
90

Intercultural Communication Studies XXIII: 2 (2014) Daniels & Goodboy

Transformational Leadership in the Ghanaian University Classroom

Rita Daniels & Alan K. Goodboy

West Virginia University, USA

Abstract: Effective teachers exhibit a variety of behaviors in the classroom that have 
positive impact on student learning. Teachers play different roles in the classroom, but 
the focus of this study is on their role as transformational leaders. Bolkan and Goodboy 
(2009) have revealed that transformational leadership (Bass, 1985) is an important 
predictor of student learning in the U.S. college classroom. This study extended the 
research on transformational leadership to the Ghanaian university classroom by 
assessing the relationship between teacher behaviors that reflect transformational 
leadership (i.e., teacher accessibility, immediacy, teacher confirmation, and student 
intellectual stimulation) and student learning outcomes (i.e., cognitive learning 
and affective learning). Results indicated that teachers’ transformational leadership 
behaviors are related positively to students’ perceived affective learning and cognitive 
learning, but differed in magnitude as predictors, explaining between 14-18% of the 
variance in Ghanaian students’ learning outcomes . 
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1. Introduction

Teachers play important roles in the classroom and a variety of their behaviors have been 
identified as effective teaching behaviors that promote student learning in the classroom (Frisby 
& Martin, 2010), especially from Eastern and Western cultural perspectives (e.g., Zhang & 
Zhang, 2005; Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011). Ellis (2004) argued that the primary goal of a teacher 
is to foster learning; researchers should therefore identify behaviors that teachers enact in the 
classroom to achieve that primary goal. However, Southern cultures have received little to no 
attention with regard to teacher behaviors that foster learning at the higher education level. 

One of the roles teachers play in the classroom is the role of a transformational leader 
(Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009, 2010, 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy & Griffin, 2011; Pounder, 2006, 
2008a, 2008b; Walumbwa, Wu & Ojode, 2004) which involves a variety of teacher behaviors 
(i.e., immediacy, teacher confirmation, individualized consideration, teacher accessibility, 
and student intellectual stimulation). This study furthers research on the effect of teachers’ 
transformational leadership behaviors on students in the Ghanaian university classroom1, to 
foster students’ learning within a Southern cultural setting.

1	  The term university in Ghana is equivalent to college in U.S. but not vice versa 
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership, first conceptualized by Burns (1978), is a major concept in the 
management literature. Parry (2000) showed that there is a positive association between this 
style of leadership and desirable leadership outcomes in organizations. Northouse (2010) 
described a transformational leader as one who motivates followers to do more than they 
originally expected to do. Bass (1985) identified three leadership qualities as the framework to 
describe transformational leadership. These qualities are charisma, individualized consideration 
and intellectual stimulation. 

According to Bass, charisma refers to leaders’ ability to use their insights on the needs 
and values of their followers to motivate and inspire their followers. Leaders who possess 
individualized consideration are supportive and considerate of their followers while those with 
intellectual stimulation encourage creative and new approaches to problem solving. Pounder 
(2008c) further linked the idea of transformational leadership as described in the organizational 
context to the instructional setting to assess students’ perceptions of classroom dynamics in 
terms of perceived instructor effectiveness, motivation to expend efforts, and satisfaction.

Instructional communication scholars (Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011; Bolkan, Goodboy & 
Griffin, 2011) opined that leadership models in the organizational setting can be applied to 
the instructional setting where the teacher plays the leadership role. As Bolkan et al. (2011) 
asserted, “teachers, much like organizational leaders, can transform the nature of the classroom” 
(p. 338). Therefore, by “viewing the teacher as the superior and students as subordinates… [the 
teacher] should operate in the classroom in much the same way as they do in the workplace” 
(Chory & McCroskey, 1999, p.2).

There is a plethora of research that has examined the applicability of the concept of 
transformational leadership in the instructional setting (Pounder, 2003) but from a Western 
cultural perspective. According to Gudykunst (2000), cross-cultural research has predominantly 
involved Eastern and Western cultures. Scholars have also provided an explanation and 
description of the behaviors that teachers rely on to communicate transformational leadership 
in the U.S. college classroom (Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011). However, in order to extend the 
generalizability of study findings across cultures, McCroskey and McCroskey (2006) suggested 
that there is a need for three types of culture-centered research in instructional communication: 
(a) mainstream U.S. instructors teaching non mainstream students, (b) international instructors 
teaching predominantly mainstream U.S. students, and (c) monocultural studies conducted 
outside the U.S. in which both instructors and students represent a culture other than the 
mainstream U.S. culture. 

The research and thinking on the third type of culture-centered research in instructional 
communication provides the rationale for extending the research on transformational 
leadership to the Ghanaian cultural setting. Communication style preferences and underlying 
psychological processes are very much influenced by cultural values and patterns (Gudykunst, 
Lee, Nishida & Ogawa, 2005).  It is therefore possible that research findings will vary from 
culture to culture; thus, making it imperative on instructional communication scholars to also 
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examine instructional communication based on the assumptions of entirely different cultures 
other than the mainstream U.S. culture. 

Given the fact that the U.S. college classrooms have internationalized with respect 
to students and instructors (Zhang & Zhang, 2005), the monocultural dominance in 
instructional communication has to be complemented with cultural global perspectives. With 
the advent of study-abroad programs, educational exchange programs, and the presence of 
international students and teachers in the university classrooms, cross-cultural experiences 
could be encountered anywhere and not necessarily in the U.S. college classroom. Cultural 
perspectives of instructional communication could therefore contribute to the understanding 
of a communication phenomenon and facilitate internationally joint endeavors for the desired 
student learning outcomes as suggested by Zhang and Zhang (2005).

3. Teachers as Transformational Leaders in the Ghanaian Cultural Context

The educational system in Ghana has undergone significant and ambitious reform processes 
(Osei, 2006). It is however important to note that the system of education in Ghana has 
since independence in 1957 been tailored towards the nationalist objective in creating a pan-
Ghanaian identity, having inherited a British colonial model of education. In Ghana, the public 
school system is categorized into: (a) six years of compulsory primary education, (b) two 
levels of secondary education - three years each and, (c) one to four years of tertiary education 
(maximum of five years). 

The work of teachers in Ghana is centrally controlled by the national core curriculum in 
all ten regions of the country. Therefore, the quality of teachers and their enthusiasm in the 
classroom is very vital in creating that pan-Ghanaian identity for students. According to Osei 
(2006), Ghanaian teachers are beginning to adopt an approach to education that is generally 
individualist and child-centered with emphasis on enquiry–learning and discovery–methods. 
Additionally, teachers “operate as agents of change, providing informed intellectual input not 
only to pupils, but to their families and communities.” (p. 41). Teachers are therefore proactive 
educational leaders.

According to Hofstede’s (2001) dimensions of cultural variability, Ghana represents a 
collectivistic, high power distance African culture which could be typical of the South. As a 
result, Ghanaians are more likely to be implicit, indirect and face-saving in communication 
to maintain group harmony. According to Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey (1988), members of 
collectivist cultures tend to use high-context messages. In a high power distance culture, the 
people accept the hierarchical order in society which is inherent of inequality. Viewing Ghana 
from the lens of Hofstede’s dimensions of cultural variability, teachers would be perceived 
as the authority and sole transmitter of knowledge and this is likely to translate into students 
and teachers communicating relatively little in-class and perhaps out of class interaction, and 
respect towards the teacher will be interpreted as students’ reticence. According to Nadler and 
Nadler (2001), out-of-class communication refers to interactions such as advising, discussions 
about non-class related issues and discussions about class content, that take place between 
students and teachers, outside the formal classroom. These interactions may be initiated by the 
teacher or the student.
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4. Behavioral Indicators of Transformational Leadership in the Classroom

Bolkan and Goodboy (2011) conducted a study to identify the teacher communication behaviors 
that students believe most accurately reflect the dimensions of transformational leadership (i.e., 
charisma, individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation) in the U.S. classroom. Results 
of their study indicated that charismatic teachers are confirming, enthusiastic, humorous, caring, 
available, and treat students as equals. Charismatic teachers also show attitudinal similarity to 
students, relate content to students’ lives, tell personal stories that are content relevant, and they 
are verbally immediate.

Students reported eight behaviors to show that a teacher has individualized consideration. 
These behaviors are: showing verbal immediacy, giving individual feedback, being available, 
personalizing content, conveying interest, remembering student history, giving special 
considerations, and promoting participation (Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011).  

According to Bolkan and Goodboy (2011), students identified teachers with the quality of 
intellectual stimulation as those who approach teaching with an interactive style, encourage 
students to think independently, challenge students, promote participation in classroom, use 
humor, and make content relevant to students’ lives. 

Previous research on effective teaching has identified many of the behavioral indicators 
of transformational leadership as effective teacher behaviors. For example, Waldeck (2007) 
and Ellis (2000) discussed the relevance of teacher accessibility and confirmation respectively, 
to effective teaching. However, Bolkan and Goodboy (2011) argued that there are some 
behaviors of transformational leadership such as remembering student history and providing 
individual feedback that have received less attention from instructional communication 
scholars. Additionally, though many of the behaviors reported on each of the dimensions 
of transformational leadership overlap, as Bolkan and Goodboy asserted, “what each of the 
behaviors have in common is their ability to foster a positive and trusting relationship between 
instructors and students” (p. 16).

Bolkan and Goodboy (2009), and Pounder (2008a) reported that transformational leadership 
behaviors have a positive impact on students’ perceived learning. However, considering that 
majority of the research have been conducted in the mainstream U.S. culture, it is important 
to assess the contribution of each dimension of transformational leadership to student learning 
outcomes, in a different culture. Therefore, as suggested by Bolkan and Goodboy (2010), the 
parsimonious cluster of behaviors that demonstrate transformational leadership in the classroom: 
immediacy and teacher confirmation (charisma), student intellectual stimulation (intellectual 
stimulation), and teacher accessibility (individualized consideration) were examined in this study.

4.1. Immediacy and Teacher Confirmation (Charisma)

Immediacy and confirmation behaviors translate into the charismatic leadership quality where 
leaders motivate their followers through inspirational leadership (Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011). 
As reported by Bolkan and Goodboy students perceived charismatic teachers as confirming, 
and immediate. 

According to Mehrabian (1969), immediacy refers to the use of communication behaviors 



94

Intercultural Communication Studies XXIII: 2 (2014) Daniels & Goodboy

to reduce psychological and/or physical distance and foster closeness between communicators. 
People are drawn towards persons they like and evaluate highly; and they avoid those they 
dislike and do not evaluate highly. Behaviors such as eye contact, smiling, vocal expressiveness, 
and gesturing communicate nonverbal immediacy (Gorham, 1988) while verbal immediacy 
is communicated via the use of words and language (Andersen). Witt, Wheeless and Allen 
(2004) noted that nonverbal immediacy has proven to be more important to student learning. 
Titsworth, McKenna, Mazer, and Quinlan (2013) also noted that teachers’ enactment of 
nonverbal immediacy contribute to students’ positive emotional experiences. It is important 
to however note that a weaker correlation has been reported between teacher immediacy and 
student learning in Asian cultures than in the U.S. (Myers, Zhong, & Guan, 1998). This finding 
suggests that immediacy is not pan-cultural effective teaching behavior.

Teacher confirmation is the process through which teachers recognize and acknowledge 
students as valuable and significant individuals (Ellis, 2000). According to Buber (1957), the 
human identity is discovered and established through confirmation. Additionally, confirmation 
is an interactional phenomenon which could serve as an acknowledgement of the relationship 
or affiliation between people and an endorsement of an individual’s self-experience (Cissna & 
Sieburg, 2006). However, confirmation varies in intensity and extensity, quality and quantity 
(Laing, 1961). 

Also, confirmation messages can be categorized into three groups: recognition, 
acknowledgement and endorsement (Sieburg, 1985). Individuals are recognized through 
the communication of immediacy behaviors such as smiling, touching, eye contact, and 
conversational opportunities to respond. By communicating in a relevant and direct manner, 
individuals are acknowledged. Any response that communicates a true and accurate acceptance 
of the individual’s feelings serves as an endorsement of the individual.

4.2. Student Intellectual Stimulation (Intellectual Stimulation)

The ability to stimulate an individual’s thought and imagination, problem solving, and problem 
awareness is referred to as intellectual stimulation (Bass, 1985). Considering the fact that 
teachers’ primary role in the classroom is to facilitate problem solving and promote learning, 
a teacher’s ability to intellectually stimulate a student is as a result of the teacher’s technical 
expertise and intellectual power. Teachers, like organizational leaders, stimulate students to 
expend more effort in solving problems and taking new approaches. 

According to Bolkan and Goodboy (2011), students reported that teachers use interactive 
teaching style (e.g., using unique activities to get the class involved with the course material), 
challenge students (e.g., making students work hard to ensure that they really know the material 
well), and encourage independent thought (e.g., helping students to think deeply about concepts 
taught in class) as a way of communicating the quality of student intellectual stimulation.

4.3. Teacher Accessibility (Individualized Consideration)

Transformational leaders work with their followers on individual basis to meet the developmental 
needs of their followers (Bass, 1985). In the same vein, teachers communicate individualized 
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consideration by providing students with idiosyncratic feedback, and being available to students 
(Bolkan & Goodboy, 2011). 

Waldeck (2007) used the concept of teacher accessibility as a factor structure underlining 
personalized education. Keefe and Jenkins (2000) suggested that some of the elements of 
personalized education are (a) an interactive teaching environment, (b) flexible scheduling and 
assignments, (c) evolving, deepening relationship between student and teacher, and (d) diagnosis 
of student learning characteristics. Students described teacher accessibility as a condition for 
which the teacher is available to provide extra help for students, and advise students about their 
future plans, goals, non-professional issues, and personal issues bothering them. 

5. Student Learning Outcomes in the Transformed Instructional Setting

Instructional communication scholars have examined a wide variety of teacher variables such 
as immediacy (Andersen, 1979) and teacher clarity (Zhang & Zhang, 2005) as important 
components of student learning. In the current study, Bass’s (1985) conceptualization of 
transformational leadership (i.e., charisma, individualized consideration, and intellectual 
stimulation) was used in creating a cluster of behaviors that demonstrate transformational 
leadership in the classroom. 

Over the last two decades, an important outcome variable for instructional communication 
research has been affective learning (Richmond & Gorham, 1996). According to Krathwohl, 
Bloom, and Masia (1964), affective learning refers to the “objectives which emphasize a feeling 
or tone, an emotion or degree of acceptance or rejection” (p.7). McCroskey (1992) added that 
affective learning refers to students’ attitudes, values, and beliefs as a result of the students’ 
acquisition of knowledge and psychomotor skills from the instructional setting. However, it 
is suggested that teachers use affective learning and cognitive learning goals interchangeably 
because cognitive learning has affective learning component (Krathwohl et al, 1964). 

Christophel (1990) and Frymier (1994) provided evidence to show that students’ positive 
affect toward the subject matter and/or school serves as a motivation for students’ self-directed 
learning as well as their higher levels of cognitive learning. Kearney and Beatty (1994) also 
argued that “no completely valid measure of measuring cognitive learning exists” (p. 8). 
Cognitive learning includes the ability to retain information and to synthesize complex material 
(Bloom, Hastings & Madaus, 1971). Affective and cognitive learning are both desired learning 
outcomes of any student’s educational experience and they are variables that are directly 
influenced by instructor communication. From a review of previous research (e.g., Bolkan & 
Goodboy, 2009) on the relationship between affective and cognitive learning, both variables 
were used as an assessment of student learning outcomes and were found to be positively 
related to transformational leadership. Hence the following hypotheses were offered:

H1:	Student perceptions of their teachers’ transformational leadership behaviors in 
Ghana (charisma, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration) will 
be related positively with affective learning.

H2:	Student perceptions of their teachers’ transformational leadership behaviors in 
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Ghana (charisma, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration) will 
be related positively with cognitive learning.

6. Method

6.1. Participants 

Participants of the study were 190 undergraduate students (60 females, 122 males, and 8 
participants did not report on their sex) sampled from one faculty of a public university in 
Ghana. The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 45 years (M = 29.04, SD = 5.30). The class 
size students reported on were mostly of 31-100 students (51.3%), followed by a class of 101-
200 students (23.6%), a class of more than 200 students, and 30 students or less, accounting for 
13.1% and 7.9% respectively. The remaining 0.5% were unreported. A majority of participants 
(60.7%) reported on a teacher they had never had previously in a semester-long course while 
35.6% reported otherwise, and 2.6% of the participants did not indicate their familiarity with 
the teacher in a semester-long course. A majority of the teachers that participants reported on 
were males (52.9%) and 40.8% were females. The sex of only one instructor was unaccounted 
for. No other demographic data were gathered.  

6.2. Procedures

Participants were asked to complete series of instruments in addition to providing demographic 
data. Plax, Kearney, McCroskey, and Richmond’s (1986) methodology was employed in asking 
participants to evaluate the instructor of the class they attended immediately prior to the class 
in which they were completing the survey instruments. This anchoring technique maximized 
the number of teachers evaluated and included teachers who otherwise may not have agreed to 
participate in such a study. Students who did not have a class on the day of data collection to 
refer to, referenced the last class they had prior to the class in which they were completing the 
survey. Having received Institutional Review Board approval from the researchers’ university, 
data were collected during the thirteenth week of the semester of the public university in Ghana. 

6.3. Measurement

As suggested by Bolkan and Goodboy (2010), a parsimonious set of measures including 
Immediacy and Teacher Confirmation (charisma), Student Intellectual Stimulation (intellectual 
stimulation), and Teacher Accessibility (individualized consideration) were used in measuring 
teachers’ transformational leadership behaviors in the classroom.

Charisma. The Behavioral Indicants of Immediacy (BII) scale (Andersen, 1979) was 
used to measure teachers’ immediacy behaviors. The scale examines perceptions of specific 
behaviors (e.g., gestures, smiles, and eye contact) operationally defined as immediacy. The 
scale is 15-item (e.g., my teacher (a) “engages in eye contact with me when teaching more 
than most other instructors,” and (b) “gestures more while teaching than most other teachers”), 
five-step, Likert-type summative scale generated directly from the behavioral manifestations of 
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the immediacy construct. It is a widely-used measure on immediacy (Witt, Wheeless & Allen, 
2004). Responses on the BII scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). With 
results of high correlations between the reports of students in classes and reports of trained 
observers, Andersen (1979) confirmed the use of students to report teachers’ immediacy 
behavior as a valid means of data collection. In the current study, the alpha reliability of this 
scale was α = .79 (M = 58.68, SD = 14.26). 

Ellis’s (2002) Teacher Confirmation Scale (TCS) was used to measure the extent to which 
students perceived their teachers exhibit confirming and disconfirming behaviors during the 
semester. TCS was originally a 27-item Likert scale which measured four dimensions: (a) how 
teachers respond to questions, (b) teachers’ interest in students and their learning, (c) teaching 
style, and (d) absence of disconfirmation. The fourth dimension was eliminated, leaving 16 
items on the scale to improve the overall reliability of the scale, α = .93 (Ellis, 2002). The current 
study therefore utilized the 16-item scale which measures (a) how teachers respond to questions 
(e.g., “my teacher takes time to answer students’ questions fully”), (b) teachers’ demonstration 
of interest in student learning (e.g., “my teacher makes an effort to get to know students”), 
and (c) teaching style (e.g., “my teacher gives oral and written feedback on students’ work”). 
Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The alpha reliabilities for 
the total and subscales are as follows: summed scale, α = .87 (M = 60.62, SD = 9.94); how 
teachers respond to questions, α = .59 (M = 19.20, SD = 3.08); teacher’s demonstration of 
interest in student learning α = .74 (M = 22.83, SD = 4.14); teaching style α = .78 (M = 18.64, 
SD = 4.00). Previous reliability coefficients reported for the three subscales have ranged from 
.81 to .87 (Ellis, 2004; Turman & Schodt, 2006). For the summed scale, Campbell, Eichhorn, 
Basch, and Wolf (2009) recorded .93 for the alpha reliability. 

Intellectual Stimulation. Bolkan and Goodboy’s (2010) 10-item scale was used in 
measuring how teachers communicate intellectual stimulation. The scale consists of three 
constructs which describe three core teacher behaviors: (a) using an interactive teaching style 
(four items: e.g., “uses unique activities to get the class involved with the course material”), (b) 
challenging students (three items: e.g., “helps me realize that my hard work is worth it”), and 
(c) encouraging independent thought (three items: e.g., “wants me to think critically about what 
we are learning”). Participants were asked to indicate how frequently their teacher performed 
each of the behaviors using a 5-point scale anchored with 1 (never) and 5 (very often). The 
alpha reliabilities for the total and subscales are as follows: summed scale, α = .79 (M = 29.14, 
SD = 5.89); interactive teaching style, α = .71 (M = 11.54, SD = 3.03); challenging students, α 
= .59 (M = 8.52, SD = 2.27); encouraging independent thought, α = .64 (M = 9.08, SD = 2.14). 
Previous reliabilities for this scale have been .95, .91, .92, and .88, respectively (Bolkan & 
Goodboy, 2011). 

Individualized Consideration. Waldeck’s (2007) measure of Teacher Accessibility (TA) is 
a construct on the Personalized Education Scale. TA consists of 9 items with factor loadings 
ranging from .63 to .93, and an estimated alpha reliability of .91 (M = 44, SD = 11.7).  Items on 
the scale measured instructors’ efforts to be socially and physically accessible to students in a 
variety of locations, using varied communication channels, and during office hours as well as 
the instructors’ “private time” to discuss students’ professional and personal issues.  However, 
three items on the scale with alpha reliabilities below .70 were dropped for the measure of 
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teacher accessibility (e.g., this instructor (a) “takes time to give me advice about my future 
plans and goals,” and (b) “has an adequate number of office hours to provide extra help for 
students”). An abridged version of the scale containing six items was used. The alpha reliability 
of the abridged version of the scale was .83 (M = 10.62, SD = 5.73).  

Learning Outcomes. Participants reported on their perceived learning using two different 
scales. One was the six subscales from Mottet and Richmond’s (1998) Revised Affective 
Learning Scale, with four items measuring affect for the course and two items measuring 
affect for the teacher. Each of the subscales used four, 7-point bi-polar adjectives (e.g., bad 
- good, worthless - valuable, unlikely - likely, positive - negative) to assess learning (e.g., (a) 
my attitude about the content of the course, (b) my likelihood of actually enrolling in another 
course of related content if I had the choice and my schedule permits, and (c) my attitude 
towards the teacher of the course). Previous reliabilities for the teacher affective learning scale 
and course affective learning scale were .95 and .96 respectively (Wanzer, Frymier, & Irwin, 
2010). In the current study, the alpha reliability for teacher affect was .82 (M = 43.87, SD = 
9.34) and for course affect α = .77 (M = 39.71, SD = 9.38). The alpha reliability of the summed 
scale was .85 (M = 83.50, SD = 16.26). 

Another scale that was used to measure students’ perceived learning is the Cognitive 
Learning Loss Scale (Richmond, McCroskey, Kearney & Plax, 1987) which contains two items 
that measure how much students believe they learned in a class, and how much they would 
have learned with an “ideal” teacher. The scale ranges from 0-9 (0 meaning nothing and 9 
meaning more than in any other class). In the current study, cognitive learning was assessed by 
relying on the score obtained from the first item, which is deemed a direct indicator of students’ 
perceived cognitive learning (Richmond et al, 1987). The reliability coefficient of the cognitive 
learning measure could not be computed because the measure is a single item. However, a 
mean score of 7.09 (SD = 1.73) was obtained for the measure.   

6.4. Data Analysis

Data analysis entailed three steps. Prior to tests of the hypotheses, Pearson correlations were 
computed among all variables. The means, standard deviations, and correlations are reported 
in Table 1. Affective learning and cognitive learning were computed as dependent variables 
and the measures of charisma, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration were 
computed as independent variables in a multiple regression analysis. Pearson product-moment 
correlation was computed among variables of transformational leadership and affective learning 
to test H1, and among variables of transformational leadership and cognitive learning to test 
H2. Multiple regression analyses were performed to examine overall effects of the behavioral 
indicators of transformational leadership.
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7. Results

The first hypothesis predicted that student perceptions of their teachers’ transformational 
leadership behaviors (charisma, operationalized by immediacy and teacher confirmation; 
intellectual stimulation, operationalized by interactive teaching, challenging students, and 
encouraging independent thought; individualized consideration, operationalized as teacher 
accessibility) will be related positively with affective learning. Results of a Pearson correlation 
partially support this relationship. Intellectual stimulation (interactive teaching style (r = .24, 
p = .002); challenging students (r = .18, p = .024); and encouraging independent thought (r = 
.24, p = .002)) and teacher confirmation (responding to questions (r = .40, p < .001); interest 
in student learning (r = .36, p < .001); and teaching style (r = .30, p < .001)) were significantly 
related to affective learning. However, teacher accessibility (r = .12, p = .131) and immediacy 
(r = .06, p =.424) were not significantly related with affective learning. 

A multiple regression analysis was computed using immediacy, teacher confirmation, 
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration as independent variables of 
transformational leadership, and affective learning as the dependent variable. The equation 
containing the measures of transformational leadership moderately accounted for 19.4% of the 
variance in affective learning (F(4,156) = 9.39, p < .001). However, a closer examination of 
the beta weights revealed that only teacher confirmation (responding to questions (β = .30, p 
= .003); interest in student learning (β = .18, p = .117); and teaching style (β = -.04, p = .740)) 
accounted for any unique variance in affective learning (See Table 2).
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Hypothesis two predicted that student perceptions of their teachers’ transformational 
leadership behaviors will be related positively with cognitive learning. Results of a Pearson 
correlation partially support this relationship. Intellectual stimulation (interactive teaching 
style (r = .29, p < .001); challenging students (r = .13, p = .074); and encouraging independent 
thought (r = .18, p = .025)), teacher accessibility (r = .29, p < .001), and teacher confirmation 
(responding to questions (r = .25, p = .001); interest in student learning (r = .32, p < .001); and 
teaching style (r = .29, p < .001)) were significantly related to cognitive learning. However, 
immediacy (r = .13, p = .089) was not significantly related with cognitive learning. A multiple 
regression analysis was computed using immediacy, teacher confirmation, intellectual 
stimulation, and individualized consideration as independent variables for transformational 
leadership, and cognitive learning as the dependent variable. The equation containing the four 
independent variables moderately accounted for 14.2% of the variance in affective learning 
(F(4,167) = 6.92, p < .001). However, a closer examination of the beta weights revealed that 
only teacher accessibility (β = .18, p = .030) and teacher confirmation (responding to questions 
(β = .04, p = .659); interest in student learning (β = .15, p = .208); and teaching style (β = .04, 
p = .702)) were significant predictors of students’ perceived cognitive learning (See Table 2). 

8. Discussion

This study is the first step in learning about transformational leadership in the Ghanaian 
university classroom, from a Southern cultural perspective. Significant findings were obtained 
for both hypotheses, and in the direction predicted but the results did not support the primacy of 
all the dimensions of transformational leadership. Additionally, unpredicted findings emerged 
from the study.

First, under charismatic leadership, teachers’ immediacy was neither a significant predictor 
of cognitive learning nor affective learning. Teachers’ accessibility, a measure of individualized 
consideration, was not significantly related with affective learning but was a significant predictor 
of cognitive learning. Therefore it can be implied that teacher accessibility only contributes to 
students’ cognitive learning and not students’ affect for the course or the teacher. Roach and 
Bryne (2001), and Zhang (2006) have shown that cultural values play a significant role in the 
interpretation and evaluation of teacher-student relationships, and teaching and learning styles. 

The power relationship recognized in the Ghanaian classroom contradicts the tenets of 
immediacy. Results of the study indicate that the teacher’s use of behaviors enacted to decrease 
the physical and psychological distance between a student and a teacher, either has no impact 
on the perceived cognitive learning and affective learning of the students in Ghana or that 
students’ measurement of immediacy is different in Ghana and so the effect of immediacy 
will not reflect in the results of the study, considering the fact that Western-based scales were 
used. The unpredicted findings suggest the likelihood of this power distance to translate into a 
school climate in which students and teachers have relatively little in-class and perhaps out of 
class interaction.  Thus, the teacher’s nonverbal immediacy, if appreciated at all, is not likely to 
result in the reduction of the physical and psychological distance between teachers and students 
but rather students will experience cognitive dissonance because the power distance is greatly 
respected. 
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Andersen (1979) in her seminal work on immediacy in the classroom reported a significant 
correlation between students’ affective learning and teachers’ nonverbal immediacy behaviors 
but no significant relationship with cognitive learning (by the measurement of test scores). 
Even though the learning loss measure of cognitive learning has been argued as a measure of 
perceived learning and not actual learning, the use of the learning loss measure did not yield 
results of correlation between cognitive learning and nonverbal immediacy as found in other 
studies conducted in the US culture (e.g., Chesebro & McCroskey, 2001). 

The finding of this study on immediacy and learning outcomes could be an explanation to 
Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey’s (1988) assertion that “immediacy cues are highly inferential 
and vary by culture and context” (p. 203). This study also highlights a rather latent concern 
of whether immediacy and its effectiveness in the classroom is pan-culturally applicable. 
Though studies have suggested that immediacy behaviors might have a cultural variation 
(e.g., Myers, Zhong & Guan, 1998), instructional communication scholars should further 
investigate behaviors of teacher immediacy across cultures, particularly Southern cultures, and 
its effectiveness in the classroom. Considering the fact that immediacy was not found in this 
study to be significant in predicting students’ cognitive learning and affective learning, perhaps, 
the finding is rather as a result of variation in immediacy cues. 

A second interesting finding from the study is that teacher confirmation was the only 
significant predictor of affective learning. However, of the three dimensions of teacher 
confirmation (i.e., response to questions, interest in student learning, and teaching style), the 
only significant predictor of affective learning was teacher’s response to questions. Goodboy and 
Myers (2008) suggested that teacher confirmation increases student perceived understanding, 
reflects caring to students, and creates a positive classroom climate that “fosters affect and 
learning in a linear progression” (p. 172).  The finding of the study makes sense considering a 
close examination of the beta weights of teacher confirmation and how charisma is the greatest 
predictor of affective learning. In other words, teacher confirmation accounts for the greatest 
variance in the model.

Therefore, for teachers in the Ghanaian university classroom, teacher confirmation should 
be of much concern in developing positive interpersonal relationships with students to foster 
desired learning outcomes. The teachers must learn to avoid disconfirming behaviors such as 
indifference, imperviousness, and disqualification of a person or message (Cissna & Sieburg, 
1981) because such behaviors demonstrate the neglect of students’ self-worth and experiences. 
According to Ellis (2000, 2004), teachers can demonstrate confirming behaviors by (a) showing 
a general interest in students’ learning and education, (b) responding to students’ questions in 
ways that communicate interest in students’ concerns and comments, and (c) varying teaching 
techniques to help students learn in the classroom. Considering the acknowledged power 
relation between the teacher and the student in the Ghanaian context, it is likely that teacher 
confirmation will promote students’ in-class and perhaps out of class communication for 
enhanced learning outcomes. Future research should further explore the importance of teacher 
confirmation in the Ghanaian university classroom. 

Finding similar results with teacher confirmation (e.g., Goodboy & Myers, 2008) in 
another culture (Ghana) provides evidence of the pervasiveness of the role of transformational 
leadership in the classroom, specifically teacher confirmation (charisma). This underscores the 
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importance of this line of research. Though charisma showed to have the most significance on 
students’ learning outcomes (affective and cognitive learning), Bass (1985) noted “charisma is 
a necessary ingredient of transformational leadership, but by itself is not sufficient to account 
for the transformational process” (p. 31).  As Goodboy and Myers (2008) noted, teacher 
confirmation promotes student classroom involvement. This study contributes to effective 
teaching in the Ghanaian university classroom by informing teachers on the utilization of 
confirming behaviors, particularly in their response to questions, to enhance teacher-student 
classroom communication for desired student learning outcomes.

The third unpredicted finding is that intellectual stimulation was not a significant predictor 
of both cognitive learning and affective learning. However, according to Bass (1985), 
intellectual stimulation enhances thoughtful problem-solving abilities. Bass and Riggio (2006) 
noted that intellectual stimulation is a quality of transformational leadership which promotes 
intrinsic motivation. Based on the connection made between intellectual stimulation and 
intrinsic motivation, Bolkan, Goodboy, and Griffin (2011) found that “when teachers influence 
students’ intrinsic motivation through the use of intellectually stimulating behaviors, students 
approach their learning in deep and strategic ways, and are less likely to adopt a surface-level 
approach to their studies” (pp. 343-344). 

One of the limitations with the present study is the use of self-report data. Participants 
provided self-report data of the assessment of their chosen instructor’s transformational 
leadership behaviors in the university classroom. Self-reports may not necessarily be indicative 
of teachers’ actual behaviors in the classroom. Students may over or under report the use of 
instructor behaviors perceived as behaviors of transformational leadership. Also, the number 
of teachers evaluated by students is unknown though several teachers may have been involved 
because participants of the study reported on the teacher of the class they had immediately prior 
to the class in which they completed the questionnaire. 

Another limitation of the study is the use of Western instructional communication literature 
(theory and measurement) to understand the teacher’s role of transformational leadership in a 
Ghanaian classroom. The “culture of learning” differs among cultures (Cortazzi & Jin, 1999). 
Therefore, to offset this limitation, data should be triangulated (e.g., interviews) in future 
research. Also, one of the dimensions of intellectual stimulation (challenging students) was 
not reliable even though the summed scale was reliable and so no item was dropped from 
the subscale to achieve acceptable reliability. Thus, we recommend the development of local 
and original measurements that would cater for the cultural differences and the demands of 
the education system in interpreting the behaviors that teachers enact in the classroom. For 
instance, teacher-student communication within the classroom is more limited than out-of-class 
communication. This discrepancy is due to the recognized power distance between the teacher 
and the student within the classroom. However, teachers do not necessarily keep office hours 
to engage students in out-of-class communication and so in examining teacher accessibility, 
teachers’ commitment to keeping office hours is not likely to be of relevance.

Unlike the organizational setting which has benefitted from Bass’s programmatic research 
on transformational leadership, the instructional context requires more research, paying attention 
to other cultures as well, other than the U.S. mainstream culture, given that college classrooms 
are increasingly becoming internationalized. One implication for this study is that teachers can 
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better understand their role as transformational leaders in the classroom, irrespective of their 
cultural background or that of their students (given the possibility of culture-based findings 
as obtained from this study) to maximize student learning outcomes. Finally, the necessity 
for teachers to enact effective instructional communication behaviors has been well proven 
by research and the findings of this study support teacher confirmation as one of the effective 
teacher behaviors that have significant impact on student learning outcomes. 

9. Conclusion

Research has shown a significant positive relationship between instructors’ transformational 
leadership behaviors and students’ cognitive learning, affective learning, and intrinsic 
motivation (e.g. Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009, 2010, 2011; Bolkan & Goodboy & Griggin, 2011; 
Pounder, 2006, 2008a, 2008b, 2008c) from a Western cultural perspective. Considering the 
progress made, transformational leadership and effective teaching behavior is a line of research 
worth pursuing in instructional communication, paying particular attention to culture-centered 
research.

In the Ghanaian university classroom, unlike what research on U.S. College classrooms 
indicates, teacher immediacy is not a significant predictor of student learning. Giving that 
Myers, Zhong, and Guan (1998) also reported a weaker correlation between teacher immediacy 
and student learning in Asian cultures than in the U.S., immediacy is not pan-cultural effective 
teaching behavior. Also, teacher accessibility, a measure of individualized consideration was 
a significant predictor of cognitive learning but was not significantly related with affective 
learning. However, teacher confirmation (specifically, the responding to questions dimension”) 
was the sole significant predictor of affective learning, and intellectual stimulation was not a 
significant predictor of both cognitive and affective learning. Hence, for the Ghanaian university 
student, unlike the U.S. college student, teachers’ charisma is denoted by behaviors of teacher 
confirmation but is not influenced by immediacy. This difference can be attributed to cultural 
differences given that Ghana represents a collectivist, high power distance culture whereas the 
U.S. for instance, is identified as an individualistic culture with lower power distance.   

Future research should use the recommended parsimonious measure of transformational 
leadership with other populations (in terms of level of class, culture, and area of study). 
As suggested by Nussbaum (1992), and McCroskey and McCroskey (2006), research in 
instructional communication is generally hooked around the college classroom and students 
of communication studies, and the mainstream US culture. The relationship between 
transformational leadership and other desired instructional outcomes such as satisfaction 
should also be examined to improve research on transformational leadership in the classroom.
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