary value to students who choose to study abroad, is that
students may perform better in their international studies by gaining an enhanced
understanding of the differences in the highly valued attributes of students and faculty in
their home country vs the country in which they intend to study. This understanding should
help international students determine the necessary adjustments to make regarding what
they should expect to experience in the new educational environment, to achieve a better
“fit” regarding their own behaviors in the new environment, and, thus, elevate their learning
experience. In addition, examining these differences might be added to the process a student
employs and the criteria they use to decide in what country they want to study. This is a
significant implication for practice.

When comparing the faculty rankings from different countries, there is less agreement
among faculty rankings compared to the student rankings from different countries.
The greatest agreement found between pairs of countries were the rankings of the faculty
respondents from the USA and Colombia. The faculty rankings between the USA and
France were found to be the farthest apart. Moreover, these differences are important to note
for several reasons. For example, faculty applying for jobs outside their home country will
gain an advantage by using the rankings to help them find a good match and to adjust their
standard course design and delivery of content to better match their new educational
culture. Conversely, a university can better assess applications from foreign applicants by
using the lessons from this study during the faculty hiring process. Moreover, although a
professor with international experience may be viewed as more attractive by some
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universities, hiring a faculty member that comes from a country where these attributes are
different than the employing university teaching attributes could be setting the faculty
member up for failure. This employment caution is another important contribution of the
study. Finally, by reviewing the data, a student studying under faculty members recruited
outside of their home country may achieve a better fit with foreign faculty members and
better understand what those teacher’s expectations might be in their classrooms. Thus, the
application of this study can benefit all parties in the educational arena; institutions of
higher learning, faculty members, and students.

Regarding future research of attribute of effective business instruction, more work can
be done in the area of cross-cultural aspects of the sample. This type of research should be
done to assess the extent of the differences in perceptions of teaching effectiveness among
the faculty and students in more countries. The findings of more research of this nature
could assist faculty decisions regarding course design and delivery methods in those
countries in which faculty are considering teaching to gain international experience. Finally,
some business schools located in different countries either encourage students to study for
at least one year abroad, or to acquire a full degree internationally. The findings of further
research might assist the decisions of students of where study abroad.
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