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Abstract. The epistemological aspect of knowledge is described as a subject of psychology
and pedagogy studies, students’ views about learning or acquisition of knowledge and
learning skills, role of experience in which knowledge is construed.Epistemic authority is
related to the social context, interaction within this context in which transmission and
exchange of knowledge take place and which is studied in the concept of social
epistemology.Studies into epistemological views of students reveal the specifics of academic
areas:students may have views about knowledge in general, this influences their behaviour,
but they may differ in academic areas.Epistemic authority was explained as an essential
factor in the process of acquisition of knowledge in schools and universities. An empirical
study consisting of two stages was conducted to investigate student-perceived epistemic
authority of university professors. Research target is to find out the level of assessment of
perceived epistemic authority of university professors in the student and graduate samples
and in study area groups. Author use epistemic authority research methodology, which
include survey - Epistemic Authority Scale. A comparison of the results on the level of the
sample shows that the results of study one and two are similar to the results obtained in the
original study, and this, in general, suggests similar tendencies in assessment of professors’
epistemic authority regardless of cultural environment and the time distance when the
measurements were made.
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Introduction

Epistemic authority is related to the social context, interaction within this
context in which transmission and exchange of knowledge take place and which
is studied in the concept of social epistemology (Egan, Shera, 1952; Fuller,
2002; Goldman, 2001; Zandonade, 2004; Jacobson, 2007). Essential are the
concept of epistemological views and studies into epistemological views of
students (Schommer-Aikins, 2004; Gottlieb, 2007; Hammer, Elby, 2002; Buehl,
Alexander, 2005; Ordonez et al., 2009) in which relationship between
epistemological views and the acquired diverse experience is emphasised.
Epistemic authority was explained as an essential factor in the process of
acquisition of knowledge in schools and universities (Raviv et al., 1990; Bar-Tal
et al., 1991; Raviv et al., 1993; De Grada et al., 1999; Raviv et al., 2003).
Particular emphasis in the concept of epistemic authority is put on individual’s
trust in the information provided by the epistemic authority and readiness to
receive or accept it (Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski et al., 2005). It was
acknowledged that epistemic authority of sources in a person's life may change
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in various areas and stages of life (Erb et al., 2003; Raviv et al., 1990;
Ramazanoglu, Holland, 2002; Lewis, 2007; Barton et al., 2008).

It 1s acknowledged that a factor which has significant influence on
perception of epistemic authority is epistemic dependency which is related to the
perceived internal and external epistemic authority; this, in its turn, determines
the social decisions regarding trusting the authority, critical assessment of
trusting the authority (Kruglanski, 1989; Kitchener et al., 1989; Raviv et al.,
1993; Kruglanski, et al., 2005; Bar, 1999; Raviv et al., 2003; Mugny et al., 2006;
Ricco et al.,, 2010). A normally functioning adult may develop a balanced
psychological perception of an epistemic authority by developing adequate
opinions about whom, when and to what extent to trust.

The article describes the process of development of the structure of
assessment of epistemic authority: 1) system of studying the hierarchy of
epistemic authority which was developed through studying Israeli students’
assessments for epistemic authority of various sources (Bar, 1983, as mentioned
Kruglanski, 2005); 2) the structure of perceived epistemic authority and the
epistemic authority scale (EAS) developed by Raviv in cooperation with
colleagues (Raviv et al., 1990).

Materials and methods

An empirical study consisting of two stages was conducted to investigate
student-perceived epistemic authority of university professors. Epistemic
authority research methodology was used in the study: Epistemic Authority
Scale (Raviv et al., 1993). This survey was used to study the degree of student-
and graduate-perceived epistemic authority of one associate professor chosen by
them and the degree of four authority components: 1) the level of knowledge the
individual attributes to the source; 2) the extent to which the individual trusts the
source; 3) the extent to which the individual is ready to change their opinion
under the influence of the source; 4) the extent to which the individual is ready
to change their behaviour under the influence of the source (Raviv et al., 1990;
1993).

In the original study (Raviv et al., 1993), perceived epistemic authority of
professors was studied in a sample of Israeli students. When conducting the
study with a sample of Latvian students, a similar context was used (how
students perceive the professor’s epistemic authority). Analysis of the statements
included in the methodology and the process of the original study, it could be
concluded that in both cultural environments students have a similar
understanding of what a professor as an essential source of information is, what
factors may influence student-perceived authority of the professor, that the
course of the study can be similar and that students’ attitude towards the study
can be similar.
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The study question - What is the level of assessment of perceived epistemic
authority of professors in the students’ actual interaction with the professor and
the graduates’ time-remote interaction with the professor in study area groups?

Results

In retrospective assessment of the students’ actual interaction with the
professor and the graduates’ time-remote interaction with the professor,
professors’ epistemic authority is generally assessed as a medium-level
authority. The assessments provided for the components of the professor’s
epistemic authority vary in two studies between low and high. Higher ratings
have been provided for the cognitive aspect of professors’ epistemic authority
(components ,,professor’s knowledge”) and the cognitive-emotional aspect
which is related to component ,,trust in professor’s knowledge”; medium low for
the cognitive-emotional which is related to component ,,student’s readiness to
change opinion while perceiving the professor’s epistemic authority”; the lowest
(ranging between low and medium) ratings have been provided by the students
and graduates for the behavioural aspect which is related to component
»student’s readiness to change behaviour while perceiving the professor’s
epistemic authority (see table 1).

Table 1. Average (M) Indicators of Epistemic Authority Ratings in Student and
Graduate Samples (Blumberga, 2011; Blumberga, Vorobjovs, 2014)

Sample Level of Trust in Readiness to [Readiness to [Total average

knowledge |knowledge |change change

opinion behaviour

Students (N=307) 478 417 3.98 2,91 4,02
17 study
Students (N=152)
2" study 5,27 4,49 4,01 3,22 4,33
Graduates (N=248) | 7, 4,13 3,86 2,74 3,93
17 study
Graduates (N=210) | 5 ;¢ 4,55 3,76 3,09 4,25
2™ study

In the Study 1 (Blumberga, 2011), the readiness to change opinion was
slightly higher in the group of arts students (M= 4,20); for comparison, the
rating for this component was M=3,80 in the group of students of the social area
and M=3,95 in the group of students of the area of sciences). In the group of arts
students, readiness to change opinion was comparatively closer to trust in
professor’s knowledge, and this determines higher (compared with other groups)
readiness to change behaviour (M=3,02); for a comparison, the group of
students in the social area had M=2,88; the group of students in the area of
sciences had M=2,85). In graduate study area groups, the results of assessments
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for professor’s level of knowledge, readiness to change opinion and behaviour in
perception of the professor’s epistemic authority were similar. There were
comparatively lower results for the assessment viewing trust in professor’s
knowledge in the group of graduates in the arts area (M=3,96); the group of
students in the area of social sciences had M=4,20 for this component and the
group of students of the sciences had M=4,12).

Analysis of the results of the study groups in the Study 2 (Blumberga,
Vorobjovs 2014) showed lower results in the groups of students and graduates in
the area of sciences when viewing readiness to change behaviour in perception
of professor’s epistemic authority: (M=2,99 (students); M=2,90 (graduates). For
a comparison for this component, the group of the social area had M=3,27
(students), M=3,19 (graduates) and the group of the arts area had M=3,37
(students), M=3,18 (graduates).

Higher standard deviations (S), which suggest more explicit variations of
the results, were observed in the student sample for the component of readiness
to change opinion, and for trust in knowledge and readiness to change opinion in
the graduate sample. The most significant components of professor’s epistemic
authority from the aspect of influence: readiness of students and graduates to
change opinion and behaviour have lower ratings than the components directly
related to professor's knowledge. A similar tendency was observed also in the
study conducted in the sample of Israeli students (Raviv et al., 1993). In general,
the results of epistemic authority assessments show a successful implementation
of professors’ authority dimension “source of knowledge or accepted truth”
(Pace, Hemming, 2004), which is an essential sign of epistemic authority
(Heritage, Raymond, 2005; Kruglanski et al., 2005; Quiamzade, Mugny,
Chatard, 2009).

A comparison of the results obtained in the student and graduate samples
with the results obtained in the original study (Raviv et. al., 1993) lead to a
conclusion that in general, when viewing the results of Study 1 and Study 2,
there has the following tendency: Students and graduates of universities located
in Riga rate professors’ epistemic authority higher than Israeli students (see
Table 2).

A comparison of the results on the level of the sample shows that the
results of Study 2 are similar to the results obtained in the original study, and
this, in general, suggests similar tendencies in assessment of professors’
epistemic authority regardless of cultural environment and the time distance
when the measurements were made. The following question is put up for
discussion: What factors determine that, in the study conducted in Israel,
statistics students have given high ratings for professor’s epistemic authority
(significantly higher than psychology students), but sciences students and
graduates of Riga universities have provided lower rating for professors’
epistemic authority than students and graduates of the social area. According to
the interpretation given by the Israeli researchers (Raviv et al., 1993), there
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might be two explanations for the results of the students of Riga universities:
1) Students of the sciences in universities of Rigaare more sceptical and less
structured than Israeli statistics students and study respondents in year 1993;
2) the assessed professors in the area of sciences in Riga universities provide
less consequent knowledge. However, the results of assessment of professors’
(one concrete area) epistemic authority assessed in the Israeli study and the
results of the study conducted in the area of sciences at Riga universities (which
included several study courses related to the area of sciences) cannot be
compared directly.

Table 2. Comparison of Average Indicators (M) for Epistemic Authority of Professors in
Student Samples in Israel and Riga

Israel Riga Compared Compared groups
(2011) statistic indicators
N M (1) M (2)
Psychology students 76 3,86 —
(Raviv et. al., 1993)
Statistics students 71 4,68 —
(Raviv et. al., 1993)
Social area students | 101;51 3,97 4,40
Social area graduates | 142;58 3,95 4,36
Sciences arca 105;51 3,96 4,24
students
Sciences area 55;66 3,93 4,00
graduates
Average result in 147 4,25 —
student sample
(Raviv et. al., 1993)
Average result for 307;152 4,02 4,30
student sample
Average result for 248:210 3,93 4,25
graduate sample

M (1) — compared results of Study 1; M (2) — compared results of Study 2
Conclusions

The epistemic aspect of authority is demonstrated by authority’s structural
element ,,source of knowledge or accepted truth”.Perception of an epistemic
authority takes place in the social context in the knowledge transmission and
exchange process, with emergence of social judgements.It has been empirically
verified that, perceived epistemic authority of a professor includes multiple
dimensions: the cognitive with its factors ,professor’s expertness” and
,professor’s knowledge” and the cognitive-emotional — trust in professor’s
knowledge, which is related to perception of objectivity. The empirical results
show that, in retrospective assessment of students’ actual interaction with the
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professor and graduates’ time-remote interaction with the professor, professors’
epistemic authority is generally assessed as a medium-level authority. The
assessments provided for the components of the professor’s epistemic authority
vary in two studies between low and high. Professor’s knowledge and trust in
professor’s knowledge are rated higher. However, the results of the assessment
vary between low and medium in the first study to medium and medium high in
the second study. This shows possible influence of social and demographic
factors. A comparison of the results on the level of the sample shows that the
results of Study 2 are similar to the results obtained in the original study, and
this, in general, suggests similar tendencies in assessment of professors’
epistemic authority regardless of cultural environment and the time distance
when the measurements were made.

However, further studies are necessary to have more detail for the
components and the factors.While studying student-perceived epistemic
authority of professors, results have been obtained which can be used for:
1) professional development of professors in management of the study process;
2) further research. Further studies would be useful: 1) to identify factors which
determine the comparatively low ratings provided for component ,,students’
readiness to change behaviour”; 2) to study students’ epistemic dependence on
the professor as an essential source of information, which may reveal the factors
of perceived epistemic authority of the professor in more detail; 3) to study how
professors perceive their epistemic authority and professional efficiency as a
condition for being an authority.
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