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TEACHER NONVERBAL IMMEDIACY TRAINING
AND STUDENT AFFECT

VIRGINIA P. RicHMOND, JAMES C. MCCROSKEY,
TIMOTHY G. PLAX, AND PATRICIA KEARNEY

Previous research has indicated a sirong
assoclatlon between student perceptions of
teacher immediacy and student affect toward
instruction. I+ has also been found that
teacher nonverbhbal benavior 1n the classroom
can Dbe altered by training. The present
study 1nvestigated +the 1mpact of +teacher
training 1ln nonverpal communication and
immedliacy an the affective learning of
students. Results indicated students of
teachers recelving such training percelved
thelr teachers as more* 1immedlate and
reported higher affect +toward Lnstruction
than students of teachers not recelving

training.

For decades teacnher educators have studied the
classroom envirenment to determine why some teachers
are consistently more effectlve at gettlng students to
learn than others. Researchers and practitioners alike
nave polnted to several factors whilch Impact teacher
effectiveness. Rupley and Chevrette (1982) 1n thelr
review of research 1n effectilve <classroom 1nstruction
conclude +tnhnat "the results o¢f recent teacher effec-
tiveness research are pointing to the same information
time and again" (p. T3). They suggest the organized
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teacher who provides appropriate activities, the
teacher who has control over his/sher classroom, and
the teacher with a definite plan of teaching are seen
as effective teachers.

Other educatlonal researchers have suggested that
teacher effectiveness may vary from level +to level.
In. other words, what makes one teacher effective at
one grade level might make another teacher 1neffective
at another level. Bropny (1979a,b) suggests +types of
teacher behaviors that are related positively to
learning at all 1levels, In his 1lists he 1includes
variables such as: teacher organization: working 1ndl-
vidually with students; orsanized c¢alling on students;
appropriate walting +time for a student to answer a
question:; 1f a student does not answer, probing to see
if the student Knows the answer but cannot explain it
or say lt; moderate pralse; consistent criticism; and
effective <¢lassroom management. Beslides +the above
characteristics of teacher Dbehaviors that contribute
to the effective teacher he suggests, as do many other
teacher educators, that the affective compoenent needs
to be exzplored Dbecause of 1ts potential 1impact on
student learning.

In the fileld of communicatlon many researchers
have been studying the 1impact of teacher effectlveness
on student learning and Dbehavior (Andersen, 1979
Kearney & McCroskey, 1980; HNorton 1977:; Nussbaum &
Scott, 1979; Powell & Arthur, 19855 McCroskKey & Rich-
mond, 1983; Richmond & McCroskey, 1984; and Wheeless &
Hurt, 1979). These researchers nave Dbeen concerned
with communication variables which 1impact student
learning. Most of the focus 1In the past few years 1in
communlication 1n 1instruction has Dbeen on affectlve
learning. This companent 13 seen as the one that
often determines whether or not the student 1s willing
to learn and likes learning. In Erathwohl, Bloom and
Masia‘’s (1964) Tarxonomy ¢f Educational Objectives:
Handbook II: The Affective Domain, the affective
domain of learning 1is defined as "the objectives which
emphasize a feeling or +tone, an emotion or degree of
acceptance or rejection” (p. 7). In the fleld of com-
munication researchers have vliewed varlables such as
warmtn, friendliness, comforting pehaviors, Proxemic
penaviors, solidarity, and 1immediacy-likKe Dbehaviors as
components of the communicative behavior of effectlve
teachers. From all the variliables studilied 1t sesms
that teacher 1immediacy behaviors make the strongest
impact on student affect (Andersen, 1979; Kearney &
McCroskey, 1930; and Richmond, Gorham & McCraskey,

1988€).
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Andersen (1979) successfully cperationalized
immedlacy and measured student perceptions of the 1m-
mediate versus non-immediate teacher. She was able to
conclude that "immedlacy may be a powerful variable 1n
predlcting student affect. Teacher-student relation-
snips may ke 1mproved by teaching teachers to be more
immedliate” (p. 85T7). She further suggests that much
more research 1s needed 1n the area since her study
only exzamined "correlational relationships® and future
researcn should establish causal frameworks. Based
upon the above, 1t 1s clear that researchers should
study the nonverbal components when training teachers
and exXamine the 1mpact o¢f nonverbal components of
teachers on student affect.

RATIONALE

Student-teachner interactions are characterized
by Dboth vwverbal and nonverbal components which can
lmpact student learning. wWhile most related research
over the past half-century has Dbeen dedlicated +to
examining the impact ¢f teacher verbal communication
on student learning, the 1impact of teacher nonverbal
communica- tion on student learning 1as recelved
markedly 1increased research attention since the early
1970s. The results of several studies reveal that
appropriate nonverpal bpenaviors of teachers can
contribute posi- tively to student learning 1in both
the affective and +the cognitive domain (Andersen,
1978, 1979; Andersen, P. & Andersen, o5 1982;
Andersen, J., Andersen, P., Hurphy, Wendt-Wasco, 198%5;
Beebe, 1980; Bilshop, 1976; Breed, 1971, Gauger, 1962;
Grant & Hennings, 1971, EKearney, Plaxz, Wwendt-wasco,
{985; Rlichmond, Gorham & McCroskey, 1986€; Smith, 1979;
Victoria, 1970 and WwWelneke, 19481).

Much of the research related to nenverbal <communi-
cation 1n the classroom has centered on the construct
of "nonverbal 1mmediacy.” Menrablian (1971) explained
the 1mmedlacy principle Dby noting that, "People are
drawn toward persons and things they 1like, evaluate
highly, and prefer; and they avold or move away from
things they dislike, evaluate negatively, or do not
prefer". (p. 1). Menrablian further suggests behaviors
which 1indicate 1i1mmedliacy. These 1include behaviors
such as leaning toward ancther; assuming a posltlon
close to another; touching another; direct body posi-
tion when talking with another; lockKing 1nta the eyes
of . another. Mehrablan (1971 states that "immedlacy
reveals our feellings about thlngs as well as people”
(p. 4, He suggests that "likKing eéncourages greater




184

-

immediacy and 1mmedlacy Dproduces more llking” (p.
TL): I+ seems reasonable to assume that 1in the
classroom +the teacher who 1s immedlate 1s more likely
to achieve a closer relationship with his/sher students
and higher student affect toward instruction than the
teacher who 1s nonimmediate.

Immediacy 1s seen as being produced Dby a group of
verbal and nonverbal Dehaviors of teachers which
ennance a feeling of psychological closeness with the
teacher on +the part of students. The current investi-
gation extends this line of research by focusing on
the relationship between student perceptions of teach-
er nonverbal immediacy and student affect toward
instruction. Additionally, the 1impact of +training of
teachers i1in nonverbal c¢ommunication and immedliacy on
student perceptions of 1mmedliacy and affect toward
learning 1s ezxplored.

IEACHER IMMEDIACY AND LEARNING

Teacher-student intaeractions are characterized
by nonverbal messages that are interpreted 1in terms of
arousal, dominance and 1iking (Hehrablan, 1981). In
otner words, a teacher-learner relationshlp cannot Dbe
affect-free. Student responses to teachers 1n terms
of arousal-activity, power-status, and approach-
avoldance are based in large part on students’
interpretations of teachers’ nonverbal cues. As
Victaria (1970) puts 1t, ™"nonverpal phenomena become
qualitatively predominant aspectis of interpersonal
relationships. These 1nterpersonal relatlionships are
critical aspects of all learning outcomes (p. 3).

That immediacy 1s related to affective learning 1s
intultively acceptable. Mehrablan (1981) suggests that
"there 1S a positive correlation between the arousing
quality of that obJect or person and 1ts Ililking--that
1s, the more arousing a pleasurable entity s, the
more 1t 1s 1liked" (p. {1 People are more likely +to
approach people and things they 1like and avold people
and tnhings they dislike. He suggests that 11kKes-dls-
l11Kkes are exhibited 1In a person’s nonverbal Ppbehaviors
of approaching or avolding. For example, 1f a teacher
l1kes a student s/ne willl stand closer to the student,
have more direct body orientation, more eye contact,
more face to face contact, and more physical contact.
If a +teacher dislikes a student, there will Dbe more
avoldance or naonimmediate Dbehavliars. In c¢onclusion,
the nonverbally 1mmediate teacher is 1likely to gene-
rate more positive affective feelings +-on the part of
the student. Hence, a positive relationship developed
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petwean teachers and students would seem 1likely +to
influernce tlre development of favorabple attitudes
tovard the learning situation. Research clearly
indicates that teachers’ nonverbal i1mmedlacy Dbehaviors
impact student perceptions o¢of the teacher and the
classroom environment (see Andersen P. and Andersen
Ty 1982, PPR. 110-112).

Tn Andersen’s (1978,1979) study ot college
students enreolleda 1n an 1ntroductory lnterpersonal
communication course, teacher immedlacy predicted 467
of the wvarlance in student affect toward the course
instructor, 294 of +the variance 1n student affect
toward the course content, and 184 of the variance 1n
student benhavioral commitment, McDowell, E.B.,
McDawell C.E, and Hyerdanl (1980) replicated Ander-
sen’s research 1in communlicatlion c¢ourses at the Jjunilor
and senlor high school levels, adding additional ex-
ploratory variables to determine whether measures of
nomophily and/or student attentiveness correlate with
immedlacy varliables, The overall results revealed
significant relationship among affect, behavioral com-
mitment, immediacy, nomopnily, and attentiveness
variables. In the Junior high group, students who gave
the teacher hilgh ratings on Andersen’s Behavieral In-
dicants of Immedlacy ©Scale (BII)--which focuses on
teacher use of specific nonverbal immediacy pehaviors
-=reported they enjoyed engaging in recommended
communication practices (l.e., demonstrated Dbehavioral
commitment) and received higher course grades. At the
senior hnigh level, significant positlve relatlonsilps
ezlsted Dbetween the BII, engaging 1n communication
practices, homophily, and attentiveness variables.

Nussbaum (1982) after reviewing the 1literature aon
teacher bhehavior, student achievement, and teacher
effectiveness concluded that "studlies have consistent-
ly found that expressive or enthusiastic instructors,
when compared o nonexpressive lnstructeoers, produce
more positive outcomes within the classroom (higher
achlievement and higher effectiveness ratings)" (pgs.
T3IT-738). In his own study HNusspaum (1982) was aple to
point to the importance that c¢ommunication variables,
such as 1instructor style, have on teacher effective-
ness. He suggests that *the results of teacher
effaectiveness studles should begin to aid the
practicing c¢lassroom teacher" (p. T4T).

More recently, Kearney et al. (198%) concluded
that "teacher 1mmedlacy 1s c¢ritical for particular
student affectlve learning outcomes 11n both P-type
(person orilented) anda T-type (task orient2d) classes”
(PP. Ti-72). Ricnmond et al. (1986) found that
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vocal expressiveness, smiling, and a relaxed body
position on the part of teachers als¢e appear to be
substantially associated with c¢ognitive learning 1in
college students.

TeaCHER  TRAINING

Posiltive +teacher 1immediacy Dbehaviors appear o
be substantlally associated with increased student af-
fect. Additionally, teachers’ perceptions o¢f success
in teaching have been demonstrated to pbe largely asso-
clated with affective outcomes (Harootunian & Yarsger,
1981). Effective teaching behavior (from Dboth the
student and the teacher vantage points) thus appears
to call for optimal use of nonverbal behaviors which
enhance perceived immedlacy. The prescriptive useful-
ness of thls Knowledge 1Is directly assoclated with the
degree to which nonverbal behaviors can be consclously
employed Dby +teachers. It has Dbeen demonstrated that
teachers’ nonverbal behaviors can be modified through
awareness and tralning (Bradley,. 1979: Grant &
Hennings, 1971; Earr-Eidwell, 1978; Klinzing, 1983,
1984; Hier, 1979; Hussbaum, 1982; Hussbaum, 1974).
whnether such +tralning alters students’ perceptions of
teacher immediacy and/or students’ affective learning,
however, remailns an open guestlon.

Eesearch on verbal communication training suggests
the probabllity of such positive effects from training
is high. McCroskey, Richmond, Plax and Eearn2y (198%5)
found that +training 1in c¢ommunication 1impacted the
types of behavior alteration technigues teachers Wwere
percelived as using by thelr students. Students saw
untralined teachers as using more Punishment from
Teacher, Personal (Student) Responsikility, Punishment
from Others, Teacher Modeling, Guilt, Teacher/Student
Relationship; Negative, Legitimate-Higher Authority,
and Legltimate-Teacher Authiority. They saw tralned
teachers as using more Self-Esteem. In other words,
the untrained teachers were seen as communicating 1in 2a
more negative and less encouraglng manner than tine
trained teachers. These changes Wwere assoclated with
more positive affect on +the part of the students
taught by the +trained teachers.

RE':EEECH Q”r:cI OMNS

The research seems to demonstrate that there 1s
a difference Dbetween teachers who are trained 1n com-
municatlion and teachers who arg untrained 1in communl-
cation. Research also suggests that those trained 1in
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communication achleve hnigher student affect +toward
instruction. If instructional communication
researchers are +to ald +the practicing teacher as
Nussbaum and others have suggested, then we must begln
taking theory into practice. We must bhe able to
compare teachers 1in varlious c¢communication training
conditions and determine what 1s effective +training
and what 1s not. Hence, the following research
questions were posed for study:

RQl: Do teachers who are +trained in the use of
nonverbal immedlacy cues gdenerate more
positive student affect toward instructlon?

RG2: Can such an effect, 1f ohserved, he attri-
buted to changes in nonverbal 1mmedlacy
behavior of the teacher?

METHCD

PROCED HB_'E-‘:

Teachers were contacted and regquested to have
thelr students complete the 1nstruments dlscussed
belaw. Code numbers were employed to insure anonymity
¢of both teachers and students. All teachers contacted
were teaching 1in grades T-12, since younger students
could not Dbe expected to understand the research
instruments.

In order +t¢ obtain a sample of teachers with
training 1in nonverkal c¢ommunication and 1immedlacy,
public school teacher who had recently completed a
course 1n nonverbal communlcation which emphasized
immediacy and currently were teacning 1n grades 7-i2
were 1invited to participate. Although none refused
the 1nvitation, some did not teach regular classes
(speech pathology, llbrarlians, and so on) and some
were unable to obtain permission from thelr school
districts to collect +the necessary data form thelr
students. A total of 22 teachers were able +t¢o provide
complete data from their students.

In order +to obtain a sample of teachers with no
communication training, the cooperating teachers
described above were asked to secure the cooperation
of another teacher 1in thelr school who was teachling at
the same level as they were put had had no communica-
tion courses (nonverbal or otherwise) heyond what may
have Dbeesn avallable 1n their undergraduate preogram. In
all but two cases, the cooperation of an appropriate




Individual was obtalined. In those +two 1nstances the
investigators were 1informed +that all of the teachers
In the school had taKen graduate c¢ourses 1in communl-
cation. Thus, the no training c¢ondition 1included data
from the students of 20 teachers.

Each participating teacher was Pprovided with 1n-
struments to Dbe given to 15 students. In order +to
guarantee a cross-sectional sample of students +the
teachers were 1instructed to gilve the 1nstruments +to
"five of your very Dbest students,” "five average
students” and five of your very worst students.”
Thus, data were obtained from 630 students, 330 who
were taught by “"traineq” teachers and 300 who were
taught by "™untrained™ teachers.

< = b

STUDENT PERCEPTION QOF TEACHER NONYVERBAL [MMEDIACY
The students were provided with a definition of 1m-
mediacy and 1immedlacy behaviors peéeople might exhibit
when communicating with others similar to that employ-
ed Dby Andersen (1979). Then they were askKed t¢o respond
to the following statement, "My teacher’s communica-
tion with me 1s very immedliate" using five seven-step,
bipolar adqjectives. The bipolar adljectives were:
agree-disagree; false-true; incorrect-correct,; wWrong-
right; and yes-no, The alpha reliability for the
measure was .92,

GENERAL AFFECT TOowARD INSTRUCTION. Student
affect toward 1nstruction was measured Dby summing the
scores on attitudes toward the course, 1lis content and
the 1instructor as well as 1ncreased 1likelihood of
engaging 1in behaviors taught 1n the class and taking
additional classes 1n the sublect matter, Attituqes
toward the content of the course, behaviors
recommended 1n the course and the 1instructor were
measured Dby four seven- step bilpolar scales: good/bad;
worthless/valuable; fair/unfair; and positive/
negative, TO measure behavioral intention, the
sublects were asked +to respond to two statements on
four Dbipolar, seven-step scales. The statements were
1) *in real-life siltuations, your likelinood of
actually attempting to engage in the behaviors
recommended I1n the course,” and 2) "Your 1likelihood of
actually enrolling in another course of related
content 1f your schedule so permits.” The scales were
likely/unlikely:; impossible/possible; probable/simprob-
able; and would not/would. The 1indicatien of general
affect toward 1instruction was generated Dby adding the
s¢ores on the flve measure abaove. Alpha rellabllity
for this measure was .9 Q.
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D IE Atletil’.‘lc

In order to aveold inflation of the degrees of
freedom for the statistlical analyses, the data for the
{s students of each teacher were aggregated Dby
computing mean scores on each varlable for each
teacher. All subsequent analyses were Dbased on these
scores.

In order +to generate results related to our first
research 4dguestion, a one-way analysis of varlance was
employed. Teacher training/non-iraining 1in nonverbal
immedlacy was used as the 1independent varliable and
students’ scores on general affect toward instruction
were used as the dependent variable,

In order to generate results related to our second
research questlon, two analyses were performed. A one-
way analysis of wvariance was employed to determine
whether the students perceived any difference Dbetween
the trained and untrained teachers wlth regard to 1m-
medliacy. Secondly, a one-way analysis of covarlance
was performed on the general affect scores with train-
ing condition as the lndependent variable and
perceived 1immedliacy as the covariate. All tests were
conducted at the alpha .05 level of significance,

RESULTS

The results of the one-way analysis ¢f varliance
of the affective learning scares indicated an
affirmative answer +to research gquestion one, The
results 1ndicated an affirmative answer +o research
qJuestion one. The results 1indicated teachers who were
trained in the “use-. of nonverbal immediacy cues
generataed more positive student affect towarda
instruction (F = 6.79, Pp < .Q2). The mean for the
trained teachers was 109.8 and the mean for +the
untratined teachsrs was 106.0.

The results of the one-way analysis of varlance of
the 1immedlacy scores suggested an affirmative answer

to research gquestion two. The results revealed a
significant difference 1in perceived 1immedlacy between
trained versus untrained teachers (F = 10.2%5, p <

.002). The mean for the trailned teachers was 27.5 and
for the untrained teachers 25.8.

In order to confirm that the effect on student af-
fect c¢ould be attributable to differences 1in teacher
nonverbal 1mmedlacy, an analysis of <c¢ovarlance was
rerformed o¢on the student affect scores with c¢ovariate
being student perception of teacher i1mmediacy. The
analysis of covariance 1ndlcated that the 1mmedlacy
cavarliate contributed significantly to the student
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affect scores (F - 278.96, p < .0001). In addition,
as would be expected Lf the difference on general
student affect previously observed Dbetween trained and
untrained teachers were a function of the 1mmedlacy
tralining, the +training effect was non-significant (F =
045, p » .05) after removal of the varliance atiri-
butable +to 1immediacy. The covariance adjusted mean
affect scores for trained and untrained teachers were

108.% ‘and 10T7.% respectively.
DISCUSSION

Our first research question asked whether
teachers trained in the use of nonverbal immedlacy
cues generate more positive student affect toward
instruction. The results of this study 1indicate that
they do. Trained teachers were perceived as more
immediate by thelr students and thelir students
reported more positive affect toward 1instruction when
tauvght Dby those teachers. In addition, when variance
attributable to differences in immedlacy were removed,
the +training effect disappeared. This suggests the
differences 1n immediacy were responsible for the
observed differences in student atfect. Thus a
reasonaple interpetation of the resulis of this
investigation 1s that +training in nonverbal 1mmedlacy
can lead +to¢o gre=at teacher immediacy and, as a result,
more positive student affect toward lnsiruction.

while the above interpretation 18 consistent with
the 1ntent of +the training program 1n which the
teacners participated as well as with the llterature
clted earlier in this paper, 1t 1s only one of +the
possible explanations for the observed results. The
present study 1invelved an “after-only" design and was
nect a true experiment. The teachers 1n both training
conditions were voluntary participants 1n the study.
Additionally, theose 1n the +training c¢onditlon were
self-selected into that condition. It is entirely
possible, therefore, that the observed differences 1In
immediacy exlisted prior t¢ +the training. Thus, the
conclusion that training 1in this study produced great-
er teacher 1immediacy and student affective learning
must be accepted only with caution and with the recog-
nition that 1t should he sublected to the test of a
true erxperiment bhefore i1t can ke c¢onsidered confirmed.

The assoclatlon between percelved teacher 1mmedl-
acy and student affect observed 1in this study, how-
ever, 1s sublect to less question 1n terms of external
valldlity, The ohserved assoclation was very stronsg
and 1s c¢onsistent with the results of a number of
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previous studlies. Clearly, students who percelve
tneir teachers as more immediate als¢ report more
positive affect for 1nstruction 1n those teacners’
classes.

while 1t 1s tempting to infér causality from these
results, as have several previous researchners, Wwe
pelieve such an 1inference must also e made with
cautlion. As has been noted Dby HMcCroskey (1984), the
assoclation between student perceived 1mmedlacy ScCores
and student affect for 1instruction Scores 1s s¢o high
tnat one might legitimately consider them to Dbe two
measures of the same thing. If 1indeed 1mmediacy and
affect are dlstinct constructs in ithe minds of student
subjects, immedlacy must be the dominant factor in
determining student affective learning. However,
since we are dealing 1n the domain of perceptlion, 1t
1s very possible that the constructs are not at all
distinct and that considerable mutual causallty and
snared perceptual response are present.

wnile we do not wish to discount the impertance of
teacher immediacy, we suggest that Tfuture research 1s
needed 1n which ratings of immedlacy of teachers and
reports of affect toward 1instruction from those
teachers are completed by different subjects.
Preferaply, the ‘former should be made Dby tralned, non-
student observers and the latter Dby students. If the
association Detween teacher immediacy and student
affect toward instruction 1s also very high under such
research controls, we may Dbe able to makKs a mu<h
stronger claim for the importance of teacher immedliacy

in instructlions.
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