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Rapport, motivation, participation, and perceptions of
learning in U.S. and Turkish student classrooms: a replication
and cultural comparison
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ABSTRACT
Building on previous rapport research, Hofstede’s dimensions of
culture, and calls for culture-centered instructional research, this
study examined instructor–student rapport in U.S. and Turkish college
classrooms. U.S. participants (N= 143) and Turkish participants (N=
185) completed measures of rapport, state motivation, participation,
and perceptions of learning. Results revealed no differences in state
motivation and perceptions of learning, but U.S. students reported
significantly more rapport with their instructors while Turkish students
reported significantly more participation in the classroom. Rapport
significantly predicted state motivation, participation, and perceptions
of learning in both samples, but accounted for different levels of
variance in the student outcomes.
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In 2006, McCroskey and McCroskey called for growth in culture-centered instructional
communication research. Some scholars have responded to this call (see Sellnow et al.,
2015), by examining instructional dynamics in particular countries including Nigeria
(e.g., Olaniran & Stewart, 1996), China (e.g., Goodboy, Myers, & Bolkan, 2012),
Germany (e.g., Zhang, Oetzel, Gao, Wilcox, & Takai, 2007), Japan (e.g., Zhang et al.,
2007), South Korea (e.g., Mansson & Lee, 2014), Brazil (e.g., Santilli, Miller, & Katt,
2011), and Sweden (e.g., Mansson & Myers, 2011). However, instructional matters as
related to other countries and cultures have been left unexplored. This dearth of instruc-
tional research focused on culture is alarming given Changfu, Zhang, and Chen’s (2012)
argument that, “the increasing multicultural diversity and changing cultural landscape on
college campuses call for a paradigmatic shift” (p. 86). In other words, growth in this scho-
larly area requires logical extensions of theory and replication of established lines of
research. This progress in the research will allow for more nuanced cultural comparison
and understanding of students and instructors informing both theory and practice.

It is imperative to understand differing mindsets biased by culture for both students
and instructors (Backlund, Ivy, & Javidi, 1996) as there is some evidence that suggests
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cultural and ethnic backgrounds determine how students view the teaching and learning
process (Collier & Powell, 1990). Thus, there is a need to understand how instructor beha-
viors affect all students, whether in classrooms abroad or within increasingly diverse U.S.
classrooms. The relational approach to teaching emphasizes the instructor–student
relationship and skills necessary to build and maintain that relationship in the classroom
(Rudick & Golsan, 2014). Although there is room to expand on this area of scholarship
(Rudick & Golsan, 2014), the importance of the relational approach in teaching has
been well established (Mottet, Frymier, & Beebe, 2006).

Turkey provides an important cultural comparison with North America for multiple
reasons. Turkey has a competitive achievement-oriented higher education system (Yil-
dirim, 2006). Not only does higher education system differ from that in the U.S., but
the country differs in demographics (e.g., U.S. is an older democracy, Turkey is mostly
Muslim; Croucher et al., 2013), and in values as indicated by the opposing placements
of each country on almost every one of Hofstede’s (2001) cultural dimensions. Further,
Guttenplan (2013) reports Turkey has consistently been in the top 10 countries for
sending students to study in the U.S., often sending over 10,000 students a year. Thus,
we examined relational teaching in both U.S. and Turkish classes.

Turkey: cultural and educational context

Turkey boasts an estimated population of almost 82 million individuals with approxi-
mately 71.5% of the total population located in urban centers (Central Intelligence
Agency, 2014) and is able to provide free compulsory education for all students up to
the age of 18 (Topbas, 2013). Higher education, however, is not as easy to acquire. The
application process for universities is highly competitive, with about a 10% acceptance
rate for those who pass the rigorous admission exam (Yildirim, 2006). In fact, it seems
that the most important goal for the student is to earn a degree (Yildirim, 2006).
Turkish attitudes toward higher education likely influence instructional communication
behaviors. These attitudes and instructional behaviors likely differ from the U.S. student
population. To understand the differences in educational attitudes, whether in Turkey
or in multicultural U.S. classrooms, these differences may be most parsimoniously
framed by Hofstede’s (2001) dimensions of culture.

Hofstede (2001) identified four independent dimensions of culture relevant to the
current study: power distance, individualism/collectivism, masculinity/femininity, and
uncertainty avoidance. Turkey scores high on power distance (Baran, 2010), or “the
extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organisations within a
country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede, n.d., para. 2).
In cultures with a high power distance, power is centralized, communication is indirect
(Hofstede, n.d.), and members conform to strict hierarchical order (de Mooij & Hofstede,
2010), which could lead to a more formal classroom environment where teachers are
respected, not expected to be questioned or criticized, and students do not speak up in
class (Bjørge, 2007). Turkey is highly collectivistic, part of a dimension assessing “the
relationship between the individual and the collectivity that prevails in a given society”
(Hofstede, 2001, p. 209). In other words, people define themselves in terms of “I” or
“We.” Collectivistic individuals are expected to maintain harmony and stay loyal to
their in-groups (e.g., family, organization; Hofstede, n.d.). Turkey scores as more feminine,
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embracing behaviors such as conflict avoidance, consensus, and sympathy. Finally, Turkey
scores high on uncertainty avoidance or “the extent to which the members of a culture feel
threatened by ambiguous or unknown situations and have created beliefs and institutions
that try to avoid these” (Hofstede, n.d., para. 9). Scholars (de Mooij & Hofstede, 2010)
argue that this high score and discomfort with uncertainty leads to seeking experts,
which in the instructional context, may be an instructor. These stark differences in cultural
values imply that the college classroommay also be perceived and responded to differently
in Turkish contexts and that instructor–student communication may differ based on this
educational and cultural context.

Rapport

Rapport is a perception formed about a relationship (Frisby & Gaffney, 2015) character-
ized by mutual trust, connection, and enjoyment (Gremler & Gwinner, 2000). Although
research on instructor–student rapport is limited, it is considered an effective teaching
strategy in U.S.-based studies (Faranda & Clarke, 2004; Perkins, Schenk, Stephan,
Vrungos, & Wynants, 1995). In fact, Richmond, Berglund, Epelbaum, and Klein (2015)
found that instructor–student rapport was the largest predictor of evaluations of instruc-
tors. Consistent with this finding, Frisby and Myers (2008) found that when students had
greater rapport with their instructor, they also reported greater affect. This outcome may
be explained by findings that rapport is related to greater perceptions of justice (Young,
Horan, & Frisby, 2013) and credibility (Zhang, 2014).

Rapport in the classroom is also positive for students. In the earliest studies to
examine instructor–student rapport, scholars (Frisby & Martin, 2010; Frisby &
Myers, 2008) found rapport was related to greater student participation. In an effort
to understand why rapport would influence participation, Frisby, Berger, Burchett,
Herovic, and Strawser (2014) studied rapport as an instructor strategy to reduce face
threats when students felt they were on display by participating orally. They reported
that instructor rapport was indeed a face-supportive strategy that reduced face threat
and participation anxiety for students. This may also be explained by Frisby and
Martin (2010), who found rapport was related to peer-to-peer connectedness, and
thus, a more comfortable classroom environment was created in which students
could easily participate. Relatedly, rapport has also been associated with students’ per-
ceptions of learning.

Rapport is predictive of perceptions of cognitive learning (Frisby & Martin, 2010;
Wilson & Ryan, 2013), anticipated final grades (Frisby & Gaffney, 2015), and actual
final grades (Wilson & Ryan, 2013). More specifically, Wilson and Ryan (2013) found
that it was the engagement component of rapport that predicted these outcomes. A poten-
tial explanation for this is that learning may be associated with students’ proclivity to
engage in proacademic behaviors (Sidelinger, Bolen, McMullen, & Nyeste, 2015), state
motivation, and affect toward the course when rapport with instructors is positive
(Benson, Cohen, & Buskist, 2005; Frisby & Myers, 2008). Affect toward the instructor
and toward learning, which is associated with perceptions of learning (Hess, Smythe, &
Communication 451, 2001; Witt, Wheeless, & Allen, 2004), is also highly correlated to
rapport (Frisby & Gaffney, 2015). That is, when students feel engaged through rapport
with their instructor, their perception of learning is likely influenced by their state

COMMUNICATION EDUCATION 185



motivation, affect, and proacademic activities inspired by positive rapport. Thus, we
hypothesize:

H1: Rapport is positively related to participation, motivation, and perceptions of learning in
the U.S. student sample.

In culture-centered studies of rapport in other contexts, Julliard et al. (2008) found
rapport between physicians and Latina patients was critical in ensuring high-quality
medical care. Eltaiba (2014) argued that building rapport with Muslim refugees helped to
develop the social worker-client relationship. Both studies concluded that positive outcomes
result from rapport. However, the study of rapport in instructional contexts that consider
culture is rare. In one exception, Bjørge (2007) found that students in Norway, a low
power-distance culture, used less formal rapport management in emails to instructors.
For example, less formal rapport included less formal introductory greeting and closings,
or no greeting or closing at all. In Turkey, preservice teachers reported that learning
rapport building from their mentors was an important part of their education (Hudson
& Savran-Gencer, 2009). These studies highlight the importance of rapport as a construct
that can transcend culture, context, relationship type, and communication channel. Thus,
we expect rapport to function similarly to the U.S. in Turkish student experiences.

H2: Rapport is positively related to participation, motivation, and perceptions of learning in
the Turkish student sample.

When considering the cultural and social characteristics of Turkey, we argue that
rapport differs from U.S.-centric samples. Specifically, Turkey is classified as a high
power-distance culture where students may see the instructor as authoritarian and posi-
tioned higher in the hierarchy making an interpersonal relationship less appropriate.
When coupled with high uncertainty avoidance, professional boundaries, rules, and pol-
icies that separate instructor and student may be preferred. On the other hand, Turkish
students’ collectivism may make the class as a whole closer and identify together as an
in-group, including the instructor. Further, because Turkey is identified as feminine,
rapport may be built through more nurturing, supportive, harmonious, and confirming
interactions in the classroom.

Rapport may influence many affective aspects of Turkish students’ classroom experi-
ence such as their willingness to participate in class, state motivation, and how much
they think they are learning. For example, in an in-depth interview study by Tatar
(2005), Turkish graduate students described their participation differently than what
they had observed in American students and attributed differences to cultural background.
They noted that American students often shared personal experiences as participation,
while Turkish students thought that participation should be focused on academic
content and that personal experiences were inappropriate. Although Tatar’s participants
reported that the relationship with the instructor was important to their motivation, it
did not influence their participation. Conversely, Turkish instructors who demonstrated
negative relational behaviors that damaged rapport (e.g., criticized students) were ident-
ified as demotivating students (Bekleyen, 2011). Even if a positive instructor–student
relationship positively influenced motivation, Çetin (2015) found that motivation was
not related to academic achievement for Turkish students. Further, and relevant to the
current study, Turkish students did not believe participation contributed to learning.
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This belief may also be explained by Turkish students seeing the instructor as the authority
figure (Girgin & Stevens, 2005; Tatar, 2005). Considerable differences in the historical, cul-
tural, and social factors define Turkish and U.S. classrooms. While rapport may function
similarly in the classroom across culture, context, and relationship type, there is still
potential for differences based on each culture’s opposing standpoints on Hofstede’s
(2001) dimensions and the considerable differences in historical, social, educational,
and cultural factors. Thus:

RQ1: Do American and Turkish students differ in perceptions of rapport, participation,
motivation, and perceptions of learning?

RQ2: Does rapport predict participation, motivation, and perceptions of learning for Turkish
students?

Method

Participants

United States participants (N = 143) were undergraduate students at a large southeastern
university. Over half of the students recruited for this study identified as female (N = 90;
62.9%). The participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 22 (M = 18.8, SD = 0.5), and most ident-
ified as Caucasian (N = 108; 75.5%), followed by African American (N = 9; 6.3%), Asian
or Hispanic (N = 6; 4.2%), Mixed (N = 3; 2.1%), and Indian or Pakistani (N = 1; 0.7%). A
majority of the participants were first-year students (N = 128; 89.5%), followed by sopho-
mores (N = 8; 5.6%), juniors (N = 6; 4.2%), and seniors (N = 1; 0.7%). Nearly all of the par-
ticipants were full-time (N = 142; 99.3%) pursuing 52 different majors across the university.
Students reported on classes ranging in size from 14 to 500 (M = 66.0, SD = 88.2), taught
primarily by female instructors (N = 83, 58.0%). A minority of the sample (N = 26,
18.2%) reported on an instructor they had in a previous course. The majority of the instruc-
tors required participation in the courses (N = 117, 81.8%), with instructors assigning
between 0 and 50% of the final grade based on participation (M = 10.5%, SD = 9.5%).

Turkish participants (N = 185) were undergraduate students at a large inner city univer-
sity. Over half of the students recruited for this study identified as female (N = 119, 64.3%).
The participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 32 (M = 21.2, SD = 1.9), and all identified their eth-
nicity as Turkish. The sample included first-year students (N = 83; 44.9%), followed by
sophomores (N = 67; 36.2%), juniors (N = 27; 14.6%), and seniors (N = 8; 4.3%). Nearly
all of the participants were full-time (N = 169; 91.4%) pursuing 18 different majors across
the university. Students reported on classes ranging in size from 8 to 100 (M = 42.5, SD =
17.9), taught primarily by female instructors (N = 119, 64.7%). A majority of the sample
(N = 111, 60%) reported on an instructor they had in a previous course. The majority of
the instructors required participation in the courses (N = 159, 85.9%), and assigned
between 0 and 100% of the final grade based on participation (M = 24%, SD = 27%).

Procedures

To recruit the United States sample, a study announcement was sent via email to instruc-
tors in the first author’s professional network asking them to share the recruitment
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message and survey link with students. Students received minimal credit for completion of
the IRB approved survey. All participants completed the same questionnaire through
Qualtrics, an online survey system. Students were asked to think about the instructor
they had immediately prior to completing the survey, a method recommended by Plax,
Kearney, McCroskey, and Richmond (1986) in order to gather a diverse sample of class-
rooms and instructors. The third author, who is fluent in both Turkish and English, trans-
lated the survey. The survey was then reviewed and approved by the IRB’s independent
language and culture consultant. After receiving research approval at a university in
Turkey, students were recruited in person by the third author to complete the same
survey using the same directions during class. Although this method of survey completion
differs from the U.S. sample, this approach was considered culturally appropriate after
consultation with the third author. We selected the same instruments used in previous
rapport research for replication.

Instrumentation

Rapport
Frisby and Martin’s (2010) adaptation of Gremler and Gwinner’s (2000) Likert-type scale
asked participants to respond from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) on 11 items
(e.g., “My instructor relates well to me”). The measure was reliable in the U.S. sample
(α = .97, M = 53.01, SD = 17.32) and in the Turkish sample (α = .97, M = 39.08, SD =
13.55). Previous reliabilities have been .94 and higher (Frisby, Berger, et al., 2014;
Frisby & Martin, 2010).

Participation
Following Frisby and Martin (2010), participation was measured using Goodboy and
Myers’s (2008) version of Fassinger’s (1995) participation scale. Students responded to
five items (e.g., “I contribute to class”) on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(never) to 5 (often). The scale was reliable in the U.S. sample (α = .94, M = 15.76, SD =
5.90) and in the Turkish sample (α = .91, M = 17.76, SD = 5.07). Previous reliabilities
have been .91 and higher (Frisby & Myers, 2008; Goodboy & Myers, 2008).

State motivation
State motivation was measured using Christophel’s (1990) 12-item, 7-point bipolar
measure that asks students to report their feelings of state motivation (e.g., motivated/
unmotivated) toward the targeted course and instructor. The scale was reliable in the
U.S. sample (α = .95, M = 76.50, SD = 20.41) and in the Turkish sample (α = .80, M =
72.88, SD = 16.82). Previous reliabilities have been .94 and higher (Frisby & Myers,
2008; Myers, 2004).

Perceptions of learning
Using Frisby andMartin’s (2010) cognitive learning measure, participants responded to 10
items (e.g., “I can clearly recall information from this class”) on a Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale was reliable in the U.S. sample
(α = .82, M = 36.51, SD = 7.05) and in the Turkish sample (α = .85, M = 36.92, SD = 7.99).
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Previous reliabilities have been .94 and higher (Frisby & Myers, 2008; Myers, 2004). In
Frisby and Martin (2010), the scale was reliable at .94.

Results

Hypothesis testing

H1 predicted positive relationships between rapport, participation, motivation, and per-
ceptions of learning in the U.S. student sample. Rapport was positively related to partici-
pation, motivation, and perceptions of learning. All correlations are presented in Table 1.
H1 was supported. To precisely replicate Frisby and Martin’s (2010) analyses, we explored
the potential influence of rapport on participation, motivation, and perceptions of learning
in the U.S. student sample using regression. Rapport was a significant predictor of partici-
pation, F(1, 142) = 42.75, p < .001, β = .48 and accounted for 22% of the variance. Rapport
was also a significant predictor of state motivation, F(1, 137) = 82.97, p < .001, β = .62 and
accounted for 37% of the variance. Finally, rapport predicted perceptions of learning, F(1,
140) = 36.97, p < .001, β = .46 and accounted for 20% of the variance.

H2 predicted positive relationships between rapport, participation, motivation, and
perceptions of learning in the Turkish student sample. Rapport was positively related to
participation, motivation, and perceptions of learning. All correlations are presented in
Table 1. H3 was supported.

Research questions

RQ1 inquired about differences between American and Turkish students on perceptions
of rapport, participation, motivation, and perceptions of learning; we used a multivariate
analysis of variance with the university of attendance (U.S. university vs. Turkish univer-
sity) entered as the fixed factor and rapport, participation, motivation, and perceptions of
learning entered as the dependent variables. The model was significant, Λ = .67, F(1, 292)
= 35.41, p < .001, η2 = .33. The two student samples significantly differed in rapport, F(1,
292) = 56.48, p < .001, with Turkish students reporting significantly less rapport with their
instructors (M = 3.58, SD = 1.23) than U.S. students with their instructors (M = 4.81, SD =
1.58). The student samples also differed significantly in participation, F(1, 292) = 13.64, p
= .001, with Turkish students reporting greater participation (M = 3.58, SD = 1.01) than
U.S. students (M = 3.15, SD = 1.18). U.S. and Turkish students did not significantly
differ in motivation or perceptions of learning.

The final research question inquired whether rapport would predict participation,
motivation, and perceptions of learning in the Turkish student sample. Rapport was a

Table 1. Correlation matrices of all variables for U.S. and Turkish student samples.
Rapport Participation Motivation Cognitive Learning

Rapport – .40** .51** .63**
Participation .48** – .37** .36**
Motivation .61** .34** – .75**
Perceptions of Learning .46** .14 .61** –

Note: U.S. student correlations are below the diagonal. Turkish student correlations are above the diagonal.
**p < .001.
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significant predictor of participation, F(1, 170) = 33.38, p < .001, β = .40 and accounted for
16% of the variance. Rapport was also a significant predictor of state motivation, F(1, 168)
= 61.44, p < .001, β = .52 and accounted for 26% of the variance. Finally, rapport predicted
perceptions of learning, F(1, 160) = 109.97, p < .001, β = .64 and accounted for 40% of the
variance.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to replicate previous research suggesting the importance of
instructor–student rapport in the U.S. classroom and to explore the influence of culture on
the role of rapport by exploring the Turkish classroom. Our results suggest that while
rapport and participation levels differ between the two cultures, rapport is an important
relational strategy for instructors to employ which can elicit positive student outcomes
including state motivation, participation, and perceptions of learning in both cultures.

Turkish and U.S. students perceived significantly different levels of rapport demon-
strated by their instructors with U.S. students reporting greater rapport than Turkish stu-
dents. Culturally, the U.S. is a low power-distance culture, which makes an instructor–
student interpersonal relationship more culturally appropriate. This may afford greater
opportunities for U.S. instructors to build and maintain relationships in the college class-
room. This finding also makes sense given the focus on immediacy research in instruc-
tional communication scholarship and instructor and teaching assistant training
programs which are U.S.-centric ways of teaching and training teachers (Zhang et al.,
2007). Both samples had a majority of women instructors, which may have inflated the
rapport results as women instructors tend to communicate in more relational, immediate,
and affiliative ways (Luo, Grady, & Bellows, 2001). However, two post-hoc t-tests to
examine this possibility revealed no significant differences in rapport between male and
female instructors in the U.S. sample, t (140) = 1.49, p = .13, and no significant difference
in rapport between male and female instructors in the Turkish sample, t (194) = –.43,
p = .66.

The second significant difference was regarding classroom participation with greater
participation being reported by students from Turkey. These results make sense given
the cultural context, as Turkey is a new-found democracy. Thus, according to Girgin
and Stevens (2005), Turkish students and instructors believe classrooms provide a
student-centered forum to practice participation and to exercise their democratic voice.
Interestingly, both cultures expected participation with over 80% of the instructors requir-
ing it as a formal part of the course. However, Turkish instructors tended to reward a
larger percentage of the final grade for it, with some students reporting that 100% of
their grade was dependent on participation. The points allotted to incentivize certain
activities, including oral participation, may communicate to students what the instructor
values and increase content meaningfulness (Frisby, Weber, & Beckner, 2014). Further,
this expectation can change how students prepare to participate through behaviors like
more reading and asking more questions (McDougall & Granby, 1996).

Previous research has found links between participation and learning as measured by
recall (Blankenstein, Dolmans, Vleuten, & Schmidt, 2011) and perceptions of learning
or attitudes (Frisby & Martin, 2010). Contrary to previous research, in the U.S. sample,
there was no significant relationship between participation and perceptions of learning.
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One possible explanation for this finding is that the participation happening in U.S.
classrooms is subjective (Balas, 2000) and may merely function to take attendance and
allow personal stories and examples to be shared. In the U.S. classroom, participation
and educational engagement have also been described as more passive and apathetic
(Dolan, Mallott, & Emery, 2002). If U.S. students are participating in less meaningful
and less prepared ways as observed by Turkish students in multicultural classrooms
(Tatar, 2005), then these forms of oral participation may not contribute to perceptions
of learning in the same way as in the Turkish classrooms. This speculative explanation
supports calls by scholars to focus on participation quality instead of quantity or oral
forms of participation (Burchfield & Sappington, 1999) and to measure learning more
carefully.

Although the instructor–student relationship (i.e., rapport) and student communicative
behaviors (i.e., participation) differed significantly, the two samples did not differ signifi-
cantly in motivation or perceptions of learning. This is initially surprising given the highly
competitive nature and low acceptance rates of students into Turkish universities (Yil-
dirim, 2006). Although only speculation, this may lead some to believe that the Turkish
students are more motivated and are open to and capable of greater cognitive learning
gains. The interactional differences speak to the importance of examining culture-centered
instructional communication, but the lack of student outcome differences seems to suggest
that there is not a one-size-fits-all approach to higher education.

When exploring rapport as a predictor of participation, motivation, and perceptions of
learning, we found that the Turkish sample performed similarly in that rapport was a sig-
nificant predictor of each of the outcomes. However, the Turkish sample performed dif-
ferently in that rapport accounted for less variance in motivation and participation. The
result is consistent with findings that the relationship with instructor is related to motiv-
ation (Bekleyen, 2011) but contradictory to the findings that the instructor–student
relationship did not affect students’ participation rates (Tatar, 2005).

To our knowledge, previous research has not explored a relationship between the
instructor–student relationship and perceived or actual learning in Turkey. Our
results found that rapport was a strong predictor of perceptions of learning and, in
fact, accounted for more variance in perceptions of learning than in the U.S. sample.
Given Wilson and Ryan’s (2013) finding that rapport used to build student engagement
was the only predictor of learning, both perceived and final grades, this finding makes
sense in light of the higher engagement levels of Turkish students. If rapport functions
to engage students, who culturally, educationally, and politically are already highly
engaged (Croucher et al., 2013; Tatar, 2005), then the link to perceptions of learning
is clearer than what we have been able to identify or argue in the extant U.S.-
centric studies, where students are often less engaged in their education and politics
(Croucher et al., 2013).

Given the strong relationships between immediacy and rapport (Frisby & Gaffney,
2015), rapport may also be a culture-laden construct like immediacy (Zhang et al.,
2007) warranting additional examinations of instructor–student rapport across cultures.
Although not a primary purpose of this study, the scales used were reliable and per-
formed as expected with other instructional constructs providing convergent validity.
Thus, this study provides initial validity and support for use of the rapport scale
across cultures.
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Limitations and future directions

This study is limited in that it relied on student perceptions, the data-collection method
differed across samples, and scale choices were determined by the desire to replicate pre-
vious studies. First, the U.S. sample completed an online survey, while the Turkish sample
completed a hard copy survey during class. Although we have no evidence to suggest that
this affected our results in any way, it is important to note as a potential limitation. Second,
the rapport, motivation, participation, and learning scales used in previous work were used
when other options exist. For example, learning may be assessed using other learning
scales (e.g., learning indicators; Frymier & Houser, 1999) or behavioral performance
measures and student participation may be measured by other indicators (e.g., student
engagement, Mazer, 2012). Additionally, future research could measure Hofstede’s
(2001) dimensions of the cultures to understand the influence of each dimension on
instructor–student rapport. Because this is the first study of instructor rapport in a
non-U.S. sample, it is also important for rapport research to be examined in other cultures.
Additionally, it is important for future research to identify the specific behaviors that build
rapport with students using behavioral measures or observations.

Practically, the results of this study inform instructional communication scholars about
cultural differences in instructor communication, student communication, and student
outcomes in two separate cultures. These results can be used to understand both education
abroad and increasingly multicultural classrooms in the U.S. and to inform instructor
training, expectations and policies regarding participation, and optimal ways to inspire
motivation and achieve greater perceptions of learning, if not actual learning, for all stu-
dents in the classroom.
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