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Attributes of an Effective Marketing Academic: Quantitative Insights from an
Australian University

Mark Morrison, Troy Heffernan, and Denise Jarratt, Charles Sturt University
Arthur Sweeney, Griffith University

Abstract

Heffernan, Morrison and Sweeney (2003) developed a conceptual model explaining the
personal attributes that increase the teaching effectiveness of a marketing lecturer, using the
existing literature and qualitative research.  In the model, it was hypothesised that three
factors lead to students’ perceiving marketing lecturers as being effective educators.  These
are (1) having a dynamic style, (2) friendliness (or responsiveness) and (3) the effectiveness
of their communication.  In this paper we present results from an SEM model that tests this
conceptual model.  Consistent with the conceptual model, the results indicate that having a
dynamic style and being responsive to student needs positively affects communication and
then teacher effectiveness.  However, responsiveness was found to have a small but negative
direct effect on teacher effectiveness, implying that being responsive (or friendly) with
students alone does not improve teaching effectiveness.  This finding of a negative direct
effect and a positive indirect effect of responsiveness on teaching effectiveness potentially
explains some of the ambiguity in the existing literature about this issue.

Keywords: marketing education, lecturer effectiveness, SEM.

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to present quantitative findings about the attributes that influence
teaching effectiveness of marketing lecturers.  In an earlier paper, Heffernan, Morrison and
Sweeney (2003) proposed a conceptual model showing how the personal attributes of a
marketing lecturer influence teaching effectiveness.  The model focus on the personal
attributes of lecturers as previous research has shown that these attributes (e.g.
communication skills, friendliness, enthusiasm) can increase teaching effectiveness, and
potentially are more important than subject organisational variables (Kelley, Conant and
Smart 1991).

The conceptual model proposed by Heffernan, Morrison and Sweeney (2003) was developed
using a literature review and the results from eight focus groups, and is reproduced in Figure
One.  Two constructs, dynamism and friendliness, were hypothesised to positively influence
communication effectiveness, and communication effectiveness was then hypothesised to
have a positive influence on lecturer effectiveness.  In addition, it was hypothesised that
dynamism and friendliness would have direct effects on lecturer effectiveness.  These
constructs (dynamism, friendliness/responsiveness, and communication effectiveness) have
previously been identified in the literature.

However, this conceptual model contrasts with what has formerly been tested.  Several
empirical studies have examined the factors that influence teaching effectiveness, including
Clayson and Haley (1990), Guola (1999), Reid and Johnston (1999), Marks (2000), Pozo-
Munoz, Rebolloso-Pacheco and Fernandez-Ramierz (2000) and Seiler and Seiler (2002).



However, only one of these studies by Pozo-Munoz, Rebolloso-Pacheco and Fernandez-
Ramierz (2000) focused only on the attributes of lecturers (and not subject organisation
variables as well), and this study did not quantitatively assess the effect of the factors
identified on teaching effectiveness.  Second, in most of the structural equation models (SEM)
previously estimated, single-stage models were used where the designated teaching constructs
directly influenced teaching effectiveness (e.g. Clayson and Haley 1990, Guolla 1999, Seiler
and Seiler 2002).  We are interested in examining the appropriateness of this structure and
whether the relative importance of the constructs in explaining lecturer effectiveness is
consistent with the existing literature.

Figure One: Proposed Conceptual Model

Methodology

The focus of this paper is students studying marketing subjects on-campus (face to face).  The
students were from a university situated in regional New South Wales, Australia.  The
research presented here is part of a larger project that has identified the learning styles of on-
campus and off-campus (distance) students, and is now seeking to identifying the factors that
influence perceived student outcomes for both on-campus and off-campus students.  The
research methodology initially involved an extensive literature review, and a series of eight
focus groups (involving both student cohorts) designed to identify the attributes of effective
lecturers.  This led to the development of the conceptual model described above.  A
questionnaire was then developed, using information derived from the literature review and
focus groups, and administered to both on-campus and off-campus students completing an
undergraduate degree.  The scales used to measure dynamism, responsiveness,
communication effectiveness, and teaching effectiveness were developed using the results
from the literature review and the focus groups.  Five point Likert scales were used, with the
scales shown in Table One.

Only the results for the on-campus student sample are discussed in this paper.  The students
were surveyed within class, using a non-probabilistic sampling procedure.  Marketing classes
were selected on the basis of the willingness of professors to allow their students to
participate; in practice this meant that over 80% of all on-campus marketing students were
asked to participate in the survey.  About 80% of the students in the marketing classes
surveyed agreed to participate leading to 174 useable responses.  Further details about the
sample can be found in Morrison, Sweeney and Heffernan (2003).

In SEM, measurement models are used to evaluate the soundness of individual
factors/constructs.  This is usually done through the use of construct and discriminant validity.
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Construct validity is shown through the internal consistency or reliability of each scale. This
was demonstrated through the use of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).  Discriminant
validity refers to the degree to which a construct differs from other constructs.  Discriminant
validity of measures was assessed through pairwise confirmatory factor analyses.  This
involves forcing items of different latent constructs into a single factor and testing whether the
model fit is decreased when compared to a two-construct solution for each pair of constructs
using a chi-square tests.

Structural models are used to evaluate the significance of the structural paths with the SEM
model, and the explanatory power of the structural equations.  In terms of the estimation
procedure for the SEM model, ROBUST was selected to estimate the coefficients, as it
performs better than uncorrected statistics where the normal distribution is false.  The
significance of the individual paths is demonstrated by t-statistics and chi-square tests.  The
explanatory power of the model is demonstrated through the use of several goodness of fit
measures, including comparative fit indices (CFI), and non-normed fit indices (NNFI).  These
latter two measures provide indications of fit relative to a baseline model.  The CFI indicates
the reduction in model misfit in relation to a null model (i.e. independence).  The NNFI shows
the proportion of total covariance amongst observed variables explained by the model when
using a null model as the baseline.  For both indices, a value of 0.90-0.95 indicates an
acceptable fit. The structural model was estimated using EQS software.

Data analysis and findings

Before examining whether the results from the data analysis confirm the conceptual model
presented earlier, it is important to evaluate the quality of our SEM model.  Overall the SEM
model is quite robust.  There was evidence of both construct and discriminant validity in the
measurement model (Table One).  Reliability coefficients for the latent constructs, as given
by the Cronbach’s α coefficients, were all greater than 0.85 (these values should be higher
than 0.7).  CFI and RCFI values were all greater than 0.9 (values greater than 0.9 indicate a
reasonable fit – see Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1992, p.468).  In addition, the Chi-
square difference for each pair of latent constructs was significant in each case, confirming
discriminant validity (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).  The contribution of each of the
variables to the constructs is also shown in Table One (see _ values).

In terms of the structural model, the goodness of fit measures (CFI, RCFI, NNFI) indicated
high.  The structural model is also significant overall, as demonstrated by the chi-squared
value (see Table Two).

One variation to the conceptual model was made when estimating the structural model.
Analysis of the residual covariance matrix revealed strong interaction effects between
measures representing lecturer dynamism and measures representing lecturer responsiveness.
When these two constructs were allowed to co-vary, a CFI of .93 (Robust CFI = 0.93, NNFI =
0.91), with independence chi-square of 2214.63 based on 105 degrees of freedom was
achieved, indicating a high degree of malfit between the hypothesised model and the null
model.

Of most interest for testing the conceptual model presented in Figure One, is identifying the
significance, sign and magnitude of the coefficients for the structural paths between the



constructs.  In Table Two the significant paths observed in the solution of the structural model
describing the sequential and concurrent causal paths are presented.

Most of the relationships were consistent with our hypotheses.  Both dynamism and
responsiveness had a positive and significant influence on communication.  The effect of
dynamism (0.75) was much greater than the effect of responsiveness (0.21) on
communication.  Communication also had a positive (0.44) and significant effect on lecturer
effectiveness.  This was, however, less than the direct effect of dynamism on lecturer
effectiveness (0.65).

Table One: Latent Constructs – Measurement Model

Constructs Variables Variable
Contribution
(_ solution)*

CFI and
reliability
coefficient

Chi-
square

(df)
Dynamism The L# enhanced presentations with humour

The L was dynamic when teaching the subject
The L was creative
The L was enthusiastic about the subject

0.80
0.81 (11.49)
0.86 (13.76)
0.74 (8.60)

CFI=0.98
RCFI=0.97

α=0.88

386.19
(6)

Responsive
-ness

The L made students feel welcome in seeking help/advice
The L was approachable
The L had a genuine interest in me
The L empathised with me

0.92
0.92 (14.17)
0.68 (9.75)
0.60 (8.54)

CFI=0.99
RCFI=0.99

α=0.89

488.23
(6)

Communic-
ation

The L carefully explained subject materials
The L communicated ideas effectively
The L style of presentation held my interest
Students were given meaningful answers

0.81
0.87 (11.94)
0.79 (9.65)
0.72 (9.09)

CFI=1.00
RCFI=1.00

α=0.87

353.42
(6)

Lecturer
effective-
ness

My interest in this subject has been stimulated by this L
I learned a great deal from this L
Compared to other L’s at ___, what is your overall
evaluation of this L’s teaching effectiveness

0.72
0.99(10.41)

0.70(9.34)

CFI=0.99
RCFI=0.99

α=0.86

254.94
(3)

* T values in parentheses – ROBUST statistics, # Lecturer

In contrast with our expectations, responsiveness had a small but negative and significant
effect on lecturer effectiveness (-0.13).  In interpreting this finding, it must be borne in mind
that responsiveness makes a positive contribution to communication, which makes a positive
contribution to lecturer effectiveness.  This appears to be saying that being responsive to
student needs (i.e. making students welcome, being approachable, taking a genuine interest in
and emphasizing with students) will not necessarily improve lecturer effectiveness unless it
also influences communication ability.  That is, it is not enough to be a friend of your
students; you also need to work on being a good communicator.

In the marketing education literature there is some ambiguity about the effect of
responsiveness/friendliness on lecturer effectiveness.  Clayson and Healey (1990) found this
construct (which they labeled “personality”) to have a positive effect on student evaluations,
and it had the largest coefficient of any construct they included.  Marks (2000) produced
similar findings: his construct Liking/Concern had a positive and significant effect on the
evaluation of the lecturer, and the size of this coefficient exceeded the coefficients for all
other constructs.  However, Guolla (1999) found that this construct (which he labeled
“rapport”) had a negative and significant effect on course satisfaction and an insignificant
effect on instructor satisfaction with a sample of MBA students.  For undergraduate students
Guolla (1999) found this construct to have a small and positive effect on both course and
instructor satisfaction.  Guolla (1999) did not offer an explanation for this conundrum.



The SEM model presented in this paper provides one possible explanation for why some
previous studies have found that responsiveness has large and positive effects on lecturer
effectiveness, while others have found either small positive or small negative effects.  The
effect of responsiveness on lecturer effectiveness can be separated into a direct effect, and an
indirect effect (via communication).  As these effects were found to have different signs in
this study, the net effect will depend on the strength of these two effects, which in some
contexts will be positive but in others could be negative depending on their relative strength.

Table Two: Performance Structural Models

Linkages in the Models Standardised
Solution

Significance
t statistic **

Model Diagnostics

Dynamism ⇔ Responsiveness 0.74 5.21 p<.005 Independence χ2

Dynamism ⇒ Communication 0.75 6.55 p<.005 2214.63 (105 df)

Dynamism ⇒  Lecturer Effectiveness 0.65 2.87 p<.005
Responsiveness ⇒ Communication 0.21 1.96 p<.05
Responsiveness ⇒ Lecturer
Effectiveness

-0.13 -1.79 p<.05 CFI=0.93, RCFI=
0.93, NNFI= 0.91

Communication ⇒ Lecturer
Effectiveness

0.44 1.94 p<.05

** T values – ROBUST statistics. Critical t values for 105 degrees of freedom applied.

Conclusions and implications

The importance of the personal attributes of lecturers in explaining teaching effectiveness is
well understood in the literature.  Empirical studies have demonstrated that personal attributes
are often far more important than subject design attributes in explaining teaching
effectiveness.  However, the relative importance of personal attributes in explaining teaching
effectiveness, and the linkages between them are less well understood.  The research
presented in this paper attempts to begin to fill this gap.

As hypothesised in our conceptual model, which was developed using the literature and
qualitative research, a two-stage model is an appropriate representation of the relationship
between the personal attributes of a lecturer and teaching effectiveness.  That is, dynamism
and responsiveness both affect communication, which then affects teaching effectiveness.
Both dynamism and responsiveness also have direct effects on teaching effectiveness.

A serendipitous finding in our model estimation was the direct negative effect of
responsiveness on teaching effectiveness.  This had been a quandary in the literature for some
time: why do some studies show a positive effect and others a negative effect on teaching
effectiveness?  By using a two-stage model we were able to demonstrate that there are two
effects with opposite signs: a negative direct effect, and a positive indirect effect via improved
communication.  This has an important implication for teaching practice, that one of the
purposes of being responsive is to help improve communication.  Improving teaching
effectiveness requires more than just being friendly.



The other important finding from our model is the relative importance of being dynamic.  The
construct dynamism had a larger effect on communication than responsiveness.  It also had a
large direct effect on teaching effectiveness.  The implication is that being dynamic is
arguably the most important personal attribute for improving teaching effectiveness.
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