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SUMMARY

The objective of this study is to develop a typology of nonverbal
behavior and terms descriptive of qualities evoked by that behavior, and
to ascertain whether student teacher nonverbal behavior can be measured
and described by means of the categorization of bnrth nonverbal gestural
behaviors and affective qualities nbserved in video recordings of student
teachers in art teaching-learning situations.

The 1iterature dealing with nonverbal behavior and techniques used
in systematic analysis of teacher behavior yielded evidence suygesting
that gestural behaviors of student teachers and the qualities evoked by
that behavior are subject to systematic analysis. Data from a pilot
study, and analysis of a video recorded sample of 15 student teachers in
art teaching-learning situations led to the development of a typology of
nonverbal behavior and terms descriptive of affective qualities. The typo-
logy of nonverbal behavior consists of seven categories of student
teachers' gestural behavior classified as to type and kind; i.e., Trans-
actional nonverbal behavior characterized by Interactive and Spatial
Stimulus gestures, and Non-Transactional nonverbal behavior characterized
by Image Reflective gestures. Analysis of the affective qualities evoked
by student teachers' gestural behavior suggested seven categories of terms
descriptive of qualities on a continuum from Supportive to Unsupportive
exhibited in art teaching-learning situations.

An instrument for systematic observation was constructed to measure
the relation between student teachers' gestural behavior and reflected
qualities within Task-setting, Demonstration, and Evaluation contexts of
teaching-learning situations in art. A category system for the instrument
was conceived on the basis of simultaneous categorization of student
teacher gestural behavior and terms descriptive of qualities evoked by
that behavior. A category plus time unit means of recording judgments was
devised corresponding to the seven gestural behavior categ-.ies. To
determine reliability and validity of the instrument, the researcher
and six judges used the instrument in observing three different student
teachers {in art teaching-learning situations randomly selected from
16 video recorded samples collected for the study.

To ascertain content vaiidity of the instrument a number of descrip-
tive procedures were used: {1; the percentage of agreement between the
researcher and si» judges, (2) the percentage of agreement among the
seven judges, (3) contingency coefficfents for the independent cate-
gorfizations of each judge with the researcher. Analysis of the data was
conducted to ascertain frequency of observations relative to patterni of
gestural behavior and reflected qualities. Factor analysis, as a method
of construct validity, was employed (1) to ascertain whether the con-
structs, types and kinds of nonverbal behavior basic to the instrument
accounted for the influences among gestural behaviors, and (2) to
ascertain the extent of independence between these constructs relative
to the three contexts in art teaching-learning situations.



Evidence gathered supports the proposition that the constructs basic
to the tyﬁology of nonverbal behavior and terms descriptive of qualities
used in the instrument provide a valid and reliable index of student
teachers' qualitative gestural communication behavior within contexts of
art teaching-learning situations.

The findings of the study serve as a theoretical basis for defining
those properties of teacher communication behavior which have not pre-
viously been studied. Insight into thesc qualities may provide a way of
dealing with teacher hehavior that is more closely related to desired
qualitative levels of nupil experiences in their encounters with art than
other more traditional approaches used in the education of art teachers.
The findings also 1m?lg that the criteria of the instrument for systematic
analysis of nonverbal behavior have applicability to teachers in all
fields of education, and that this analysis may be particularly appropri-
ate to those situations consisting of pupils from diverse socio-cultural
environments. The conclusions of the study suggest that there 15 an
additional body of knowledge that can be learned by prospective art
teachers and, as such, qualitative nonverbal behavior may be examined
as a potentially fruitful additional dimension in art teacher education
programs.

Further research i1s necessary to test tlie reliability of the instru-
ment for systematic observation and to develop normative standards for its
widespread usage. Cross validation studies of student teachers and mature
teachers of art, as well as other fields, at different levels of public
school education, and in diverse socio-cultural 2nvironments is recom-
mended. Research based on the constructs used in this study is recom-
mended in the development of techniques for systematic analysis of the
interrelationships ¢f teachers' visual and verbal qualitative communica-
tion behavior in teaching-learning situations.

xi




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

The objective of this study is to develup a typology of nonverbal
gestural communication behavior as evidenced by student teachers in art.
As an aspect ¢f the study an attempt 1s made to develop techniques for
the systematic observation and analysis of nonverbal gestural behavior
as having neutral, supportive, or unsupportive affective qualities in
teaching-learning situations in art.

The basic premise underlying this study is that nonverbal gestural
behavior is characteristic of all communication behavior and is also a
qualitative aspect of teacher cormunication in the classroom. Quali-
tative communication is characterized by the utilization of feelings,
emtfons and attitudes in the expression of ideas and, as such, is a
significant dimension of teacher behavior in the teaching-learning
process in art.

On the assumption that the way teachers pehave in teaching art is
dependent on how teachers desire learners to behave, those particular
behaviors ielative to the nonverbal gestural communication of student
teachers in art provide the focus for the study.

The study is first concerned with the identification and descrip-
tion of nonverbal gestural behavior and the categorization of such be-
havior as having neutral, supportive, or unsupportive affective qual~
1:1&5 ?s evidenced by student teachers in art teaching-learning
situatfons.

Secondly, the study is concerned with the development of techniques
for the systematic observation and analysis of qualities of nonverbal
gestural behavior that give evidence of reliability and validity when
uti¥ized with student teachers in art teaching-learning situatiors.

The Significance of the Study

One of the first assumptions to be made concerning teaching-learning
situations 1s that the pattern of behavior of the teacher affects the
pattern of behavior in the learner. One way in which the active involve-
ment and participation of the learner is elicited 1s the manner in which
the teacher communicates within the structure of the teaching-learning
situatfon, Since all communication %s characterized by qualitative
aspects that evoke or elicit qualitative responses, whether on a conscious
or unconscious level, affective teacher communication is a significant
area for investigation. More specifically that aspect of qualitative
communication identified as nonverbal gestural communication as it relites
to teaching-learning situations in art is the focus of this study.

1



In recent years there has been an increasing focus by educational
researchers on analyzing the patterns of both teachers' affective and
cognitive verbal statements and their effects on the learning experiences
of students. Much of this investigation into the nature of teacher
communication behavior has involved the systematic analysis of teachers’

verbal statements into categories of intent as it affects the climate of
- the teaching-learning situation and student behavior. The research of
Anderson (2?. Withall (50) and Flanders (21) has been influantial in
the area of classroom interaction as it pertains to the development
- of instruments for the systematic observation and analysis of teachers'
affective verual communication behavior, :

Attention has -also been given to the various nonverbal aspects of
communication behavior particularly in disciplines other than education.
The field of communication theory, which has drawn upon the efforts of
researchers in the areas of anthropology, linguistics, psychology and
psychiatry has produced evidence concerning the nature of nonverbal
communication labeled body motion or gesture. Hayes (28:158) provides a
summary of the basfc assumptions concerning the communication aspects
of body motion:

1. Like other events in nature, no body movement or expression
is without meaning in the context in which it appears.

2. Like other aspects of human behavior, body posture, movement
and facial expression are patterned and, thus subject to
systematic analysis.

3. . .. the systematic body motion of members of a community is
Eo?sidered a function of the social system to winfch a group
elongs.

4, Visible body activity 1ike audible acoustic'activity system-
atically influences the behavior of other members of any par-
ticular group. '

5. Unti) otherwise demonstrated such behavior will be considered
to have an investigable communication function.

In the field of art educatifon, scholars are beginning to question
what type of research is valid for and agplicabIe to the pature of our
phenomenon. Ecker (16:32) believes the focus for research in art educa-
tion is "not the quantitative but its qualitative dimensicn." Ecker
refers to the need for description and presciiption of qualitative means
and ends in the field. Mcre broadly he views the role of research to be
that of dealing with interpersonal relationships found in all teaching-
learning situations, i.e., "humans as component qualijties - not of
painting or sculpture but of situations.” Hi11 (29) notes the need for
research to identify and analyze qualitative data, especially since all
art education is medfated in the qualitative-syrbolic domain and that
teaching-learning situations in art need to he characterized by quali-
tative predominance. Eisner (20:362) dafincs the u.e and control of the
qualitative as "qualitative intelligence.” Recoynizing that the actor,




to be successful, sees his task as "achieving qualitative ends . . . and
engages in those activities designed to elicit qualities that constitute
these ends;" he makes the analogy between acting and teaching as evi-
dence for developing the qualitative intelligence of teachers:

Intelligent control of qualitative elements necessary
in asting s also necessary in teaching insofar as teach-
ing 15 partly a task of acting and achieving comnunication
between teacher and individual and group. The qualitative
controls that teachers employ can enhance teaching and can
be instrumental to theoretical ends embodied in certain sub-
Jects and can also be used to achieve qualitative ends incor-
porated in other subjects., Teachers who are able to control
qualities intelligently are probably better able to produce
the kind of classroom atmosphere that will facilitate the type
of learning they value. (20:363)

Another condition that points to the necessity for teacher aware-
ness and control of their qualitative nonverbal behavior is noted by
Galloway. (24:72) He states that when a contradiction exists between
what the teacher says and what the teacher comm:nicates, pupils will
attend tc the expressive behavior of the teacher to check on the verbal,
"If a difference exists between the two expressions, it is the nonverbal
that s believed and accepted by the pupil as representing the authentic
message." It is particularly in those teaching-learning situations that
are characterized by cultural difference between teacher and students
that the influence of the nonverbal behavior of teachers is most apparent.
According to Galloway:

Especially important is the notion that nonverbal
messages may be more significant to pupils than teacher
verbalizations when they attempt to ascertain the
teacher's true feelings and attitudes toward them. A
prominent example of this phenomenon orccurs with 1inguis-
tically disadvantaged youngsters who are bombarded by
the verbal avalanches of teacher talk in classroom
settings, and who have no recourse but to rely on the
nonverbal messages of teacher behavior. It is the cul-
turally disadvantaged chiid who understands the least
amount of information that is transmitted verbally and
who reads the most meaning into the nonverbal behavior

S r————

of the teachers. (24:72, 73)

Nonverbal behaviors reflect those qualities that provide instanta-
neous perception of meaning within the context of interpersonal relation-~
ships and often are the most lingering retention of the event. As such,
nonverbal phenomena become qualitatively predominant aspects of inter-
personal relationships. These interpersonal relationships are critical
aspects of all learning situations.




Research that has been conducted to date in the area of teacher
behavior has dealt primarily with the analysis of teachers' verbal state-
ments in an effort to delineate significant aspects of teacher behavior
and student-teacher interaction. In an anthology of twenty-six major
classroom observation instruments, Simon and Boyer (47) report that
twenty-five of these instruments deal exclusively or primarily with the
analysis of teachers' verbal communication. Seven of the instruments
are designed to observe some aspect of nonverbal behavior. Those items
classified as nonverbal refer to such behaviors as nonverbal writing,
seat work, demonstrations and illustrations. Only one instrument deals
with the identification of gestural behavior as a mode of communication
of an encounter. Gesture in this instrumeat is defined as "behavior
characterized by purposive body movement.” In the field of art educa-
tion, Nei? (42:2) has reported the utilization of verbal descriptive
analysis ot body motion with student teachers in art as it relates to
“recall of attitude so that the teacher can determine whether he is
competent, hesitant or fearful."

The increase in the number of studies dealing with techniques for
systematic observation and analysis of teacher verbal behavior has pro-
vided procedures for more objectively evaluating overt teacher behavior
in order, hopefully, to create more effective teaching-learning situ-
ations. Continuing investigation relative to the fdentification and
analysis of nonverbal gestural behavior is providing knowledge of an
{important aspect of communication behavior. However, an insufficient
" number of studies related to nonverbal gestural communication and teacher
behavior seem to have been conducted and/or reported. The development
of techniques for the systematic observation and analysis of qualitative
nonverbal gestural behavior constitutes an important dimcnsion of inter-
personal communication, particularly as it relates to art teaching-
learning situations.

Theoretical Background of the Study

The theoretical constructs pertaining to this study are derived
from a concern for qualitative communication behavior. One way in
which the human organism communicates is by means of a verbal linguistic
structure and semantic word symbols. A secondary aspect of verbal
language deals with those qualities that give expressive intent to the
word message. HNonverbal communication, although varying in recognized
predominance in diverse cultures, is a prominent aspect of the language
systems of man. Like verbal language, nonverbal language forms are
structured and contain semantic and expressive meaning within the con-
text of interpersonal relationships.

The process of education essentially is a communication process, not
only in that sense of transmitting knowledge, but more particularly as it
relates to interpersonal communication behaviors. The cognizance of this
fact 1s interpreted to be the primary reason for the increase in research
in the area of affective teacher communication behavior,




The literature and research that is retated to this study is pre-
sented under two major sections: (1) Interdisciplinary Approaches to
the Study of Nonverbal Behavior and (2) Techniques for the Systematic
Observation and Analysis of Affective Teacher Behavior.

Interdisciplinary Approaches to the Study of Nonverbal Behavior

Nonverbal behavior is an integral aspect of the human communication
process and can be understood in terms of its symbolic, biological and
cultural determinants.

Language is a symbolic process. WHhite (49) says that all human
behavior consists of, or is dependent upon, the use of symbols and that
the values and meanings of symbols are derived from and determined by
those who use them. Langer's (36,37) theory of symbolic processes {is
important as it deals specifically with the value and meaning of symbols.
In Langer's theory, a knowledge of word meanings is a knowledge of dis-
cursive symbols. These discursive symbols correlate names or concepts
with things. They become verifiable and have a defined syntax and order,
Nondiscursive symbols depend upon individual personal perceptions, in-
sight or intuition for understanding. In Langer's view, art as a non-
verbal process utilizes nondiscursive symbols. The artist is concerned
with the expression of feelings, although at the moment of expression he
may not actually be experiencing that particular feeling. What he does
is create forms symbolic of human feeling. As such, these nondiscursive
symbols cannot be verified, or have a defined syntax or order.

The way in which information is coded is relevant to symbol meaning.
(43) Analogic and digital codification are referents for language
structure. "Analogic codification constitutes a series of symbols that
in their proportions and relations are similar to the thing, idea or
event for which they stand. Such a form of codification deals with con-
tinuous functions, unlike digital codification, which deals with discrete
step intervals." (43:8) Exampies of digital codification are the phonic
alphabet and the numerical system. The principles of analogic and
digital codification are most important in the ¢tudy of language behavior.
Words, whether in speech or in writing, remain identifying or typifying
symbols that lack the immediacy of analogic devices such as actions,
pictures or objects that comprise nonverbal communication. Digital
codification is utilized in discursive language which is dependent upon
logic. Analogic codification is utilized in nondiscursive language which
is dependent upon feelings.

Logic dispenses with analogic codifications altogether,
in spite of the fact that most of our thinking and communi-
cation 1s dependent upon the nonverbal as well as the verbal.
If logic has any usefulress - and obviously it does - then a
system comparable to locic would seem to be needed for coping
with analogic codifications. (43:9)



It s emphasized throughout the work of Langer that nondiscursive
symbolization, governed by a logic, a set of principles, although being
different from that of discursive symbolization, is not any more theo-
retically unknowable or less open to investigation.

From his investigation of the symbolic process, Harold Rugg (44:708)
has developed what he labels "the theorem of the two-fold symbolic act."
The theorem states: "The human being knows, feels, thinks, expresses,
cormunicates, by means of two types of symbolic act: (a) felt thnught
through the gestural symbol, (b) verbalized thought through the name
symbol." (44:304) The premise that gesture and language embrace all
1ife situations, both the nonverbal ones and the linguistic ones is
basic to his theory. Rugg further states:

They provide for bnth phases of the inside-outside prob-
lem of knowing, and account for the “feeling" way of inside
identification, of knowing a man or an object internally in
his or its own terms . . . But they also provide for scien-
tific observation from the outside, utilizing man's best
instruments of measurement and interpretation in the act of
verification by logical problem solving.

Rugg concludes that "every meaningful act, imagined as well as overt,

is gestural-symbolic (even if only incipiently so); it is an act of
completion, the act of acceptance-acting "as if" the imagined phenomenon
vere real." (44:310)

« HiN (29) suggests that humans in their language behavior are
efther theoretical-symbolically or qualitative-symbolically oriented.
He defines the theoretical symbol as that symbol which presents to the
mind something different from that which it is. The qualitative symbol
is that which presents to the mind that which it, in itself, is.

There is evidence that nondiscursive language {s different from
but related to discursive language. It would seem that emotional or
feeling expression can be investigated with the aim of discovering the
general principles of "qualitative intelligence" accounted for by non-
discursive symbolfzation.

Nonverbal communication behavior, particularly that of body motion
and gesture as a means of expression, has long been a legitimate concern
for investigation. The language of gesture has been viewed as either
symbolic or instinctive. Critchley ?13:116) defined symbolic gestures
as those that, although having meaning, require interpretation and are
utilized as an aspect "ot the language of religious symbolism, mythology
or folklore." Instinctive gestures as defined by Critchley are com-
prehended by all, "whatever the age, race, religion, social status, or
mental and cultural level." As such these gestures can easily cope with
themes of an emotional nature.




Perhaps the most influential proponent of the instinctivist theory
of gestural expression was Darwin, In The Expression of Emotions in
Man_and Animals, (14) he states that the primary expressive actions of
man and lower animals are innate or inherited and are not at all
governed by learning or imitation. Gestures such as shrugging the
shoulders or rafsing the arms with open hands and fingers extended are
conventional signs of impotence and wonder and are also innate, as these
and other gestures are inherited. Darwin makes this assumption uti-
11zing a criterion of universality in terms of race, age and the blind.
Conversely, other gestures which we might imagine to be innate apparently
have been learned. Uplifted eyes and hands in prayer, kissing or the
nodding or chaking of the head in affirmation or negation are examples as
these are not universal. Darwin concludes that only a fow expressive
movements are learned by individuals consciously and voluntarily perform-
ing them in the early years of life for some definite object or in imita-
tion, Thus, they become habitual. The greater number and all those of
importance are, in his view, innate or inherited and are not dependent
upon the will of the individual. However, once acquired, these expressive
movements may be consciously and voluntariiy employed as a means of
communication. "The tendency to such movements will be strengthened or
increased by their being thus voluntarily and repeatedly performed; and
the effects may be inherited." (14:355)

In more recent investigations psychologists have attempted to iden-
tify the nature of expressive movements. Allport and Vernon in their
Studies in Expressive Movements (1) were concerned with the study of
gesture, gait and other semantic motor acts, specifically as these adapt-
ive acts were related to personality rather than temporary and external
conditions. Adaptive acts that are common to all humans such as the eye
blink or walking erect have no expressive significance in themselves but,
at the same time, there are individual manners of blinking and walking.
Their study gave evidence that adaptive motor acts have a consistency of
pattern within individuals and are expressive of those particular indfi-
viduals, but vary in their manner among individuals.

The work of M. H. Krout (33) @ith its focus on subconscious emotions
and conflict has been significant in defining the nature of autistic
gesture. Krout explains that when the individual inhibits his direct
response to an external situation he responds to internal stimulation
explicitly and autistic gestures occur. In situations where individuals
are at variance, there can be a recognizable atmosphere where there is a
sense of continual inner strife and nervous tension. Gestures in these
situations tend to become autistic and are manifested in aimless fidgit-
ing of hands and feet, rearranging articles of clothing or fiddling with
a button, meaningless grimaces, clearing the throat or forced coughing.
A1l of these gestures are incapable of correction as they are beyond the
individual's control. (51:12) Krout (33) found that one of the most
important characteristics of autistic gestures is that they have no
semantic meaning. Tiney are neither perceived by the actor or respondeg
to by an observer.




In The Psychology of Gesture, (51) Wolff outlines the development of
gestural behavior in the human organism. According to Wolff, there are
four distinct phases of development in early life which are influential
throughout the 1ife of the organism: (1) Automatic or reflex gesture,
(2) Emotional gesture, (3) Projective gesture and (4) Objective
gesture. Automatic or reflex gestures are characterized by a lack of
mental representation and are analogous to instinctive behavior; behavior
that arouses an immediate need whose satisfaction is final. Emotional
gesture 1s a transitional phase of development between the instinctive
and objective phase and its role is to prepare for the development of
thought by enlarging consciousness. The type gestures that evolve in
this phase include not only the obvious ones such as rage, joy, affection
or jealousy that are exhibited by the young child, but also those of
imitation. According to Wolff, imitative gestures begin as early as 2
months and may continue throughout adulthood, even though the true age of
imitation {s between 18 and 30 months. Wolff describes two types of
imitation; motor-ideo and ideo-motor. The imitativeness of the child
develops from the first, which is characterized by imitating movements
and gestures without comprehension of the process behind the expression.
At that point when the child intuitively grasps, by imitative gesture,
the inner processes on which they are based, he is capable of ideo-motor
imitation. This imitation is characterized by the ability to comprehend
images first and then translate them into movements. Wolff states the
belief that the arts are based on ideo-motor thought and thus the child
makes not only a natural actor, but also a natural artist. (51:55)
Projective gestures serve as the intermediary between emotional and
objective consciousness. Projective gestures are gestures of interven-
tion: movements of appeal, acclamation or consolation and in turn,
gestures of tenderness, affection and curiosity. The objective phase of
gesture evolves with the capability of concrete and abstract thought. In
Wolff's terms spontaneous or creative thought is governed by the imagina-
tion and the subconscious, and the descriptive gestures that accompany it
are involuntary. A form of natural gesticulation evolves that is devoid
of conscious or subconscious motive. This expression is based on a
strong kinaesthetic imagination and a strong feeling of identity. "In
all gesticulation which is not consciously or unconsciously utilitarian
or persuasive, two tendencies are differentiated: one which expresses
thought and the other which expresses self. These two tendencies
strengthen each other and work in unison." (51:61, 62)

The development of communication functions is dependent directly on
the development of the neuro-muscular system of the human organism.
Further, the development of expressive nonverbal behavior lies in that
capability of the organism to interact with its environment and those
humans within it; as such the organism learns to express through movement
and gesture and also evolves an individual manner in that expression.

Comparative anthropological studies have shown that actions and
gestures are, on the whole, dependent upon explicit or implicit prior
agreements. (43:22) Weston La Barre (54:194) says that "a great deal of




speculative nonsense has been indulged in by the older instinctivist
theorists and much of what they uncritically attributed to innate in-
herited responses can now be clearly seen to be culturally-iearned
responses."” Both Efron (17) and Birdwhistell (10) note that there is a
"tradition" of speculative theory associated with the gestural behavior
of ethnic groups. These investigations base their descriptions and
classif{cations on generalizations derived from observatior of {solated
cases and in no way empirically validate their conclusions, either by the
investigation of similar as well as differunt environmental conditions,
the specific form of behavior chosen or by describing the data used and
the obtained results. Given the range of behavioral and morphological
variabilities that exist in any one ethnic group, the claims that
"racial” types are endowed with particular psychological, gestural and
biological characteristics must be based on emotional or political bias
rather than controlled study.

The literature describing patterns or use of gestural communication
behavior relative to particular ethnic groups further suggests that
ethnic gestural behavior is conditioned by environmental and cultural
factors rather than by exclusively biological determinants. Such stereo-
types as those that credit particular ethnic groups with effecting a
particular utilization of gestural behavior cannot be validated from a
historical perspective. Anglo-Saxons are supposed to be rigid and
im?overished in their use of gesture; and yet the Englishmen of the first
half of the eighteenth century gesticulated freely while their American
counterparts in frontier times were even less articulate gesturally. The
Jews are thought to be highly gesticulatory and the Ashkanzi Jews of
today still evidence this type of behavior; but D'{sraelf, a Sephardic
Jew, spoke with 1ittle gesticulation and is credited (as s Lord
Beaconsfield) with the introduction of the "Victorian" style. (34,17)
The French are also noted for the volubility of their gestural behavior,
but they were not so known until the arrival of Catherine de Medici.
Historically, Italy has been a major source of European yestures, as well
as those areas under ancient Greek influence particularly, but not those
of the mid-northern nucleus of early Rome. The people of Sicily and
those of Southern Italy, especially the Neopolitans, have been tradi-
tionally assoclated with a highly developed symbolic gestural communica-
tion system. (34:203, 204)

History 1llustrates that elocutionary gesture has long Leen a tradi-
tional emphasis of effective public speaking. Oratory in the "grand
manner” held forth in England from the latter efghteenth to the mid-
nineteenth century and has survived even later in some areas of rural
America. (34:204) A Manual of Gesture (6), first published in 1872,
quotes the writings of such notables as Cicero, Quintillian and
Demosthenes on the importance of gesture. The manual includes detafled
descriptive and i1lustrative notation for all body movements utilfzed
in rhetorical s?eak1ng. In 1919, Mosher's The Essentials of Effective
Gesture was published. (41:3-9) The author defines gesture as visible
expression "that is any posture or movement of the head, face, body,
limbs, or hands, which aids the speaker in conveying his message by




appealing to the eye." HNoting that speech contains two aspects of expres-
sion, that referring to the material and the other to the mental or
enotional; correspondingly there are two major classifications of gesture:
the 1iteral and the figural. Contemporary writings also assert that non-
verbal gestural behaviors are an important aspect of effective speech
communication. McBurney and Wrage (39:441, 443) note that bodily action
is referred to as the physical code of speech and the speaker does not
decide whether he will use bodily action in speech; he necessarily uses
it as long as he 1s in sight of an audience. Accordingly his listeners
and "viewers" respond to what they see and because the visible symbols of
speech convey meaning in their own right, supplanting and reinforcing
audible symbois, they often supercede words when there is a discrepanc
between the words and actions of the speaker. Gray and Braden (26:580
state that one of the functions of gesture is to serve both the speaker
and the listener by clarifying imagery. But more than this, they make
more impressive the attitudes the speaker wishes to communicate. Visible
action in the form of communicative gesture provides an additional

sensory modality; and "it is generally recognized that the more sensory
avenues utilized in entering consciousness, the more impressive the effort
will be." Gray and Braden ?26:567) state that the reason why television
in mass communication has come so close to supplanting radio entirely is
due ;g the fact that television emphasizes the "visible" aspects of
speaking.

Relative to the examples ci:d, 1t would seem that "styles" of
gestural behavior change in terms of socio-cultural influences. In the
study, Gesture and Environment (17:136) which examines the gestural
behavior o the assimilated tastern Jews and Southern Italians in New
York City, Efron found that assimilated ethnic groups “(a) appear to
differ greatly from their respective traditional groups and (b) appear
to resemble each other." More specifically his findings reveal that
gestural "characteristics” found in the traditional group disappear
with assim{lation into the “Americanized community"; gestural traits
reflect the particular socio-economic stratum to which individuals have
been assimilated, regardless of whether those assimilated are foreign-born
or American-born; and an individual may, if simultaneously exposed over
a period of time to several gesturally different groups, adopt and
combine certain gestural traits of both groups. Efron concludes that
the results of his study point to the fact that gestural behavior, or its
lack, is not determined by biological descent relative to particuiar
ethnic groups.

These findings indicate that gesture and movement are a function of
the communication system of which a person is a part. Ruesch and Keys
(43:22) note that the organfzation of the communication network and the
modes of communication of a nation or its particular sub-cultures are
fitted to suit typical and recurring situations and in part determine
the varieties of communication. "In any culture each perscn is prepered,
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therefore, through educatfon to assume a place in the communication net-
work of his group." An {ndividual's movement and gesture expresses the
cumulatixe experfences and values of his group. Birdwhistell (9:128)
states that:

Communication {s not a process made up of a total of
fndividual expressions in some action-reaction sequence.
It {s a system of fnteraction with a structure {ndependent
of the behavior of {ts individual participants. One person
does not "communicate" to another person; he engages in
communication with him, A human befng does not invent his
system of communfcation. He may make additions to it, and
he may vary the divectfons of its formulations. However,
as a system it has been {n existence for generations. He
must learn 1t in order to be a member of his society.

Metacommunicatinn 1s a concept that {llustrates the relationship
between the verbal /.nd nonverbal codiffcatfon. Messages may be regarded
as having two aspects: the statement proper and the explanations that
pertain to its interpretations. Interpersonal cormunication necessi-
tates that these coincide and this {s only possible by use of another
channel. "Thus, when a statement {s phrased verbally, instructions tend
to be givan nonverbally." (43:192) When people are engaged {n the
communication process they not only exchange messages that are referents
to outside events, but also exchange messages that refer to the communi-
cation process 1tself. Metacommunicative messages include specific
{nstructions given by the sender as to the way messages ought to be
fnterpreted and the respective {nterpretations made by the recefver; {.e.,
the implfcit {nstructions determined by a person’s role, &s well as these
implicit and explicit instructions that arc institutionalized in the
structure of socfal sftuations. (43:7) Socfologist Erving Goffman
(25:4; points out that when a person appears in the presence of others he
usual { mobflizes nis activity so that it will convey an impression that
fs 1n his own interest and those present

. + ~commonly seek to acquire {nformation about him or
bring into play information about him already possessed.
Information about the individual helps to define the s{tua-
tion, enabling others to know in advance what he will expect
of them and what they may expect of him,

He further states that {f those present are unfamiliar with the person,
they individually acquire information which allows them to "apply their
previous experience with individuals roughly similar to the one before
them, or more important, to apply untested stereotypes to him." (25:1)
Goffman {s explicit in esphasizing that others will attend to both the
verbal and nonverbal aspects of the ‘ndividual's behavior. He says that
verbal behavior 1s relatively easy for the individual to manipulate at
will, but that he will have relatively little concern for or control of
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his nonverbal expressive behavior. Thus, others may attend to the fndi-
vidual's nonverbal expressive behavior, which {s considered to be
urgovernable, “as a check upon the validity of what {s conveyed by the
governable aspect." (25:7)

Borden, et al, {11:52) notes that the "transmissfon phase of human
communfcation {s overt, though {t may be fntended or unintended, conscious
or unconscious." He further suggests that nonverbal clues are as impor-
tant to the communfcatfon sftuation as the main message that {s transmit-
ted; and that faflure to realize the finportance of nonverbal clues may
well cause faflure fn the communicative act. (11:63) Eisenson and Boase
(19:55) state that gesture, 1ike oral language, has levels of significance
and "may signify specific thoughts, {mply attitudes or moods, or be
expressive of thou?hts or feelings."” It {s assumed, for the most part,
that in the transmissfon phase of communication it {s the verbal that
contributes to the fluency of the speaker and his acceptance by an
audience. However, as the lfterature suggests, nonverbal communfcative
behaviors become "messages by which others decide who and what we are."
(19:55) Sapon (28:188) s quoted as reporting that in utilizing a
minfmum of the postures, gestures and supporting vocal "notses" assocfa-
ted with a foreign language and, without sayin? much beyond this, he has
been complimented for fluency. In a study dealing with the concept of
fluency in communication situations, Horow:itz (30:12) concludes thet “as
of now ft would seem Justified to say that fluency may have more visual
phenomanal attributes than voice or dictfon attributes.”

"The preponderance of evidence relative to the visible expression
of emotional behavior strongly su ?ests that such behavior {s learned and
conforms to cultural patterns." ? 8:80) HWithin the framework of cormu-
nicatfon theory, & study which considers symbolic movements and gestures
and practical, adaptive actions with communicative value, does not aim
at compiling a dictionary of gestures and otlier motions; fnstead it {s
concerned with communicative actions conceived as events that osccur in &
certain context. (43:13)

Techniques for the Systematic Observation and Analysis of Affective
Teacher Behavior

Investigations that seek to develop techniques for systematic obsere
vation and analysis of teacher behavior are focused within the context of
the communication process, whether or not such techniques deal primarily
vith verbal cr nonverbal cormunfcatfon acts. As such, only those studies
that are concerned with affective verbal or nonverbal communication acts
and have applicability to fnterpersonal communicatfon within the context
of teaching-learning sftuations are included in this discussion.

"Paralinquistics has been adopted as the name for the study of
phenomena of voice, apart from the linguistic code proper, and Xinesics
for the study of the visual aspects of interpersonal communication, Tn
so far as they are a body of motion.” (31:12) According to Birdwhistel
(10:3) the study of Kinesics is composed of three major categories:
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(1) Pre-kinesics dealing with general physiological bases for the system-
atic study of body motion, (2) Mirro-kinesics dealing with the fsolation
of kines {least particles of abstri:;ible body motion) into manageable
morphological classes and, (3) Socfal Kinesics relating to the function
of motfon as {t relates to socifal performance; {.e., to the communication
aspects of socfal interaction,

That aspect of body motion labeled gesture has some cormonalfty in
definftion as {t relates to {nterpersonal communication. Brazier (12:66)
notes that while some nonverbal communication in man comes under the
autonomic category as does the blush or shiver, others like the shrug or
11 fted eyebrow, which have different meanings {n different cultures, are
cortically initiated and require the receiver to have the meaning that
the sender intends by the gesture. Hymes (31:12) states that gestures
are those aspects of bod¥ motfon that "contain vocalized rationalizations
by the actor and viewer." And Birdwhistell (10:6) simply states that
gestures are conventionalized motor symbols. Birdwhistell (10:10) con-
cludes that within the framework of kinesics, motion {s always part of a
pattern and that there is no "meaningless” motor activity; also, until
otherwise empirically demonstrated, body motion patterns should be re-
gardec as socfally learned and that meaning arises only {n context.

Barlund (7:511) states that due to fascination with verbal language
and the difficulties in analyzing nonverbal cues there {s a smaller and
less consistent body of data concerning the nonverbal aspects of communf-
catfon, In confirmation of this notion, Flanders (21:2) says that his
system of interaction analysis is primarily concerned with verbal behav-
for as it can be observed with more reliability than most nonverba)l
behavior. He further assumes that verbal behavior {is an adequate sample
of an fndividual's total behavior. According to much of the literature
so far reviewed, this {s a questionable assumptfon. Such investigations
as have been reported in the area of nonverbal communication behaviors
do offer measures of relfability and validity relative to the specific
attributes under study.

In an introduction to "Honverbal Interactfon,” (7) Barlund refers

to several of the more significant studies concerned with postural,
manual and facial expressfon. In a study by James, (7:520) an attempt
was made to determine whether postures were expressive, what specific
emotions would be assocfated with them and what parts of the body con-
tributed most to them, His findings reveal that posture {s seen as
symptomatic of fnner states, gives general clues as to attitude, and that

acement of head and trunk contribute most to interpretation of meaning.

he 1fterature indicates that postural-gestural behavior expresses an
individual's fnner state more accurately than his words since ft fs less
consciously controlled. Corbin (7:520) suggests that unconscious
impulses which are suppressed verbally may be revealed {n numerous acts
that are tess obvious or explicit in meaning; and that physical awke
ardness may be symptomatic of fnner stress. Carmichael, (7:521) in
experiments concerned with expressive meaning of hand gestures, positioned
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an actor behind a curtain so that only his hands were visible and used
them to portray a set of emotfons. Subjects were shown photographs of
the gestures and evidenced substantial agreement on the emotfons conveyed
and when motfon pictures were used, a slightly higher degree of common-
ality was evidenced. The results suggest that {solated hand movements
are cagable of prompting responses similar to those elicited by the
whole budy.

lnvesti?ations of posed facfal expressions have been, for the most
part, tnconsistent and inconclusive. In the early phase of these investi-
gatfons, research focused on the stimulus properties of facfal patterns

fn an attempt to relate them to the traits and emotions of man. In

such studies estimates of emotional states, intelligence, occupations and
natfonality proved only s1ightly better than chance. Researchers noted
consistency in the expression of individual stimulus persons; and in the
responses of tndividual judges to posed behavior, accuracy improving as
the number of cues were {ncreased. tHowever "shared cultural stereotypes
rather than valid judgments appeared to account for agreement among
raters.” (7:522)

More current research has focused on the effects of context and on
the attributes of tha perceiver. The reseavch of Turhan, Vinacke and
Levy, (7:522) among others, indicates that the larger the number of pos-
tural, facfal and environmental cues, the more consistentl{ they are
fdentified by judges. The view that expressive behavior allows the
perceiver to fdentify general attitude, but that specification of precise
fnner feelings are dependent upon sftuatfonal factors, is supported by
the research of Frijda and Phillipszoon. Situatfonal indicators confirm
that "setting and social cues combine to permit accurate interpretation
of non-verbal expressfons.” (7:523) Investigations by Cline (7:523)
revealed that the context of other persons as well as environmeatal
settings detennine the significance of facial cues. Since the perceiver
forms his impression of others according to his own attributes, {.e.,
the similarity of percetver to percetved with respect to role, attitudes
and insights, Secord (7:524) posits that this fnferentia) process f{s
contributable to the following principles:

1. "temporal extensfon™ (momentary attitudes are converted inte
enduring traits)

2. "Parataxic distortion" (object persons are related to
"significant others,” particularly parents)

3. "Coategorization" (persons are classed accordirg to criteria
relevant to the perceiver)

4. "Functional inference” (phystcal features such as high for-
head are seen at findicative of intelligence)

5. "Metaphorfical generalization” (by analogy, rough clothing
signifies rough behavior)
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Barlurd {7) notes that evidence suggesting that stimulus posed expres-
sfons evoke stereotyped responses in the viewer f{s 1mﬁortant as per-
ceptive and provisfonal judgments may increase the 1ikelfhood of inter-
personal rapport, and rigid or stereotyped Jud?ments are likely to
decrease {t; thus, these perceptions necessarily alter the way communi-
catfon will be inftiated, conducted and concluded,

In a sumary of findings of various studies dealing with the emo-
tional meaning of nonverbal communicative acts, Davitz ?15:177) reports:

. + « the accuracy with which emotional meanings
were communicated far exceeded chance expectation. In-
dividuals irdeed differ in their ability to communicate,
but notwithstanding these individual dif.erences, our
results demonstrate fncontrovertibly that nonvertal,
emotional communication {s a stable, measurable phenomenon.

A study designed by Levitt (38:100) to measure the relatfonship
between abflfties to fdentify vocal and facial expression examined the
comparative communicative efficiency of vocal expression, facial expres-
sion and combined vocal-facial expressfon. The findings revealed a
stgnificant correlation between vocal and facfal expressive abflities;
facial expression alone was significantly more effective than efther
vocal-facial or vocal expression alone in communicating emotional meaning;
and vocal-facial expression was more effective than vocal alone. Levitt
suggests that a general factor underlies different behavior involved {n
expressive communication, which may be efther symbolic, physiological or
attitudinal in nature. However, the data revealed that only a small part
of the varfance {n emotional communication could be accounted for by a
general factor, indicating that there are specific facturs fnvolved in
the specific modes of communication.

By utilizing three modes of communication behavior, Beldoch (8)
attempted to measure persons' abflities to fdentify emotional meanings.
A tape recorded recitation of content-standard speech representing 1
emotions was used as the vocal instrument; original abstract representa-
tions of the 10 emotions were used as the graphic art instrument; and
original recorded selections regresenting the 10 emotions were used as
the music fnstrument. The results showed that "significant intercorre-
lations were obtatned among abilfties to fdentify the expression of
fe2)ling in al) three media.™ (8:42) Background training or interest in
the arts by the subjects were not factors in their success with the
fnstruments, a1thou9h those subjects describing themselves as more
sensitive to others' emotions scored higher than those who did not.
Scores obtatned from u vocabulary test used as a measure of intelligence
also correlated significantly with all three wmodes of communication,
"This research suggests that abilities {n the discursive and nondiscur-
sive modes have some cormon varfance, but that they are {n many ways
independent of each other.” (8:42)
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A study to determine the relatfonships among body motion expressfion,
graphic art expression and personality by Harvey (27:172) suggests that
by using temperament measures as a frame of reference, body expression
and graphic expression do relate in varfous situations involving art
activity. More specifically, the study revealed that temperament in-
fluences a person's art work and behavior relative to that art work; in
the production of art or the performance situation, it i{nfluences body
movement and ?esture; fn viewing one's own art worl or that of others, it
:nf}uegge: vofce and facfal characteristics. (27:181) The findings

mply that:

» » Student-teacher relations in art are characterfized
by temperament and bodily expressive confrontations. The notion
that art cannot be taught may be true on1ﬁ as it concerns
verbal processes and not as it concerns these variables. (27:183)

The most fnfluential studies for the development of category systems
for observation and analysis of teacher-student interaction in the class-
room have been those of H. H. Anderson. (2, 3, 4, 5) Under the assump-
tion that the teacher is the most {nfluential agent in determining the
affective climate of the classroom, Anderson classified teachers verbal
statements into two categorfes: Integrative and Dominative. His studies
have revealed that {ntegrative teacher behavior tends to evoke integrative
pupil behavior and that dominative teacher behavior evokes dominative
pupil behavior. Withall (50) uses much the same rationale as Anderson
in focusin? exclusively on the teacher's verbal statements as measures
for determining the socfal-emotional climate in the classroom, rather
than also applying them to student behavior, as did Anderson. In classi-
fying teacher's verbal statements into seven categories ranging from
acceptance to disapproval, Withall measures the affective intent of
teacher behavior as being efther "learner centered” or "teacher centered.”
Flanders (21) uses seven cate?ories of teacher verbal statements which
are related to those of Withall, two categories for student verbal
response, and one category of stlence or confusfon fn his instrument.

The seven ca.egories of teacher verbal behavior measure the affective
fntent of the teacher as being of "tndirect” or "direct” influence in the
classroom, By pairing coded observations on the ten categories and
assigning them to a matrix, Flanders' systew provides a simplified pat-
tern of behaviors characterizing teacher-student {nteraction.

Several studfes dealing with the systematic observation of teacher
nonverbal behavior have been reported to date. Galloway (24) constructed
seven categories for observation of teachers' nonverbal communication
behavior. On the basfs of teachers' facfal =xpressfons, actions and
vocal language, observers make fnference to the apgropriate category.
Three categories, "enthusiastic support,” " eIgfu! and "receptivity"
are considered to be encouraging to communication; three categories,
"inattentive,” "unresponsive™ and "disapproval”® are considered to be
{nhibiting to communication. A neutral Egro-?orma" category s used for
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those nonverbal behaviors that neither encourage nor fnhibit communica-
tion. More recently, Galloway (23:10) has constructed a model of ron-
verbal activity representing six dimensfons of communficative acts on a
coritinuum that ranges from encouraging to restricting:

TEACHER COMMUNICATION

Encouraging -  Incongrufty
Responsive -« Unresponsive
Positive - Negative Affectivity
Attentive - Inattentive
Facflitating - Unreceptive
Supportive - Disapproving

Sue S. Lafl (35) reports the use of systematic observation of non-
verbal as well as verbal behavior as an evaluative tool in two teacher
preparation programs preparing elementary teachers who will be working
with disadvantaged children. La{l utflizes Flanders®' System of Interac-
tion Analysis and Galloway's Analysis of Nonverbal Communfcatfon in
combination to provide information on what {s said and how {1t {s said,

With the exception of Flanders' first category which
doesn't need extensfon or qualification, there 1S one non-
verbal category for use when the nonverbal encourages inter-
action and one nonverbal category for use when the nonverbal
restricts interactfon. This system does not attempt to
cover all kinds of nonverbal communication given by the
teacher . . . (35:176)

Observers score the instrument the same as {f they were using the Flanders
system alone if the teacher's nonverbal behav‘or {s encouraging; {f none
verbal behavior is restricting, a one {s added to the front of the number
x;ven to the verbal category. A summary of categories for Interaction
(_ai{;;§ and Nonverbal categories s given on the following page.

35:

According to Lafl, the utilization of the combined verbal and non-
verbal system of observation and analysis has led to significant change
with student teachers in the areas of prafse and acceptance of pupils,
developing ?reater flexibflity in questioning and responding to pupils’
fdeas, and 1n becoming sensitive to the pupils' attentions and interests.
'Resuits both in analysts and discussfon . . . indicate that growth
toward more effective teaching behavior is being made." (35:180)

In training student teachers, Neil (42) discusses the {mportance of
action analysis as part of the total factor in teacher learning. For the
teacher to become fully embodied in teaching and the pupil to become
fulI{ embodied in learning they both need to "be aware of the extent to
vhich both can inspire, and be 1nsgired, through body mobfl{zatfion."”

N2fl further states that "self-reflective understanding is gained through
body {nvolvement fn cormunication activities.® (42:1) By the use of
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Yerbal (Flanders) Nonverbal (Galloway)

Encouraging Restricting
1. ACCEPTS 1. .
y FEELINGS
& 2. PRAISES OR 2. CONGRUENT 11.  INCONGRUENT
= ENCOURAGES
= 3. ACCEPTS OR 3, IMPLEMENT 13.  PERFUNCTORY
5 USES 1DEAS OF
re STUDENT
’g‘ 4. ASKS 4, PERSONAL 14. IMPERSONAL
= QUESTIONS
y 5. LECTURES 5. RESPONSIVE 15. UNRESPONSIVE
52 6. GIVES DIRECTION 6. INVOLYE 16. DISMISS
g3 7. CRITICISMS 7. FIRM 17. HARSH
8z JUSTIFIES
AUTIORITY
8. STUDENT 8. &9, RECEPTIVE 18, 819, IN -
5 TALK ATTENTIVE
g§ RESPONSE
BE 9. STUDENT TALK
IRITIATION
10. SILENCE OR 10. CONFORT 20. DISTRESS
CONFUSTON

body actfon analysis relative to recall of attitude, the teacher deter-
mines 1f he is "¢ tent,” "hesitant,” or "fearful.” On the basis of
this type of attTtude analysis, Weil suggests that body action behavior
can be categorfzed as being efther (1)} Ofsassociated, (2) Integrated,
or (3) Alternating. Disassociated behavior {s characterized by such
sustained body movements as Jow eye contact, perfunctory use of the mouth
{n speaking, small and nervous hand movements, and restrictive or
repetitive body gestures. Inteqrated behavior reflects simultaneous use
of body parts in association wigh speech as well as utflizatton of
varfous body movements to provide symbolic meaning for what is being said.
trphatic use of single body movements, w..ich may not always be co-
ordinated with or dependent upon speech, characterize alternatin
behavior and are used to give ideas Leing presented symbolic dramatic
fmpact. (42:3) By being intrespectively self-conscious through recall
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of body action analysis the student teacher {s able to fnternalize both
the teacher's and the pupil's body mobilization to better understand {its
fmportance as a learning factor. (42:34)

It has been noted that fnvestigations concerning affective teacher
behavior need to be considered within the framework of communication
theory. A review of the 1fiterature has shown that:

". . . the implications of paralinguistics and kinesfcs
for . . . teaching . . . are enormous. The speaker {s free
to choose his message. He {s not free to choose the code of
his message - this {s strictly imposed by the language . . .
The speaker fs, however, free to color his message in certain
ways, and these ways are predominantly paralinguistic and
Finesic." (28:145{

Further, the 1{terature has shown that studies conducted in the area
of affective teacher communication behavior have been largely based on
systematic observaticn and analysis. According to Simon and Boyer,
(47:18) observation systems provide a means for describing the role of
the teacher in reality.

Descriptive research using observation systems {indicate
that the role of the teacher appears to be exceedingly con-
:ist:?t across grade levels, subject areas and geographic

ocatfons.

The use of observation instruments provides the edu-
cational theorist a way to discern the actual teaching patterns
in existing classrooms and then to reformulate models of ef-
fective teaching efther by 1} learning which teacher behaviors
correlate most highly with pupil growth or 2) determining which
behaviors teachers are using minimally (or not at all) which
theoretically could contribute to pupil growth,
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» CHAPTER 11
PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This chapter states the proposition and assumptions bas{c to the
study and presents a description of the various methods employed in the
collection of data: selection of population and sampling proceduras, the
development of a t{poiogy of nonverbal gestural behavior and terms
descriptive of qualities, the deve!oﬁment of an {rstrument for systematic
obsarvation of nonverbal gestural behavior and the criteria used for the
selection and training of Judges.

The proposition and assumptions basic to the study are derived from
the theoretical constructs which have been set forth in Chapter I.

The assumptions underlying this study are:

1. that nonverbal gestural behavior fs a prominent aspect
of student teacher communication behavior within the
context of art teaching-learning situations,

2. that nonverbal gestural behavior as evidenced by student
teachers evokes particular qualities within contexts of
art teaching-learning sfituations,

3. that nonverbal gestural behavior and reflected qualities
as evidenced by student teachers may te characterized as
being supportive, neutral or unsupportive within contexts
of art teaching-learning situations,

4. that particular nonverbal gestural behaviors used by
* student teachers are related to particular contexts within
art teaching-learning situations.

The proposition of this study {s that a valid and rclfable index of
nonverbal gestural communication behaviors {n art teaching-learning situ-
atfons can be obtained by means of the categorfzation of both gestural
behavior and qualities reflected by gestural behavior.

This study represents an attempt to develop a typology of gestural
behavior and terms descriptive of qualities, and to ascertain whether
student teacher nonverbal communication behavior can be measured and
described by means of the categorization of both nonverbal gestural
behaviors and reflected qualities observed in video recordings of student
teachers in art teaching-learning situations.

Selection of Population and Sampling Procedures

The sample consists of 15 thirty-minute vides recordings of student
teachers in art teaching-learning situations with children and youth,
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The sample was randomly selected from a population of 40 student teachers

enrolled in the course, Art Education 489, Art Experiences with Children,
at The Pennsylvania State Unfiversity, Winter and Spring Terms, 1369.

Art Experiences with Children is a required preparatory methods
course 1n tEe undergraduate curriculum of the Department of Art Education.
It 1s]elected nrfor to the student teaching experience in the public
schools.

The student teachers comprising the population sample are character-
fzed by similarity in education and training, as well as a diversity of
geographfic, ethnic and socfal backgrounds to be expected of students
attending a large state university.

Davelopment of a Typology of Nonverbal Gestural Behavior

Honverbal gestural behavior has been defined as that aspect of body
motfon behavior that commuricates meaning within contextual sftuations.
In order to formulate a typolo?y of nonverbal gestural behavior of stu-
dent teachers in art teaching-learning sftuations, several procedures
were used. A summary of the basic conceptions concerning body motion
behavior, as outlined by Birdwhistell, (10:10) were utilized as a theo-
retical frame of reference. Simply stated, these basic conceptions are:
(1) no motion is a thing fn itself, but is always part of a pattern,

(2) no motion s "meaningless,” (3) no unit of motion carries meaning
per se, as meaning arises in context, and (4) body motion patterns are
socially learned. Thus, it was assumed that bod{ motfon of student
teachers in art teaching-learning sfituations could be observed to fsolate
and describe the following:

1. the patterns of body motion used,

2. those aspects of body motion patterns that are common
to all student teachers observed,

3. the qualities that patterned body motion evokes within
contexts of art teaching-learning situations,

Teaching-1earning sftuations in an art studio class with children
most often comprise three differing contextual situations within any given
class period. 1In this study, the following contextual situatiors served
3s referents for student teachers' nonverbal gestural behavior: (1) f{n
Erocess Task-Setting, {2) 1n process Demonstrating and (3) 1n process

valuating. In process Task-Setting is characterized by the introduction
of or structurin? a topic, ideas, problems, or solutions for an individual
pupil, a group of pupils, or the total class. In process Demonstratin

s characterfzed by student teacher use of examples of a topic; presenta-
tion of ideas, problems or solutfons by means of {llustrative visual
materials such as actual art objects or reproductions of art objects; or
by showing technical processes by manfpulating materfals, tools or
equipment for an individual pupil, a group of pupils, or the total class.
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In process Evaluating fs characterized by student teacher use of judgments
or eliciting of judgments concerning a topic, fdeas, problems, or solu-
tions from an individual pupil, a group of pupils or the total class.

In a pilot study (48) conducted Fall Term, 1968, 8 student teachers
were randomly selected for video recorded observatfon from a population
sam?Ie of 24 student teachers enrolled in the course Art Experfences with
Children, The Pennsylvania State University. Each of the 8 video
recordings contained samples of nonverbal gestural behavior of student
teachers within the contextual sftuatfons of in process Task-Setting, in
process Demonstrating, and in process Evaluating.

The 8 video recordings were first viewed in an attempt to isolate
and describe patterns of body motion employed by the student teachers.
Written descriptions of “signs", that is, individual and/or simultaneous
movement of body parts that characterized ?atterns of body motion were
made. Detafled analyses of signs was facilitated by the "stop-action"
capability of the video recorder. Analysis suggested several categories
of sfgns and/or related signs characteristic of varfous patterns of body
motions or gestural behaviors used by the student teachers. These were:
(1) Facial Movement, (2) Head Movement, (3) Body Movement, (4) Arm-
Hand-Finger Movement, and (56) Characteristic Arm-Hand-Finger Movement,
The category, Facial Movement, fncluded such signs as raised eyebrows,
grins, smiles and Trowns., Head Movements fncluded nods, inclfned,
affirmative or negative motions. Postural positions such as standing,
sitting, leanin? and slouching, as well as motions of welxht shifting,
pacing or circulating were classified as Body Movement. Arm-Hand-Finger
Movement included such positional motions as up or down, across the body,
Tn front of the body and hand, palm ard finger positions. Pointing,
pointing with sweeps or loops, touching, and munipulating or holding
objects were classified as Characteristic Arm-Hand-Finger Movement. In
addi tion, focus or directional characteristics of patterns of body motion
within contexts of art feacﬁln?-learning situations were classified as
befng directed toward an individual pupil, a group of pupils, the total
clais. an eghlbit or chalk board, ¢+ an object (art object, materials,
tools, etc.).

The 8 video recordings were next viewed in an attempt to discern
the qualfitative components of student teachers' nonverba)l gestural behav-
fors. Terws descriptive of qualities that have been commonly applied to
patterns of nonverbal gestural behaviors, as outlined by Allport end
Vernon, (1:24-34) were used as referents. Analysis of the 8 video
recordings seemed to support the assumption that specific patterns of
body motion do evoke particular qualities, and that the cumulative effect
of varfous body motion patterns do evoke a total qualitative impression
fn an observer. In descriptive terms, such qualities as acceptance,
encouragement, clarification, disapproval, hesftancy and insecurity
seemed to be reflected by particular gestural behaviors and in the
cumlative effect of the tota) gestural behavior of the student teachers.
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Data from the pilot study yielded evidence supporting the proposi-
tion that a typology of nonverbal gestural behavior and qualities reflec-
ted by that behavior could be constructed from observation and analysis
of video recordings of student teachers in art teaching-learning situa-
tions.

For the principal investigation, 20 student teachers were video
recorded in similar art teaching-learning situations during the period
from February through June, 1969. However, reduction of the sample to 15
was made due to technical difficulties with 5 of the video recordings.
The selection of student teachers for the video recorded sample was based
on a random ordering of the Saturday art classes for children and youth
conducted Winter and Spring Terms, 1969. The class perijods were 120-
minutes in length. Random sampling procedures were utilized in deter-
mining the six S-minute segments to be recorded for each teacher. As
video tape length allowed for approximately a 30-minute sample, this
procedure insured a sampling of nonverbal behavior of each teacher across
the total 120-minute class period. In the video recorded sample, student
teacher's non-verbal gestural behavior is represented in each of 3
contextual situations comprising the studio art class: (1) In process
Task-setting, (2) In process Demonstration, (3) In process Evalua-
tion.

Certain measures were taken to insure some degree of neutrality in
both the video recording procedure and the analyses of the video recorded
observations. First, the video recorder, audio recorder and written
observations had all been utilized previously in the course Art Education
489, Art Experiences with Children. Thus, the presence of a video rec-
order was accepted by both the student teachers and the pupils in art
teacking-learning situations as customary. Second, to reduce or fnhibit
the incidence of the Hawthorne effect, qualitative behavior, and more
specifically qualitative nonverbal behavior, was not used as a term or as
a factor in the "instruction” or "evaluation" of teaching behavior with
the student teachers. Third, to reduce or inhibit the incidence of the
halo effect, the researcher did not witness the actual art teaching-
learning situations recorded for observation and analysis.

Analyses of the 15 video recorded obscrvations, utilizing the methods
employed in the pilot study, (48) seemed to substantiate the typology of
qualitative gestural behavior of student teachers which had been formu-
lated as a result of that study. An attempt was made to verify the typo-
logy of student teacher nonverbal behavior by construction of an observa-
tion instrument that could be used by naive observers. On the basis of
the data collected from the sample in the pilot program, as well as that
from the sample in the principal study, an instrument was so designed.
The categories that comprise the instrument and *he number of items
assigned to each category included: A. Facial Movement; 16 {ftems,

B. Head Movement; 5 items. C. Body Movement; 33 items. D. Arm-Hand-
finger Movement; 30 items. D). Characteristic Arm-Hand-Finger Movement;
18 1tems. E. Reflected Teacher Qualities; 17 ytems. Thus, a total of

24



102 signs of patternea body motion and directional focus were contained
in the 5 categories of nonverbal gestural behavior, and 17 terms descrip-
tive of qualities were contained in the category of reflected teacher
qualities. The instrument is presented in Appendix A, page 95,

The inst ument to verify the typology of student teachers' nonverbal
gestural behavior was designed so that observations would be made in re-
lation to the three contextual situations, that is, in process task-
setting 1n process demonstrating aind in process evaluating, that charac-
terize art teaching-learning situations. The instrument was further
structured so that each sign of patterned body motion or directional
focus was checked only once as it occurred in each behavioral category,
no matter how often that particular sign may have appeared to an obser-
ver. (40:302) Observers were to analyze a 5-minute video recorded
sample of student teacher ionverbal behavior derived from the 3 con-
textual situations of an art class. After each 5-minute episode, obser-
vers were to check those qualities they perceived as reflective of the
student teacher's nonverbal behaviors previously checkad.

Observers selected for the verification of the typology were all
doctoral candidates in The Department of Art Educaticn, The Pennsylvania
State University, and all were experienced in the supervisicn of student
teachers in art, Sufficient training was provided for the observers by
utflizing video recorded segments of student teachers in art teaching-
learning sftuations. Five-minute video recorded segments relating to the
differing contextual situations were presented to the observers without
the audio portion of the recordings. Segments were presented using the
“stop-action" feature of the video recorder to clarify the categories
and signs contained in the instrument. Additional samples were provided
to facilitate the observers' use of the instrument and to achieve a level
of training whereby the observers were capable of accurately scoring
signs of patterned body motion and directional focus, as well as qualities
reflected by student teachers' nonverbal gestural behavior.

Three observers utilized the instrument with a video recorded sample
of 4 student teachers randomly selected from those video recorded in
the Fall Term, 1968, and Winter Term, 1969. The observers viewed each of
the 4 video recordings without the audio portion of the recording so
that student teacher's nonverbal gestural behavior was the predominant
modality presented in each of the three contextual situations. Also, this
method assured that, to a greater degree, only the signs of patterned body
movement and directional focus would be the dominant factor in evoking
qualitative meanings. A total of 1,567 observations were recorded by the
3 observers., Coefficient of observer agreement, as measured by the
contingency coefficient was 81 pevcent. Further analysis of the data,
utilizing item by item analysis of the signs of patterned body rotion
and directional focus within contexts of art teaching-learning situations,
supported, to a degree, the modification of the categories of nonverbal
behavior. The findings, as revealed in the 1iterature, also suggested
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some reorganization of categories of nonverbal behavior in terms of the
particular types of expressive meanings reflected by particular patterns
of body motion,

It has been noted that head and body postural positions are symp-
tomatic of inner states and reflect an individual's attitude. (7:520)
Facial expressions serve as interactive stimuli when viewed in the con-
text of interpersonal or social situations. (7:523) Gestures involving
patterned motions of arms, hands, and fingers may revlect varfous meanings
relative to situational factors. They may be refiective of inner tension
becoming autistic in character; (33) they may be an unconscious accom-
paniment of speech reflective of an individual's thinking; (51:61) or
they may be purposive or pursuasive, reflecting symbolic and emotional
meaning. (42:3; 7:521) Body motion behaviors are reflective of attitude
?gd ;Eﬁrritory“ when viewed in the context of interpersonal relations.

2,

Analysis of all the data supported the formulation of a typology
of nonverbal behavior of student teachers that would be related to
transactional and non-transactional patterns of body motion and direc-
tional focus within contexts of teaching-learning situations. In this
study, transactional gestural behaviors are those that may be either
consciously or unconsciously used by the student teacher and are reflec-
tive of the student teacher's direct influence on others; non-transartional
gestural behaviors are those that are not consciously controlled by the
student teacher and are reflective of the student teacher's inner state
and attitude towards others. Student teacher gestural behaviors that
serve as interactive and spatial referents to others within contexts of
art teaching-Tearning situations are classified as transactional behavior.
Student teacher gestural behaviors that serve as image reflectin
referents of the student teacher to others within contexts cf art
teaching-learning situations are classified as non-transactional.

The typology of nonverbal behavior of student teachers relative to
contexts within art teaching-learning situations is as follows:

Transactional Nonverbal Behavior

(Interactive and Spatial Referents)

Eye Countact

Facial Motion

Body Motion

Arm-tand-Finger Motion
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion

Non-Transactional Nonverbal Behavior
(Image Reflecting Referents)

Head Motion
Body Posture
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
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The category Eye Coutact contains such signs of patterned body
motion and directional focus as avoiding, downcast, or directed to
individuals or objects. Signs such as grins, smiles, frowns, or grimaces
are included in the category Facial Motion. The category Héad'Mogfon Ts
characterized by affirmative or negative motions and inclined, up-turned,
or down-turned positions. Body Posture includes such positional signs as
standing, sitting, leaning, and also such postural characteristics as
arms folded, ﬁangs on hips, or hands clasped. Body Motion signs are such

movements as shifting weight, shrugging shoulders, pacing, and proximity
of location in relation to individuals or objects and environmental set-
ting.” The category, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion, contains signs that are
primarily positional and descriptive, that is, in front of the body,
across the body, away from or toward the body and sweeps or loops. The
Directed Aim-Hand-Finger Motfon category contains primarily the same pat-
terned motions and directional focus as that of Arm-Hand-Finger Motion,
but they are distinctive in that they are characterized by pointing to
self, others, or objects. Manipulating, grasping, and holdsn behaviors
are also included in the Directed Arm-Hand-Finger category. The pat-
terned motions and directional focus of these behaviors may be either
transactional or non-transactional, and are, therefore, placed in both
categories in the typology.

Analysis of the category Reflected Teaclier Qualities, comprising 17
terms descriptive of qualities related to student teacher gestural
behavior, revealed that the observers perceived 83 percent of those
qualities reflected by all student teachers as being supportive, 12 per-
cent as unsupportive and 5 percent as neutral. The data also revealed
that individual studert teacher's nonverbal behavior reflected different
qualfties within contextual situations. Nonverbal behavior of one stu-
dent teacher reflected those qualities that were considered to be sup-
portive only in the context of in process task-setting by one of the
observers. In contrist, all three observers perceived this same student
teacher's nonverbal behavior as being unsupportive in the context of in
process demonstrating; and two of the three observers viewed her behavior
as betng supportive in the context of in process evaluating. Over all
three contextual situations the observers perceived that Gi percent of
this student teacher's nonverbal gestural behavior was supportive, 28 ‘per-
cent was unsupportive and 11 percent was neutral. In the view of the
objervers, two of the four student teachers exhibited all eight qualities
considered to be supportive, one student teacher exhibited all but one of
these qualities and another, five of the eight qualities. Of those
qualities that were considered to be unsupportive, the observers viewea
three of the four student teachers to be "commanding” in their nonverbal
behavior, one of the four to be "boring," and two of the four student
teachers were perceived as being "disapproving." The nbservers did not,
however, perceive any "hesitant,” “fearful,” or “"threatening” nonverbal
gestural behaviors.
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A review of the data concerning qualities of nonverbal behavior sug-
gested categorfzation of terms descriptive of gqualities, wherein particu-
lar qualities could be classified on a continuum ranging from supportive
to unsupportive within the contexts of art teaching-learning situations.
Previous investigations by Galloway (23, 24) and l.ail (35) have shown
that the placing of qualitative aspects of nonverbal behavior on a con-
tinuum is both a feasible and reliable procedure for measuring the quali-
tatjve effects of nonverb»' behavior.

The categorization of terms descriptive of qualities of nonverbal
behavior as reflected by student teachers within contexts of art teaching-
learning situations formulated for this investigation includes:

1. Enthusjastic

Nonverbal behaviors that evoke qualities of unusual enthusiasm,
warmth, encouragement, or emotional support for students or
topic.

2. Receptive-Helpful

Nonverbal behaviors that evoke qualities of attentiveness,
patience, willingness to listen, acceptance or approval; a
responsiveness to students or situations implying receptive-
ness of expressed feelings, nzeds or problems.

3. Clarifying-Directive

Nonverbal behaviors that evoke qualities of clarification,
elaboration, direction or guidance.

4. Neutral

Nonverbal behaviors that evoke qualities of 1ittle or no
supportive or unsupportive significance within contextual
situations; routine acts.

5. Avoidance-Insecurity

Nonverbal behaviors that evoke qualities of avoidance,
insecurity, insensitivity, impatience, ignorance, or
disruption to students, topic or situations.

6. Inattentive

Nonverbtal behaviors that evoke qualities of inattentiveness,
pre-occupation, apparent disinterest; an unwillingness or
inability to engage students, topic or situations.

7. Disapproval

Nonverbal behaviors that evoke qualities of disapproval,
dissatisfaction, disparagement or negative overtones to
students, topic or situations.
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Development of an Instrument for Systematic Observation of Nonverbal
Gestural Behavior

The development of an instrument for systematic observation of
qualities o7 nonverbal behavior of student teachers' was based on the
need for a method to systematically analyze the qualitative components of
student teacher nonverbal behavior within contexts of art teaching-learn-
ing situations.

There are basically two principal methods employed in the construc-
tion of instruments for observation of classroom behavior. One approach
is to limit the observation to one aspect of behavior, determining a
convenient unit of behavior and the constructing of a "finite set of
categories into which one and only one of every unit observed can be
classified." (40:298) The second approach to the construction of obser-
vational schedules is that of listing a number of specific items of
behavior "which may or may not occur during a period of observation."
(40:298) This method was used in constructing the instrument to verify
the typology of nonverbal behavior and reflected qualities as described
earlier in this chapter. The first approach, known as the category
system, has been utilized most successfully when there is one dimension
of behavior to be measured such as climate, as in the Withall and
Flanders systems. According to MedTey and Mitzel, (40:299) observers are
likely to feel more comfortable with a category system rather than a
sign system, as the number of aspects of behavior to be considered in
the category system is small. The observer is able to record each behav-
for as it occurs, forget it, and be ready for the next tehavior. In a
sign system, the observer needs to be alert to a much wyder range of
behaviors and will record fewer observations than one who is categorizing.

The formulation of a typology of student teacher nonverbal behavior
and reflected qualities was accomplished by the construction of two sets
of categories representing (1) student teachers' gestural behavior and
(2) qualities reflected by those behaviors as they occurred within con-
texts of art teaching-learning situations. The nature of the behaviors
under investigation seemed to support construction of a category system
Yor systematic observation. Nonverbal gestural behaviors consist of
patterned body motions that, for the most part, occur simultaneously and
are perceived as a singie unit of behavior or as a series of units in
time comprising episodes of behavior. However, it has been shown that
particular patterns of body motion seem to be expressive of particular
meanings and thus, can be incongruent in their overall qualitative effect.
It 1s not difficult to imagine a situation in which differing aspects of
a student tzacher's nonvr.rbal behavior may have differential qualitative
effects when viewed either as a single unit of behavior or as an episode
of behavior. Patterned facial motions may express acceptance, while eye
contact may be avoiding, and arm-hand-finger motion and body posture
may be expressive of inattention or disinterest. Conversely, it is also
evident that the particular patterns of body motions can all be expres-
sive of the same meaning and thus, congruent in their overall qualitative
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effect. For these reasons it seemed desirable in designing an instrument
to measure the relationship between nonverbal gestural behavior and re-
flected qualities, that both these aspects of student teacher behavior

be observed and judged simultaneously as they occurred within contexts

of art teaching-learning situations.

In formulating an observational instrument utilizing the category
system, the recommendations of Medley and Mitzel (40:300-301) were
employed as referents. They advise that the number of categories used
should not be too large and that their frequency of use should be approxi-
mately equal with some behavior or aspect of behavior that is relatively
common. However, it has been shown that categories used less than five
percent of the time can function effectively. In addition, they suggest
that scoring should be based on natural units of time if convenient to
the behaviors studied; if not, judgments should be based on brief time
units. They further recommend that the behavioral cues on which discrimi-
nations are made be explicit and facilitate ease in judging by observers.

The seven categories of nonverbal gestural behavior, that is, Eye
Contact, Facial Motion, Head Motion, Body Posture, Body Motion, Arm-Hand-
Finger Motion and Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion seemed to satisfy the
requirements concerning number of categories and frequency of use. In ad-
dition, each category comprises distinct aspects of behavior; that is,
signs of patterned body motion and directional focus that are applicable
only to that particular category. Thus, discriminations betwecin categories
would seem to be independent enough so that the halo effect, wherein judg-
ments in one category tend to influence judgments in another, would be
reduced. However, the purpose of the instrument in this study was not
only the measurement of what aspects of nonverbal be' avior were character-
istic of student teacher bchavior, but also measurement of the relationship
of these aspects of nonverbal behaviors and reflected qualities in art
teaching-learning situations. Observers would be expected to make simul-
taneous discriminations between qualities in terms of behaviors as they
occurred. The reliability of Withall's categories in which the observer
must code every ‘erbal statement the teacher makes and simultaneously infer
the intent of the statement suggests that these discriminations can be
made dependent upon the sophistication and training of the observer.

The category system for the instrument to measure the relationship
between student teacher nonverbal gestural behavior and veflected qual-
ities was concetved on the basis of simultaneous usage of both gestural
behavior categories and categories descriptive of qualities. As the
categories descriptive of qualities are seen as a continuum on which qual-
itative effect is coded from supportive to unsupportive within con-
texts of art teaching-learning situations, it seems appropriate that each
category of gestural behavior be judged relative to a particular category
descriptive of qualities on the continuum. Enthusiastic behavior {s con-
sidered to be more supportive than Receptive-Helpful behavior and that
behavior, in turn, is more supportive than Clarifying-Directive behzvior.
Neutral behavior is more supportiva than behavior reflecting Avoidance and

30




Insecurity, and that behavior is more supportive than Inattentive behavior.
Behavior reflecting Disapproval is considered to be the least supportive

in art teaching-learning situations. Thus, for each gestural category,
such as Facial Motion, observers were expected .o discriminate between

the seven qualitative categories and score the appropriate quality based
on their perception of that gestural behavior as it occurred in the con-
text of the art teaching-learning situation.

~ Several methods were employed in constructing an observational sched-
ule that would facilitate recording the frequency of occurrence of ges-
tural behaviors and reflected qualities simultaneously. The first
approach used natural time units relative to the occurrence of gestural
behavior. This proved to be an arduous task considering the nature of
the phencmena under investigation. Gestural behaviors, unlike verbal
statements, function & a continua in time or represent changes over
time. (43:8) Even though particular patterns of body motion were
assigned to gestural categories, the categories themselves did not seem
to fall into a natural time unit of reference. The possibility that a
number of observers, each concentrating on only one category of gestural
behavior to provide a solution, also proved unfeasible. Since nefther
of these approaches seemed apprupriate for the nature of the phenomena
under investigation, a category plus time unit means of recording observa-
tions was inftiated. 1nis method proved to he the most feasible as far
as facilitating the observer's ability to record frequency and reflected
quality of gestural behavior simultaneously.

An observational schedule was constructed wherein categories of
gestural behavior were organized sequentially beginning with the category
Eye Contact and 2nding with the category Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion.
Space was provided under each gestural category whereby observers were to
record a numeral associated with a particular category descriptive of a
quality. The numeral 1 was recorded if the behavior was perceived to
be Enthusiastic, the numeral 2 for Receptive-~-Helpful behavior, and so
on through the numeral 7 for those behaviors reflecting Disapproval.

In utilizing the instrument, the researcher and an assistant soon devel-
oped a natural and comfortable rate in recording frequencies and qual-
ities of gestural behavior. During first use of the instrument, the rate
of recording judgments was approximately every 10 to 12 seconds. Revision
of the instrument, by placing the numerals associated with qualities under
each category, as well as increas¢d usage, reduced that rate to the point
where judgments were made at approximately three second intervals.

After a natural rate of recording judgments was attained by tie
observers, analysis of the data obtained through the use of the instrument
gave evidence of reliability in measuring the cumulative reflective
qualit’es of a student teacher's nonverbal behavior both within contexts
of in ,rocess task-setting, demonstrating, and evaluating, and the over
all context of the art teuching-learning situation. However, a weakness
Tn the usage of the instrument became apparent. Since the total number
of observations for each observer differed, even if only slightly, item
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analysis within categories revealed a lower percentage of agreement between
observers even though the proportion of agreement was in the same direc-
tion. This seemed to indicate that while both observers were recording
Judgments at approximately the same rate, they were not always making
discriminations about the same behaviors. A system was devised so that at
every three second interval, judgments would be made simultaneously by
observers at the sound of a tone. Analysis of the data obtained sub-
sequent to the employment of this method showed increased objectivity
relative to percentage of observer agreement within categories.

During this phase in the construction of the instrument, an attempt
was also made to determine if the reliability of the instrument to measure
the relation between nonverbal behavior and reflected qualities could be
increased by having observers simultaneously observe separate behavioral
categories. Analysis revealed that although the frequency of Jjudgments
increased in cach behavior category, the cumulative qualitative effect
as reflected by those behaviors was the same as that revealed by discrimi-
nations made across several categories.

The instrument, as it was then formulated, was used by the researcher
and an assistant with four video recordings of student teachers randomly
selected from the sample of eight student teachers video recorded for the
pilot study (48) Fall Term, 1968. In testing the reliability of the
instrument, the audio portions of the recordings were not used so that
nonverbal gestural behaviors became the dominant modality viewed. Total
observations made by both observers numbered 2,896. Coefficient of
observer agreement as measured by the contingency coefficient, was 85
percent. /s a result of the observations conducted with this sample, it
was determined that an additional category was necessary to facilitate
use of the instrument. It had been found that when the instrument was
used with video recorded observations, there were specific instances
when student teacher gestural behavior was not perceivable. This was due
to the particular behavior being blocked from view by pupils passing in
front of the camera, or the student teucher being in a location or posi-
tion that inhibited the view of particular aspects of gestural behavior.
Previously, it had been the practice not to make a judgment under those
particular gestural categories where student teacher behavior was not
perceivable. However, it was found that it would facilitate the rhythm
of recording judgments if a tally were required; especially in those
instances where there might be a series of behavioral episodes blocked
from the observer's view. The category added was designated as No Evi-
dence, and the numeral O was used in recording its occurrence.

The evidence suggested that a suitable instrument for the systematic
observation of qualities of student teacher gestural behavior within con-
texts of art teaching-learning situations had been constructed.

A category plus time unit means of recording observations was devised

corresponding to the seven gestural behavior categories. Discriminations
as to the reflected qualities under each gestural category were made at
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three second intervals. The recorded observations made for the seven
gestural categories, in sequence from Eye Contact through Directed Arm-
Hand-Finger Motion, was consicered to constitute an Episode of Gestural
Behavior. Each video recorded sample of a student teachers' nonverbal
behavior was for a 30-minute time period. The number of observations
(n = 600) for Episodes of Gestural Behavior (N = 86) recorded by each
Judge for each student teacher was held constant, thus assuring a more
reliable basis for descriptive analyses of nonverbal behavior and its
qualitative components.

To determine the reliability and validity of the instrument in
measuring the relation between student teacher ncnverbal gestural behavior
and reflected qualities within cuntexts of art teaching-learning situa-
tions, the researcher and 6 judges used thie instrument in observing
3 student teachers randomly selected from the video recorded sample
of 15 student teachers. The instrument is presented in Appendix B,
page 99.

Selection of Judges

The selection of judges was directly dependent upon the degree of
sophistication required for the use of the instrument to ascertain the
relation between student teacher nonverbal behavior and reflected qual-
ities in art teaching-learning situations. Since the judges' task would
be to make discriminat.ans concerning qualities of gestural behavior
relative to student teachers' teaching behavior, judges were selected cn
the basis of their experience in the training and supervision of student
teachers in art. A1l the judges were doctoral candidates in residence at
The Pennsylvania State University, Summer Term, 1969, and represented
diverse geographic locations in the United States.

In their professional careers, all the judges had been responsible
for the training and supervision of student teachers in art. Two of the
Jjudges serve as chairmen of departments of art educztion, one in the
northwest, one in the northeast. One judge is an art supervisor of a
public school system in New England. One judge is responsible for train-
ing and supervision of student teachers in the elementary grades in the
southeast; and two of the judges have been responsible for training and
supervision of student teachers in secondary schools, one judge in the
southwest, and the other in the southeast.

Procedures for Training Judges

Training sessions for judges were conducted during a three week
period, and during that time, each judge averaged approximately 16
hours of formal training. The video recorded observations of student
teachers that had been utilized in the verification of the typology of
nonverbal behavior and in the development of the instrument for systematic
observation were utilized for the training of judges. In all training
sessions, as well as in the final judging, the audio portion of the video
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recordings was not utilized so that nonverbal gestural behavior was the
'ominant and only modality expressive of student teacher behavior in art.

Judge training was initiated by introduction of the categories of
nonverbal gestural behavior and the signs of patterned body motion and
directional focus characteristic of each category as is shown in Appendix
C, page 101, Segments of video recorded observations of student teachers
were viewed on a 24-inch screan television monitor positioned at eye
level for ease of observation by judges. Segments of three different
video recordings of student teachers were presented to the judges to
enable them to become familiar with signs of patterned body motion and
directional focus characteristic of each of the gestural behavior cate-
gories. After sufficient training had been provided so that judges were
familiar with the signs of gestural behavior and their appropriate cate-
gories, they were requested to view the recordings and to write terms
descriptive of qualities characteristic of the behavior viewed. Discus-
sion of the written observations of qualities preceded the introduction
to the categories descriptive of qualities as presented on page 28 of this
chapter. The method used for familiarizing judges with the categories
of nonverbal gestural behavior was then employed for the categories
descriptive of qualities.

The judges viere next introduced to the instrument for systematic
observation, which is illustrated in Appendix B, page 99. The Jjudges
were trained in the use of the instrument by first making judgments at
their own rate while viewing video recorded samples of student teachers'
behaviors. ODuring this period of training, all necessary clarification
required concerning discriminations among &l1 categories was provided.
The f21lowing guidelines were presented to judges to facilitate scoring
in use of the instrument.

1. Eye Contact: Judge all eye positions that can be seen.
Category is primarily one of focus. Use zero only when
héad is in a position where eye position, motion or focus
cannot be discerned.

2. Facial Motfon: Category includes position as well as
motion. Includes all feature motions such as smiles,
frowns, raised eyebrows, etc., as well as composite
facial position or expression such as "passive,"
"perplexed," "sarcastic," "enthusiastic," etc.

3. Head Motion: A1l head positions as well as motions are
Judged.

4. Body Posture: Primarily a positional category and not a
motion category.

5. Body Motion: Primarily a motion category. ¥nen no evidence
of motion is discernable score zero.

6. Arm-Hand-Finger Motion: Category is one of position and
motion.
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7. Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion: Category is one of
position and wotion, characterized by touching. point-
ing and manipulating behaviors.

8. Arm-Hand-Finger Motion and Directed Arm-Hand-Finger
Motion are two distinct categories. When no evidence
of the behaviors contained in either category are
discernible, whether it be one or both arms-hands,
score zero.

8. In judging qualities of nonverbal behavior in each
category remember that only an intuitive judgment
is to be made, i.e., no analysis.

10. Do not give the student teacher "benefit of the doubt,"”
judge on first intuitive perception only.

An audio tape with a recorded tone at three second intervals was
eniployed to facilitate the rate of scoring while judges used the instru-
ment with the video recordings. Analyses of the data collected in these
training sessions was conducted in order to ascertain the objectivity of
Jjudge discriminations. When all judges were performing at the proper rate
in scoring with the instrument, that is, at three second intervals, and
gave evidence of objectivity in their judgments, they were presented a
30-minute video recorded sample of a student teacher not viewed previously.
Coefficients of observer agreement was calcualted on the data from this
sample using Scott's coefficient "pi." (45) The range of agreements of
the coefficients was from .65 to .82, and .72 was the mean agreement of
the coefficients. A final training session was held prior to the final
judging wherein procedures for use of the instrument of systematic
observation were reviewed, and three 30-minute video recorded samples of
student teacher behavior presented. All the judges had previously util-
ized the instrument with various segments of the sample represented.

Procedures to Determine Reliability and Validity of the Instrument
for Systematic Observation

Video recordings of 3 student teachers, randomly selected from the
sample of 15 drawn for the study, were used ‘o determine reliability and
validity of the instrument to determine the relation between student
teacher nonverbal behavior and reflected qualities within contexts of
art teaching-learning situations.

Audio tones were recorded on each 30-minute video sample at 3-second
intervals to facilitate the category plus time unit means of scoring the
instrument, and to further assure a more accurate descriptive analysis of
the data. Each video recorded sample represented a different student
teacher in an art teaching-learning situation with children and youth,
One sample represented an arts and crafts class with third and fourth

rade level children; another, arts and crafts with children of fifth and
sixth grade level; the third sample represented a drawing and painting
class comprised of pupils from the ninth through the twelfth grade.
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Three judging sessions were conducted; one session for two judges,
and two sesstons for three judges. The three video recorded samples to
be analyzed were presented at each judging session using a random ordering
procecure for viewing. The video recordings were viewed on a 24-inch
television monitor pgaced at eye level to the judges and at a comfortable
distance for accurate viewing. A brief verbal review of procedures
employed in scoring the instrument, as well as a five minute “warm-up"
using the instrument with a segment of video recorded observation famfliar
to the judges, was conducted prior to the actual judging procedure.

The total frequency of simultaneous categorfzations of gestural
behaviors and terms descriptive of qualities by the 7 judges for the
sample of 3 video recordings numbered 12,600 within a total of 1,802
episodes of nonverbal behavior.



CHAPTER 111

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE INSTRUMEHT
FOR SYSTEMATIC OBSERVATION

Introduction

The criteria usually assocfated with behavioral observation measures
Erovided the rationale for the procedures used to ascertain the relia-
flity and validity of the instrument for systematic observation of stu-
dent teacher nonverbal behavior.

According to Kerlin?er. (32:507) the relfability of behavioral obser-
vation measures {s usually defined as agreement among observers. In
establishing relfability, percentage of agreement between expert judges

fs most often used to determine the relfabflity of the assignment of
behaviors to categories. The relfability of observations {s estimated by
correlating the observations of expert judges.

It {s assumed that if a measure fs valid it will also be relfable,
although, it cannot be assumed in turn, that {f a measure {s relfable it
will also be valid. Content validation, however, consists essentfally in
Judgment, and as such, each ftem comprising its content must be judged
for fts relevancy to the property being measured. In establishing content
validity other expert judges, being furnished with specific directions
for making discriminations and also with specifications of what they are
Judgin?. must also judge the content of these ttems. A method for pooling

these 1ndependent judgments must then be utilized. (32:446,447)

“In this study, the representativeness of the video recorded sample
of student teachers in diverse art teaching-learning sftuations, the pro-
cedures employed in mcking judgments, and the judgments of the expert
Judges all seem to meet the requirements for ascertaining the relfability
and validity of the insirument. As the expert judges provide the only
measurements for establishing content validity and reliability, the
criteria for behavioral observation ?reviously enumerated guided the
rationale for the simultaneous establishment of content validity and
relfability of the instrument for systematic observation.

Reliability in Terms of Percentage of Agreement

In order to establish judge relfability as a measure of the relation
between student teachers' gestural behaviors and reflected qualities, it
was {mportant to ascertain the extent of judge agreement between the
researcher and the six expert judges in categorizing gestural behaviors
and reflected qualities., The three areas in which the percentage of
agreemant was to be ascertained included: (1) the categorfzation of
gestural behaviors; (2) the categorization of reflected qualities of
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gestural behaviors; (3) the categorization of the over all qualftative
effects (supportive, neutral or unsupportive) of student teachers' ges-
tural behaviors.

In determining percentage of agreement between the researcher and
the six expert judges, the following questions were asked:

1. What percentage of the numoer of gestural behaviors located
by the researcher {n each of the seven categories was
fdentified by the judge as falling into the same category?
(Percentage of agreement between the researcher and Jjudge
for cach category.)

2. What percentage of the total number of gestural behaviors
categorized was located hy the iudge fn the same appropriate
categories as the researcher? (Percentage of agreement
between researcher and judge over all seven categories.)

3. What percentage of the number of reflected qualities
located by the researcher {in each of the efght cate-
gorfes was i$dentified by the judge as falling into
the same category? (Percentage of agreement between
the researcher and judge for each category.)

4. What percenta?e of the total number of reflected qual-
fties categorized by the judge was located {n the same
categories as the researcher? (Percenta?e of agreement
bet?een)the researcher and judge over all efght cate-
gorfes.

5. What percentage of the total number of gestural behaviors
categorized by the judge was located in the same cateqories
of qualitative effect as the researcher? (Percentage of
agreement between researcher and judge relative to sup-
portive, neutral or unsupportive categories.)

The percentage of agreement between the researcher and the six expert
judges was obtained by the statistical procedure, Frequency Analysis with
Chi-square. This analysis computed the frequency of judgments by the
researcher and each of the judges for each category of gestural behavior
and reflected qualities for the video recorded sample of each student
teacher. The percentage of agreement was based on the total number of
fdentical qualities within fdentical gestural behavior categories scored
by the researcher and a judge, divided by the total number of judgments
of that quality fn that same category of gestural behavior made by the
researcher. That fs, {f the researcher for 86 occurrences of judged
Factal Motion behavior, further judged 25 of those occurrences to be
Enthustastic, the judge, in order to agree 100 percent with the researcher,
would also have to score those same 25 occurrences as Enthusiastic.
Similarly, {f no judgments by the researcher and a judge were made for
any particular quality within a judged occurrence of gestural behavior,
this also constituted 100 percent agreement between the judge and the
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researcher. The ratfonale for no judgment of a partficular quality by

the researcher und a judge to constitute 100 percent agreement was based
on the fact that for each judged occurrence of gestural behavior, judg-
ments are made with regard to distinct quality categcries. It {s logical
to assume that a studant teacher's gestural behavior may not evoke all
particular qualities throughout an art teaching-learning situation. 1If a
student teacher were to be judged "highly supportive,” that would mean
his gestural behavior would consistently evoke the qualities contained
Primarily in categories 1, 2, and 3; those qualities considered to be
'unsupportive,” under categories 5, 6, and 7, would be infrequently
reflected by his gestural behavior (or not at all). Thus, the fact that
when a judge and the researcher both agreed on the absence of a particular
quality for a judged occurrence of gestural behavior, this would consti-
tute 100 percent agreement; conversely, {f efther a judge or the
researcher mde a judgment that a particular quality was reflected by a
Judged occurrence of gestural behavior, this would constftute zero per-
cent or no agreement.

For data analysis, the video recordings of the student teacher {n the
drawing and patnting class with hich school pupils is identified as
Yeacher T; the video recording of %ﬁe student teacher in the arts and
crafts class with third and fourth grade pupils is {dentified as Teacher 2;
and the video recording of the student teacher {in the arts and crafts
class with fifth and sixth grade pupils {s {dentified as Teacher 3. A
total of 12,800 simui¥aneous gestural behavior and reflected quality
Judgments were made for a total of 1,806 episodes of gestural behavior
for the entire video recorded sample of 3 student teachers. Table 1
presents the data regarding the percentage of agreement between all

Judges and the researcher in the categorfzation of gestural behaviors
for the v'deo recorded sample of 3 student teachers.

TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN ALL JUDGES AND THE
RESEARCHER IN CATEGORIZATION OF GESTURAL BEHAVIORS
OF THREE STUDENT TEACHERS

Video Mean X
Recorded _Qesturﬂ Behaviors A
Sarple A B ¢ 0 E F G Behavior
Teacher | 73 8} 81 83 77 68 81 78
Teacher 2 65 67 58 64 57 69 17 65
Teacher 3 68 56 53 50 63 67 78 62

Mean ¥ 720 68 64 66 65 68 79 68
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The mean percentage of agreement between the judges and the researcher
for the entire sample of three student teachers is highest on G, Directed
Arm-Hand-Finger Motfion and lowest on C, Head Motion. The mean percentage
of agreement fs next highest on A, Eye Contact. The two categories of B,
Facial Motion and F, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion, both with the same mean per-
centage of zgreement, {ollowed {n succession by D, Body Posture and E,
Body Motion all show a decrement in percentage of agreement. The mean
percentage of agreement for the entire video sample {s 68 percent. The
data reveals that the percentage of agreement {s consistently the highest
on G, Directed Atmm-Hand-Finger Motion for each of the student teachers.
However, the highest and lowest percentage of agreement {s inconsistent
on all other categories of gestural behavior for each of the student
ceachers. The higher mean percentage of agreement for Teacher 1 {s attri-
buted to the notfon that this teacher was "less active," spending a greater
proportion of time interacting with the total group and with each {ndi-
vidual pupi) than efther Teacher 2 or Teacher 3. Thus, her behavior was
mov 2 discernible to the Jjudges. In turn, Teacher 3, with the lowest mean
percentage of agreement on all categories, was the "most active," spending
the least proportion of time interacting with the total group or each
individual pupil than etther Teacher 1 or Teacher z. Thus, her behavior
was less discernible to the judges.

The data presented on Table Il shows the percentage of agreement
between a1l judges and the researcher fn the categorizatfon of qualfties
reflected by gastural behaviors for the video recorded sample of three
student teachers.

TABLE 11
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN ALL JUDGES AND THE

RESEARCHER IN CATEGORIZATION OF REFLECTED QUALITIES
OF THREE STUDENT TEACHERS

Video Mean %
Recorded Reflected anjitieL A]'
Sample 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Qualities

Teacher 1 73 100 59 66 49 81 100 100 78
Teacher 2 73 100 53 61 54 38 38 54 65
Teacher 3 66 62 53 55 45 54 18 8l 62

Mean ¥ N 87 55 61 49 58 89 78 68




Table Il reveals that the mean percentage of agreement between the
judges and the researcher for the video sample of three student teachers
fs highest on category 6, Inattentive and lowest on category 4, Neutral.
}h?]nean qerge:;ag? of'agrgemg?t on alllcageg:rigsizhow a gecr?me?t ?s

ollows: 1, Enthusiastic; 7, Disapproval; 0, No Evidence; 3, Clari{fying-
Directive; 5, Avoldance-lInsecurity; and 2, Receptive-Helpful.” The mean
percentage of agreement for the entire video recorded sample {s 68 per-
cent. The percentages of agreement on categories of reflected qualities
for each student teacher s inconsistent with regard to the higiest and
lowest levels of agreement. The mean percentage of agreement on the
entire sample as well as that for all reflected qualities of each student
teacher {s the same as that for categories of gestural behavior. This f{s
due to the fact that in using the instrument for systematic observation,
Judgments for both categories of gestural behavior and reflected qual-
fties are scored simultaneously by the judges. It is also due to the
ratfonale governing the computation of percentage of agreement on cate-
gories of reflected qualities between each judge and the researcher,

Table 111 presents the data regarding the percentage of agreement
between all {ud es and the researcher in the categcrization of ges‘ural
behaviors relative to over all qualftative effect, that is, as being

efther Supportive, Neutral, or Unsupportive for the entira sample of
chree sfuéenf EEaéhers. '

TABLE 11!
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN ALL JUDGES AND THE

RESEARCHER IN CATEGORIZATION OF QUALITATIVE EFFECT
OF THE GESTURAL BEHAVIORS OF THREE STUDENT TEACHERS

qultth
ualitative
Gestural Behaviors Effect ANl
Categories A B (o D E F G Behavior
Supportive 12 64 63 59 67 62 85 67
Neutral N 61 46 50 47 52 61 50
Unsupportive 82 72 70 n 4 78 79 75

Tho mean percentage of agreement between all judges and the
researcher in the categorfzation of qualitative effect of all gestural
behavior of the three student teachers is highest on the Unsupportive

Disapproval),

category (qualities of Avofdance-Insecurity, Inattentive
and the lowest on the gggj;ai category (Eouiine Acts). The percentages
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of agreement on the three categorfies of qualitative effect of gestural
behaviors {s inconsistent with the exception of G, Directed Arm-Hand-
Finger Motion for both the Supportive and Neutral categories and F,
Arm-Hand-Finger Motfon for both the Neutral and Unsupportive cate-
gories. 1he highast percentaye of agreement on the Supportive cate-
?ory {s on the gestural behavior G, Directed Arm-Hana-anggr Motion and
owest on the gestural behavior D, Body Posture; the highest and lTowest
percentage of agreement on the Neutral catezfry is on the gestural behav-
for G, Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion ard A, Eye Contact respectively;
for the Unsupportive category the highest level cf agreement {s on
gestural behavior A, Eye Contact and lowest on C, Head Hotion. The data
suggests that Unsupportive gestura! behavior judgments can be made with
more facility than either Supportive or Neutral gestural behavior. This
may be due to the notion that with student teachers, Unsupportive behav-
fors would occur less frequently than Supportive behaviors and therefore,
would tend to be more prominent than efther hNeutral or Supportive
gestural behaviors. Gestural behaviors that appear to be neither sup-
portive or unsupportive present the most difficult judgments in that
they deal with routine distributfon of materials or routine operation of
projectors and other equipment. As such, these behaviors may appear to
b? sim:lar to behaviors judged to be supportive in art teaching-learning
situations.

Further evidence retative to the reliability of the instrument was
obtained by computing contingenC{ coefficients (46) from a comparison of
categorizations of reflected qualities within judged categorfes of
gestural behavior of each judge with the researcher. Categories of
reflected qualities having no judgments scored by a judge or the researcher
were fgnored in the computatfon. Tables XXV, XXVI, and XXVII, located
in Appendix D, page 103,present the contingency coefficients of each
Judge and the researcher obtafned for each of the thiree teachers. Table
1V presents the contingency coefficients of each judge and the researcher
fn the categorization of reflected qualities within judged categories of
gestural beuavior for the video recorded sample of three student teachers.

he 1elatively higher contingency coefficients obtained for the researcher
and Judge 2 are due to the fact that this judge had worked with the
researcher {n the final development of the instrument and had more experi-
ence in its usage than did the other Jjudges.

Percentage of Agreement Among A1l Judges

The percentage of agreement of all judges bascd on the mean percentage
of fudgments fn the categorization of both gestural behaviors and reflected
qualities was also computed. The rationale for setting levels of agreement
was based on the criterfon of four of the seven judges including the
researcher agreeing on an occurrence of an ftem {n order to consider that
ftem as being a "real event." Thus, four ¢f the seven judges agreeing con-
stituted 57 percent agreement, five of the seven, 71 percent, six of the
seven, 85 percent and all seven judges, 100 percent agreemet.
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TABLE IV

CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENTS FOR EACH JUDGE AND THE RESEARCHER
IN CATEGORIZATIONS OF REFLECTED QUALITIES
AND GESTURAL BEHAYIORS OF THREE STUDENT TEACHERS

I Jl Jl J1 Jl Jl

Categories of with with with with with with
Gestural Behavior J2 J3 J4 J5 J6 J7
A Eye Contact .80 .66 .67 .59 .57 .64
B Facfal Motion 79 .69 74 .62 .63 .65
C Head Motfon .81 .63 .62 .66 .62 .63
D Body Posture .81 .68 .67 .65 .64 .62
t Body Motion 74 .58 .62 .57 57 .62
F Am-Hand-Finger

Motfon .61 .50 .60 .68 .62 .62
G Directed Arm-Hand-

Finger Mot{ion 76 .58 57 .58 .67 .67

Table V presents the percentage of judge agreement for all judges in
the categorization of gestura’ behaviors in terms of the mean percentage
of total judgments in each of the gestural behavior categories for each
level of judgo agreement. The data shows that B, facfal Motion accounts
for the highest mean percentage of judgments for both the /1 percent
level of judge agreement, with 54 percent of the total mean judgments for
the category and the 100 percent level of judge agreement. with 65 per-
cent of the total mean judgments. The lowest mean percentage of judgments
fs accounted for by E, Bg%z Motion with 20 percent of the total tor the
catagory at the 85 percent level of judge a?reement and only 10 percent
of the total number at the 100 percent level of agreement. For all
levels of judge agreement, the mean percentage of total judoments {s
{nconsistent as regards high and low mean percentage of the total number
of judgments in all other gestural categorfes. However, the data revaals

that over 811, B, facisl Motion, F, Amm-Hand-Finger Motion, G, Directed
Arm-Hand-Finger Motlo iﬁi’l?'gig_%ggyacf res c%lvely. account for the
Ha Eesg mﬁandpﬁzc:niagg og Jud 2 #3?;3&1 evel; o: Judge ag:egment;
while ad Motion osture an otion account for the
le;st over ailtmaan éeréen%age of Juagments.re ative to all levels of
Judge agreement.
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TABLE V

PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMEHT AMONG JUDGES IN CATEGORIZATIONM
OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR IN TERMS OF THE MEAN PERCENTAGE OF
JUDGMENTS FOR THREE STUDENT TEACHERS

Categories of Mean Percentage of Judgments for
Gestural Behavior Three Student Teachers
A Eye Contact 39 45 1 56
B Facfal Motfon 35 54 43 65
C Head Motion 44 42 35 40
D Body Posture 46 33 36 20
E Body Motion 43 34 20 10
F Arm-Hand-Fi{nger

Motion 37 45 66 39
G Directed Arm-Hand-

Finger Motion 37 45 53 56
Percentage of Judge Agreement 57 n 85 100

In using the category plus tiie unit means of recording judgments,
each student teacher's gé%tuFET behavior was judged in terms of 86 epi-
sodes of gestural behavior (-~ategories A through G) during the 30-minute
video recording. By considering a sequence of the seven {ndividually
ju?g:g ca:egor:es ?fbggstgrai ?ehavior (Aig?rough G) as coﬁprising an
episode of gestural behavior, 1t was possible to compute the percentage
of Judge agreement for all Judges on the mean percentage of tﬁ: total
number of episodes of gestural behavior. Figure 1 fllustrates the
percentage of judge agreement for all judges on the entire sample of
three student teacters i{n terms of the mean percentage of judged episodes
of gestural behavior,

As fllustrated in Figgre 1, the percentages of judge agreement at
both the 100 percent and percent leveis account for 29 percent of

the mean number of juagments made at each of these levels. The 71 per-
cent and 57 percent levels of judge agreement account for 23 percent

and 12 percent of the mean number of judged episodes of gestural behavior.
A total of 8) percent of the mean number of judged episodes of gestura)
behavior obtain judge agreement at or above the 71 percent level of
agreement for the video recorded sample of three student teachers,

4




P e te s sk 2R 4 S SR L T e ot U DA ket it o A e et et el S Tt e el I PR

100

&

=

§ 8:
> N
5 s
3 .
o« 4
o

g
|
E

s 0

_#:
0 0.4 5.0 12.8 23.2 29.2 29.4
Mean Percentage of Episodes of Gestural Behavior

Fig. 1. Percentages of agreement among judges on the mean per-
::nt;ge of Jjudged episodes of gestural behavior of three student
achers.

Figure 2 presents the data as regards the ?ercentage of agreement
among Jjudges in categorization of reflected qualities of the three stu-
dent teachers in terms of mean perccntage of total reflected quality
Judgments at each level of agreeuent. he highest level of judge agree-
ment, 100 percent, accounts for 11 percent of the total number of
reflected quality judgments, while the 1owest level of judge a?reement.
57 percent, accounts for 37 percent of the total number of reflected
quality Judgments. Judge agreement at the 85 percent level of agreement
and at the 71 percent level of agreement account for 20 percent and 32
percent of the total number of reflected quality judgments made for the
three student teachers.

A comparison of data, as revealed {n Figure 1 and Figure 2, Sug-
gests ?estural behaviors can be judged with more facility than can the
qualities reflected by those same behaviors. For categories of gestural
behavior, the level of judge agreement is highest, 100 percent, for the
largest mean percentage of total judgments made, 29.4 percent; while
for categories of reflected qualities, the highest percentage of judge
agreement, 100 percent, arcounts for the least mean percentage of the
total number of reflected qualfties, that is, 11 percent.

Table V1 presents the percentage of judge agreement among Jjudges fin

the categorization of qualitative effect, that {s, S rtive, Neutrsl
and Unsupportive, in terms of the mean pércentage'o? Eo%ai ]uégmen[s In
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Fig. 2. Percentages of agreement among judges on the mean per-
centage of reflected quality judgments of three student teachers.

TABLE VI

PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT AMONG JUDGES IN CATEGORIZATION
OF QUALITATIVE EFFECT IN TERMS OF THE MEAN PERCENTAGE OF
JUDGMENTS FOR THREE STUDENT TEACHERS

Categories of Mean Percentage of Judgments
Quatitative Effect For Three Teachers
No Evidence 1.0 27.0 37.0 54.0
Supportive 58.0 63.0 56.0 4.0
Neutral 09.0 09.0 06.0 00.6
Unsupportive N.o 00.4 00.0 00.0

Percentage of
Judge Agreement 57 n 85 100
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each category for each level of judge agreement. The highest percentage
of judge agreement, 100 percent, is obtained on the category No Evidence
with 54 percent of the mean number of judgments ar the rext highest with
45 percent of the judgments on the Supportive category. At this level of
agreement no judge agreement {s obtalned for the Unsupportive category
and only .6 of one Rercent of the Jud?ments are accounted for by the
Neutral category. At the 85 percent level of judge agreement, 37 per-
cent of the judgments are accounted for by the category No Evidence and
56 percent, the highest total at this level, are accounted for by the
Supportive category. The mean percentage of judgments at the 85 percent
eve] for both the Neutral and Unsupportive cateqories are the same as
that for the 100 percent level of 3ugge agreement. For the 71 percent
level of agreement, No Evidence accounts for 27 percent of the mean
number of gudgments. while the highest percentage s on the Supportive
category with 63 percent and the lowest on the Unsupportive category
with .4 of 1 percent. The Neutral category accounts for 9 percent of the
Judgments at this level of agreement. At the 57 Rercent level of judge
agreement, the Supportive category is highest with 58 percent of the mean
Judgments and lowest on the Unsupportive category with 11 percent of the
Judgments. The Neutral category accounts for 9 percent and the category
No Evidence, 21 percent of the mean number of judgments made at this
Tevel of agreement.

The data suggests that, for the sample of three student teachers,
the trend of judgments in the categorization of qualitative effect for
all levels of judge agreement {s primarily Supportive (Enthusfastic,
Receptive-Helpful and C]arifyin?-oirective) rather than Unsupportive
(Avoidant--Insecurity, Inattentive and ODisapproval). It sﬁou%a be noted
that the category No Evidence, accountin? for the next highest mean
percentage of total judgments in categorization of qualitative effect
over a1l percentages of judge agreements, §s used in those fnstances
when an occurrence of gestural behavior and reflected quality is not
discernible to the judges. As such, the high mean Rercentage of judg-
ments in this category {s a reflection upon the technical proficiency
of the video recording procedure and not the 2bility of the judges to
make apyropriate judgments.

Sumary

The instrument for systematic observation of student teacher non-
verbal behavior has been shown to have some degree of content validity
and relfability as measured by the criteria of behavioral observatfon.
Validity and reltability has been evidenced in terms of the ascertained
percentages of agreement between the six judges and the researcher and
smong all judges, and the statistical treatment of the independent cate-
gorfzations of the stx judges and the researcher,

The degree of validity and reliability obtained by the instrument

for systematic observation served as a basis for the employment of
further descriptiva statistical procedures relative to student teachers’
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gestural behavior and reflected qualities, and the relation of these
behaviors to all contexts of art teaching-learning situations. The
data revealed by these analyses are discussed in Chanter IV.
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CHAPTER 1V

ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSES OF THE INSTRUMENT
FOR SYSTEMATIC OBSERVATION

Introduction

Further descriptive analyses of the data obtained from use of the
instrument for systematic observation of nonverbal brhavior was made to
ascertain frequency of judgments relative to particular categories of
gestural behaviors and terms descriptive of qualities, as well as patterns
of gestural behavior and their qualitative effects within the art teaching-
learning situations contained in the video recorded sample. Factor analy-
sis, as a method of construct validity, was employed (1§ to ascertain
whether the theoretical constructis basic to the instrument for systematic
observation accounted for the influence among categories of gestural
beravior, and (2) to ascertain the extent of independence between these
constructs relative to all contexts of the art teaching-learning situations
contained in the three video recordings.

Analysis in Terms of Mean Percentages of Judgment

The mean percentage of judgment based on the total frequency of both
gestural behaviors and reflected qualities was computed for the three video
recordings. However, for the analysis of the categorization of gestural
behaviors and reflected qualities no computation was made for the cate-
gory 0, No Evidence, as its use represented those instances when judges
found no occurrence of a particular gestural behavior and reflected qual-
ity due to technical limitations of the video recording procedure.

figure 3 illustrates the mean percentage of total judgments in the
categorization of gestural behavior contained in the video recorded sampie
of three student teachers. The highest mean percentage of judgments occur
~ in Body Posture with 18 parcent of the judgments, and the lowest mean per-
centage, 9 percent, occurs in Arm-Hand-Finger Motion. Head Motion
accounts for the next highest mean percentage of judgments with 17 percent,
followed by Body Motion with 16 percent of the total; the two categories,
Eye Contact and Facial Motion obtain the same mean percentage of judgments,
l% percent, while Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion accounts for 11 percent
of the total judgments.

Table VII presents the mean percerntage of total judgments in the
categorization of terms descriptive of qualities reflected within each
category of gestural behavior for the sample of three video recordings.

The data shows that the mean percentage of judgments for the
reflected quality, Enthusiastic, ranges from a low of .3 of 1 percent
for the gestural categories Directed Arm-Hand-finger Motion and Body
Motion to a high of 1 percent for Facial Motion. The gestural category,
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TABLE VII

MEAN PLRCENTAGE OF TOTAL JUDGMENTS OF REFLECTED QUALITIES
WITHIN EACH CATEGORY OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR FOR THE
THREE VIDEO RECORDINGS

(N = 9,629)
Reflected Cotegories of Gestural sehavior
Qualities A B C D £ F 5

Enthusiastic 00.7 01.3 00.4 00.5 00.3 00.5 00.3
2. Receptive-

Helpful 38.5 37.4 27.9 23.7 28.0 20.4 04,2
3. Clarifying-

Directive 52.5 52.3 54.0 49.5 48.6 52.4 36.6
4. Netural 04.7 05.9 14,7 20.5 18.3 21.7 52.3
5. Avoidance-

Insecurity 01.9 01.8 01.3 04.6 03.3 03.4 06.1
6. Inattentive 00.0 00.0 00.2 00.3 00.3 00.2 00.0
7. Disapproval 01.4 01.0 01.2 00.9 01.0 01.3 00.3

Eye Contact accounts for the next highest mean percentage of judgments
for the quality, Enthusiastic, followed by Body Posture, and Arm-Hand-
Finger Motion. The quality, Receptive-Helpful, obtains the highest mean
percentage of judgments for Eye Contact with 38 percent, and the lowest
mean percentage of judgments for Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion with

4 percent of the judgments. A1l other gestural behaviors show a decrement
in mean percentage of judgments for Receptive-Helpful as follows: Facial
Motion, Body Motion, Head Motion, Body Posture, and Arm-Hand-Finger Motion.
The highest mean percentage of judgments for the reflected quality,
Clarifying-Directive, occur in Head Motion, accounting for 54 percent,
and the jowest mean percentage of judgments occur in Directed Arm-Hand-
Finger Motion with 36 percent of the judgments made. The next highest
mean percentage of Clarifying-Directive judgments are for Eye Contact
followed by Arm-Hand-Finger Motfon, Facial Motion, Body Posture, and Body
Motion. Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion accounts for the highest per-
centage of Neutral judgments with 52 percent of the total, while Eye
Contact accounts for the least percentage of Neutral quality judgments
with 3 percent of the total. The next highest mean percentage of judg-
ments for the reflected quality, Neutral, are obtained in Arm-Hand-
Finger Motion, Body Posture, Body Fotion, Head Motion, and Facial Motion
respectively. For the reflected quality, Avoidance-Insecurity, the mean
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percentage of judgments range from a low of 1 percent in tha three
gestural cate?ories Eye Contact, Facial Motion, and Head Motion to a high
of 6 percent in Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion. Body Posture accounts
for the next highest mean percentage of judgments for Avoidance-Insecurity
followed by Body Motion and Arm-Hand-Finger Motion. No Judgments are
found in Eye Contact, Facial Motion or Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion for
the reflected jua11ty, Inattentive. The highest mean percentage of
Inettentive judyments is the same, .3 of 1 percent, for Body Posture and
Body Motion, while Head Motion and Arm-Hand-Finger Motion account for

2 percent of the total quality judgments Inattentive. For the quality,
Disapproval, the mean percentage of judgments range from .3 of 1 percent
Tn U%recfed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion to 1 percent in Eye Contact, Facial
Motion, Head Motion, Body Motion and Arm-Hand-Finger Motion. Body

Posture accounts for .9 of 1 percent of the judgments for the reflected

quality, Disapproval.

The data i1lustrated in Figure 4 shows the total mean qercentages of
judgment in the categorization of reflected qualities for all gestural
behaviors of the three student teachers contained in the video recorded
sample. Clarifying-Directive, obtains the highest mean percentage of the
total reflected quality Judgments for the sample with 49 percent. The
reflected qualities all show a decrement in the mean percentage of total
Judgments as follows: Receptive-Helpful, 26 percent; Neutral, 20 percent;
Avoidance-Insecurity, 3 percent; Disapproval, 1 percent; Enthusiastic,

.5 of 1 percent; and Inattentive, .1 of 1 percent. The two qualities,
Clarifying-Diractive and Receptive-Helpful, account for 75 percent of the
total judgments made for the three recordings, while 20 percent of the
total judgments are judged to be Neutral behaviors. The qualities,
Enthusiastic, Avoidance-Insecurity, Inattentive, and Disapproval account
for approximately 5 percent of the total judgments made for the three
video recordings.

Figure 5 i1lustrates the mean percentage of total judgments in cate-
gorization of three qualitative effects, namely Supportive, Neutral and
Unsupportive for the three video recerdings. The data shows that the mean
percentage of the total judgments is highest in the Supportive category
(reflected qualities: Enthusiastic, Receptive-Helpful, Clarifying-
Directive) and the lowest mean percentage of judgments is in the Unsup-

ortive category (reflected qualities: Avoidance-insecurity, Inattentive,
Disapproval). The Supportive category contains the highest mean per-
centage of judgments, 76 percent, followed by the Neutral category with
20 percent, and the Unsupportive category accounts for 4 percent of the
total number of judgments made for the three video recordings.

The data presented in Figures 4 and 5 show that for this sample,
student teacher's gestural behaviors reflect those qualities that are
highly supportive and only regligibly unsupportive in their qualitative
effects within art teaching-learning situations. That is, those particu-
lar qualities categorized as Unsupportive, which evoke qualities of
avoidance, insecurity, insensitivity, or impatience, 3as well as those of

52



ANY

9,629)

" 20.0

Mean Percentage of Judgment
(N

1 4 3 4 5 6 7
Categories of Reflected Qualities

1-Enthusiastic, 2-Receptive-Helpful, 3-Clarifying-
Directive, 4-Neutral, 5-Avoidance-Insecurity,
6-Inattentive, 7-Disapproval

Fig. 4. Mean percentage of total judgments in the categorization
of reflected qualities for three video recordings.

53




100

N\

3
<
§
. 50
Y. o
o <«
a 2 25
o o
-0‘3 n 20
52: '
O S
3 15
a
& 10
¢
5
0

| Supportive Neutral Unsupportive

Categories of Qualitative Effect
Supportive: Enthusiastic, Receptive-Helpful,
Clarifying-Directive

Neutral: No Supportive or Unsupportive Effect,
routine acts

Unsupportive: Avoidance-Insecurity, Inattentive,
Disapproval

Fig. 5. Mean percentage of total judgments in the categorization of
qualitative effect of gestural behaviors for three video recordings.

54




disapproval, disparagement, dissatisfaction or other negative overtones
within the art teaching-learning situation are least reflected; those
particular qualities categorized as Supportive, which evoke primarily
qualities of clarification, elaboration, direction or guidance, as well

as qualities of attentiveness, patience, acceptance or approval within the
art teaching-learning situation are the ones most often reflected in the
three video recordings. Thus, the qualitative effects as reflected by
student teachers' gestural behaviors in this sample are similar to those
that would be expected of mature teachers in art teaching-learning situa-
tions.

Construct Validity of the Instrument for Systematic Observation

Construct validity is regarded as an important method to further
ascertain the validity of observation measures. (32:507) Construct
validation provides a means to determine to what extent relations exist
hetween constructs which make up the theoretical framework of the ieasure
thus,suggesting whether particular constructs or factors are operating
independently of one another. By ascertaining the meaning constructs have
in relation to other constructs "factor analysis can be conceived as a
construct validity tool." (32:671)

A1l techniques of factir analysis begin with a complete table of
intercorrelations among a set of variables and end with a factor matrix,
that 1s, a table showing the weight or loading of each of the factors in
each variable. According to Kerlinger, (32:671) the variables entered
into the correlation and factor matrices can be tests, scales, items,
persons, concepts or whatever can be intercorrelated in some way. A
common or general factor bas positive loadings in all variables. Group
factors are obtained when only certain variables have positive loadings,
the others being zero or negative. Thus, the nature of a particular
factor can be seen from examining the variables obtaining high loadings
on the factor and attemptinc to ascertain what meanings they have in
common. The more there are with high loadings on a given factor, the
more clearly can the nature of the factor be defined. Very low factor
loadings can be ignored as they are representative of chance fluctuations
frem zero and are of little help in identifying factors.

Correlation Coefficients Based on a Comparison of Judged Categorizations
of Gestural Behavior

Basic to factor analytic technique are the intercorrelations among
the variables of a measure. Correlation coefficients were computed from
the judgments made in each category of gestural behavior for all episodes
contained in the video recnrded sample of three student teachers. Corre-
lation coefficients were obtained for all three coniexts of art teaching-
learning situations, as well as separately for the task-setting, demon-
stration, and evaluation contexts. The data is presented on Tables VIII
through XI and coefficients are given to three decimal plazces.
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Table VIII presents the correlation coefficients between categories
of gestural behavior for all contexts combined in the video recorded
sample of three student teachers. The cgef{i?iant? pre;engeg og Table
VIII reveal that A, Eye Contact with B, Facial Motion, D, Body Posture, E,
Body Motion, C, Head Motfon and G, Directed Arm-Hand Finger Motion are the
most closely associated categorias for all contexts of art iz2aching-
learning situations. The category C, Head Motion with E, Body Motion and
F, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion shos the least association between categories
for all contexts of art teaching-learning situations.

TABLE VIII

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS® BETWEEN JUDGED CATEGORIZATIONS
OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR IN ALL CONTEXTS IN THREE
VIDEU RECORDINGS

N = 2568 A B C D E F
B .698
C 519 359
D .585 406 .488
E 547 .346 .282 .349
F 493 .289 273 .347 .492
G 519 .312 424 413 462 433

aSignificant at the .01 level

The correlation coefficients between judged categorizations of
gestural behavior of three student teachers for the Task-setting context
are presented on Table IX. For the contextual situation, Task-setting,
the coefficients show the same trend relative to closeness of association
between categories ov gestural behavior as those obtained for all three
contexts. However, for Task-setting,B, Facial Motion with G, Directed
Arm-Hand-Finger Motion ana €, Head Motion with E, Body Motion show the
Teast assocfation between categories. Over all, the correlations evi-
dence closer association among all categories of gestural behavior for
Task-setting than for all contexts combined within art teaching-learning
situations with the three student teachers.
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TABLE IX

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS® BETWEEN JUDGED CATEGORIZATIONS
OF GRSTURAL BEHAVIOR IN THE TASK-SETTING CONTEXT
IN THREE VIDEO RECORDINGS

N=165 - A B c D E F
B .706
c 521 .324
D 546 .372 .470
E 525 .334 .313 .305
F 557 .393 .335 .392 .532
6 519 .288 ,430 .439 455 485

aSignificant at the .01 level

Table X presents the correlation coefficients between the judged
categorizations of gestural behavior for the contextual situation Demon-
stration for the three vidco recordings. The coafficients presented on
fable X evidence a higher degree of association vetween D, Body Posture
and C, Head Motion for Demonstration, than for either Task-setting, or all
three contexts combined. The categories evidencing the least association
among all categories for the Demorstration context are B, Facial Motion
with F, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion; F, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion with G, Directed
Arm-Hand-Finger Motion; and C, Head Motion with &, Body Motion. Further,

» Arm-Hand-Finger Motion was not significantly correlated with C, Head

MotTon 1n the Demonstration context within art teaching-learning situations.
The correlaticn coefficients obtained between judged categorizations

of gestural behavior for the contextual situation, Evaluation, for the
video recorded sample of three student teachers are presented on Table XI,
The correlation coefficients, among all categories, evidence the least
association between categories for the contextual situation of Evaluation
than for either Task-setting, Demonstration or all contexts combined.
Although the trend of associatioi between A, Eye Contact with all other
categories is maintained in the Evaluation context, an exception occurs
between A, Eye Contact and F, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion evidencing no signifi-
cant correlation. Both B, Facial Motion and C, Head Motion are not

sfgnificantly related to E, Body Motion or F, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion, nor
is D, Body Posture significantly associated with F, Arm-Hand-Finger Motion.
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TABLE X

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS® BETWEEN JUDGED CATEGORIZATIONS
OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR IN THE DEMONSTRATION CONTEX}

IN THREE VIDEO RECORDINGS

B c 0

N =44 A 3 F

B 792
c .613 669
b 831 .731 530
£ .548 .62 .358° 597
F .598 .350° .289° .509 .466
6 462 .480 511 .350° 460 .330%

6Significant at the .01 level

Bsignificant at the .05 level

°Not Significant

TABLE XI
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS® BETWEEN JUDGED CATEGORIZATICNS
OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR IN THE EVALUATION CONTEXT
IN THREE VIDEO RECORDINGS
N = 49 A 8 "¢ D E F

B 602
c 461 a2
D 587 .369 554
E .594 . 260° ane 375
F A61¢ -.178¢ 021° .046¢ .359P
G 575 2880 3470 ,366 .509 3t

8significant at the .01 level
b51gnif1cant at the .05 level
Not Significant
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Factor Analysis Using the Intercorrelations Among Categories of Gestural
Behavior

The intercorrelations among the categories of gestural behavior pre-
sented on Tables VIII through XI were analyzed factorially using the
principal components method of factor analysis. The factor loadings and
variance obtained for each factor are presented on Tables XII through XV
for all three contexts combined and for the Task-setting, Demonstration
and Evaluatfon confexts for the sample of three student teachers. The
factor loadings are given to two decimal places.

Table XII presents the factor loadings obtained for categories of
gestural behavior for all three contexts of the art teaching-learning
sttuations contained in the three video recordings.

TABLE X11

FACTOR MATRIX OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES
IN ALL CONTEXTS

Categories 1 2 3 4

A Eye Contact .68 -.13 22 .02
B Facial Motion .69 -.34 .56 A3
C Head Motion .66 -39 -.44 .07
D Body Posture o2 -.29 -.20 -.42
E Body Motion .69 .46 A3 .15
F Am-Hand-Finger

Motion .65 .52 .01 -.39
G Directed Arm-Hand-

Finger Motion N ¥3 -.35 42

Percentage of
variance .52 A3 A .08

The data shows that Factor 1 accounts for 52 percent of the variance
among all gestural behaviors. Loadings on Factors 2, 3, and 4 account for
13 percent, 1 gercent and 8 percent of the variance. These factor
loadings sugges that all gestural behaviors are being influenced by the
same general factor.
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The factor loadings obtained for the contextual s{tuation, Task-sei-
ting, presented on Table XIIl, are similar to those obtained for all con-
EEx%s as shown on Table XII in that Factor 1 accounts for 52 percent of
the variance amony all categories and further, factor loadings for Eye
Contact, Facfal Motion and Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion are the same.
Facfal Motion has a factor loading of .69 for all contexts and .68 for
the Task-setting context.

TABLE X111

FACTOR MATRIX OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES
IN THE TASK-SETTING CONTEXT

Categories 1 2 3 4

A Eye Contact 188 -.13 .24 -.04
B Facfal Motion .68 -.28 .61 -.03
C Head Motion .66 -.37 -.39 -.48
D Body Posture .69 -.36 -.26 .46
£ Body Motion .68 53 .05 -.22
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motfon 13 .38 .00 .18
G Directed Arm-Hand-

Finger Motion J 21 -.38 .09

|

Percentage of
Varfance .52 12 0 .08

The factor matrix presented on Table X1V shows that Factor 1 accounts
for an even greater percentage of the varfance. 60 percent, among gestural
behaviors for the Demonstration context; while factor loadings for the
Evaluation context, as shown on Table XV, show the lowest percentage of
variance common to all behaviors, although the trend {s similar to that of
all other matrices, Eye Contact, as in all other matrices, obtained the
highest factor loadings for both Demonstration and Evaluation.

Yarimax Rntation

In order to more clearly ascertain the factors influencing the rela-
tion between categories of gestural behavior within contexts of art teach-
ing-learning situations comprising the sample, more objective analyses of
the factors obtained was attempted by rotating the factors using the
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TABLE XIV

FACTOR MATRIX OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES

IN THE DEMONSTRATION CONTEXT

Categories ] 2 3 4

A Eye Contact 291 .10 -.19 -4
c Head HOt'lon c73 '148 '0]3 '028
E Bedy Motion 74 .19 22 .54
F ArmeHand-Finger

Motion .63 .58 .28 -.38
G Ofrected Arm-Hand-

Fingar Motion .64 -.40 .61 -.04
Percentage of

variance .60 A2 10 .08

6)



TABLE XV

FACTOR MATRIX OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES
IN THE EVALUATION CONTEXT

Categories 1 2 3 4

A Eye Contact 89 .07 18 .02
B Facial Motion .61 .49 45 .19
c Head MOtion 163 332 .359 ..]8
D BOdy POStUPe _1_7_4- |23 ‘n33 -40
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motfon 26 -.64 -.19 -.08
G Ofrected Arm-Hand-

Finger Motion o3 -3 .03 -.42
fercentage of

Variance .46 a9 A2 .08
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varimax method of rotation. The rotated matrices of gestural behavior for
all three contexts combined, as well as for Task-setting, Demonstration
and Evaluation are presented on Tables XVI through XIX. The rotated
factor loadings are given to two decimal places.

The varimax rotation presented on Table XVI for all contexts of art
teaching-learnin? situations shows that Head Motion and Body Posture have
the highest loadings on Factor 1; Body Motion and Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
obtain the highest loadings on Factor IT; Eye Contact aud Fac‘lalE Hot{on
have the hi?hest loadings on Factor 111, and Directed Armm-Hand-Finger
Motion obtains the highest loading cn Factor IV.

TABLE XVI

YARIMAX ROTATION OF GESTURAL BEHAYIOR CATEGORIES
IN ALL CONTEXTS

Categories 1 I1 11 v
A Eye Contact .40 .35 269 .29
B Facial Motion J19 .09 293 .09
C Head Motion 215 -.05 18 A2
D Body Posture 280 .33 .26 .02
E Body Motion -.02 260 34 .50
F  Armm-Hand-Finger
Motion 20 88 10 15
G Directed Arm-Hand-
Finger Mottion 27 24 13 284

Table XVII presents the varimax rotations for the contextual situa-

tion Ta;;-seﬁing for the three art teaching-learning sftuations.
Factc;r U has ;ghest loadiny on Head Motion; Factor Il on B¢

)y
Motion, Arm-Hand-Finqer Motion and Directed Arm-Hand-Fincer Motion: Factor
11 on'ae Coghfi anui FacTal Motion; the highest Toading tor Factor 1V

fsonB osture.

The varimax rotations of gestural behavior for the Demonstration
context, presented on Table XVill, reveals that the highest 1oading 1s on

Am-Hand-Finger Motion for Factor 1; Eye Contact, Facial Motion, Head
and osi:ﬁur_e; have the highest Toadings for Factor 1T} Directed
rm-Hand-Finger HotTon obtains the highest loading for Factor 1113 and
)

or tactor 1V, the highest loading 1S on Bpdy Motion.
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TABLE XVI1

VARIMAX ROTATION OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES
IN THE TASK-SETTING CONTEXT

Categories | I1 I v

A Eye Contact 31 42 209 )
B Faclal Mation .10 16 93 A3
¢ Head Motfon 91 .16 .20 23
0 Body Posture 22 14 .26 287
E Body Motion 19 +84 .22 -.05
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motion -.02 04 .28 )
G Directed Arm-Hand-

Finger Motion 31 262 -.00 A7

TABLE XVIII
ROTATED MATRIX OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR CAVEGORIES
IN THE OEMONSTRATION CONTEXTY
Categories 1 11 111 v

A Eye Contact 45 =7 14 28
B Facial Motfon .06 =.80 22 43
C Head Motion 05 =19 .48 -.07
D Body Posture 135 =J4 -.02 A2
E Body Motion 22 .26 24 187
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motion 194 =19 A5 a7
G Dfrected Anm-Hand-

Finger Motfon 15 -.21 90 24

———
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Table XIX presents the varimax rotation of gestural behaviors for
the contextual situation, Evaluation, and shows that Facial Motion and
Eye Contact have the most sTgnificant loadings on Factor I. for ractor
I!. Arm-Hand-Fingar Motion and Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion are sig-
nificant; Head Motlon and Bog¥ Posture are significant for Factor III;
Body Motion has the most significant Toading on Factor IV.

TABLE XIX

ROTATED MATRIX OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES
IN THE EVALUATION CONTEXT

Categories 1§ 11 i1 1V

A Eye Contact 261 -.24 -.38 .50
B Facial Motion 8 A2 =07 16
C Head Motion 21 .15 =,90 -.08
D Body Posture A4 .06 =75 52
E Body Motion .22 -.37 -.03 182
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motion -.30 =.81 .02 .25
G Dfrected Arm-Hand-

Finger Motion .46 =02 -.25 15
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CHAPTER ¥
DISCUSSION

Introduction

The findings of the study are derived from the analyses of the data
reported fn Cnapter III and Chapter IV. These Chapters relate primarily
to descriptive information of two kinds: content validity in terms of
?ercentages of judge agreement and construct validity using factor ana-

tic procedures. Tha principal findings of the study are derived from
hapter IV as these findings ascertain to what extent validity of the
fgngtgucts basic to the instrument for systematic observation {s estab-
shed.

To facilitate clarity in the interpretation of the descriptive
analyses, the assumptions basic to the theoretical framework underlying
the instrument for systematic observation of nonverbal behavior are
discussed in three sections: (1) Content Validity and Relfability, (2)
ve;?d:ercent:ges Based on Frequency of Judgment, and (3) Construct

a ty.

Content Validity and Relfability

The proposition that gestural behaviors and terms descriptive of
qualfties could be categorized for the systematic observation of qualities
of nonverbal behavior of student teachers in art teaching-learning sftua-
tions was central to the study.

Content validity of a measure consists essentially in judgment, and
ftems comprising its content must be judged for relevancy to the property
being measured by other expert judges furnished with the criteria of the
ftems; a method of pooling the independent judgments must then be utilized.
(32:446, 447) As percentage of agreement between expert judyes s most
often used to determine the relfability of the assignment ot behaviors to
categories and the relfability of observetions is estimated by correlating
the observations of expert judges, (32:507) these procedures were employed
{gr %hetsimultaneous establishment of content validity and relfability of

e instrument.

The mean nercentages of judge agreement between all judges and the
researcher in the categorization of student teachers' gestural hehavior
8s shown on Table 1, page 39, ranges from & low of 64 percent to a high
of 79 percent. The grand mean percentage of agreement obtafned in the
categorization of gestural behavior is 68 percent. In the categorfzation
of terms descriptive of qualities reflected by gestural behavior, Table 1I,
page 40, the mean percentages of agreement bectween all judges and the
researcher range from 55 percent to 89 percent agreement. The grand mean
percentage of agreement {n the categorfzation of qualities reflected by
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gestural behavior is 68 percent. For the categorization of over all
qualitative effect of student teachers' gestural behavior as shown on
Table I11, page 41, the mean percentages of agreement between all judges
and the researcher range from a low of S0 percent to a high of 75 percent.

R ITagleis. paggt?4. sg?ws thgtAthe geztg:a] begav:ors ng%g] Motion,
na-Hand-Finger on, Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion and Eye Contact
account for gﬁe highest mean percentage of’jﬁgbments made for a1l levels
of Judge agreement among the judges, while Head Motfon., 8Body Posture and
Body Motion account for the least mean percentage of judgments amon? all
Judges for all levels of judge agreement. Figure 1, page 45, and Figure
2, page 46, reveal that the highest level of judge agreement among all
Judges accounts for the highest mean percentage of judgments made for all
cate?ories of gestural behavior, and for all categories of reflected
qualities, the highest level of judge agreement among judges accounts for
the lowest mean gercentage of judgments made. In the categorf{zation of
the over all quaiftative effect of gestural behavior, Table VI, page 46,
the percentages of judge agreement at all levels among judges fs highest
for the Supporiive category and lowest for the Unsupportive category.

The correlations of the independent judgments of the seven judges in
the categorfzation of qualities of gestural behavior, as shown on Table IV,
page, 43 and Tables XXV, XXvi, and XXVII in Appendix D, page 103, ascertain
to what extent relfability of the judges' obseivations is established.

The percentages of agreement between the six judges and the researcher
and among all Judges, and the contingency coefficients for the fndependent
categor{zations of the six judges and the researcher, attained that measuras
of agreement predetennined by the researcher for the establishment of con-
tent validity and relfability of the fnstrument for systematic observa-
tion. Thesa findings support the studies of Birdwhistell, (10) Davitz,
(15) and layes (28) namely, that nonverbal behavior {s subject to system-
atic analysis, bein? a stable measurable phenomenon which evokes qualf-
tative meantng within contextual situations,

Mean Percentages Based on Frequency of Judgment

1t was expected thav particular gestural behaviors of student
teachers in the video recorded sample would reflect ?articu1ar qualitfes
and further, that these gestural behaviurs would reflect an over all
qualitative effect within art teaching-learning situations.

Analysis based on mean percentages of total judgmant, Figure 3,
page 50, shows that the gestural behaviors Body Posture, Head Motion, and
Body Motion account for the highest mean percentages of total judgments
made in the categorization of gestural behavior. Table YII, page 51,
;:vea]z :gat the ref}e:;edjq:a 1t{. Clarifying-Directive acﬁgu?ts fo; 49,
sy &N percent o e Jjudgments for osture, Head Motion an
ngx Motion, while these same gestural behaviors account for ¢3, 27, and
percent of the reflected quality judgments for the category,
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Receptive-Helpful. The data fllustrated in Figure 4, page §3, shows

that the highest mean percentage of total reflected quality judgments are
obtatned in the Clarifying-Directive, Receptive-Helpful, and Neutral
categories. In the categorization of over all qualitative effects,
Figure 5, page 54, the mean percentages of judgment reveal that 57 per-

cent of the total judgments are {n the Supportive category, and that
only 3 percent of the total judgments are En the Unsupportive category.

These findings seem to relate to those of James (7:520) who found
that posture gives general clues as to attitude and that placement of
head and trunk contribute most to the interpretation of meaning. In
this study, both categories of Body Posture and Head Motion account for
the higher percentage of Jjudgments and are judged most often to be
Clarifying-Directive and Receptive-Helpful; that {s, reflecting a
Supportive "attitude." The findTngs of Galloway (23, 24) and Latl (35)
previously reported also seem to be supported by the findings, namely,
that qualities of nonverbal behavior can be categorized on a continuum
and utflfized tn systematic oLservation to verify that these behaviors
function as communicative acts within teaching-learning sftuatfons.

Construct Validity

Factor analysis, as a means of construct validity, was employed to
ascertain to what extent relations exist between the theoretical con-
structs, types and kinds of nonverbal behavior basic to the instrument
of systematic observation. In the study, art teaching-learning situatfions
are defined as comprising three differing contextual situatfons: (1)
Task-setting, (2) Demonstration and (3) Evaluation. It was expected
that particular types and kinds of student teacher nonverbal behaviors
w?uld :unction fn relatfon to these contexts within art teaching-learning
situations.

The Intercorrelations Among Ca'egories of Gestural Behavior

Bastc to factor analytic technique are the intercorrelutions among
the varfables of A measure. Correlatiun coefficients between categories
of gestu{alfbeh$v1:r obtginedofor all c?ntextz gom?in:?. as wtlltas
separately for Task-setting, Demonstration and Evaluation contexts con-
tained in the three video recordln?s are presented on Tables VII1 through
X1, pages 56, 57 and 58. The firiings indicate that, over all, the cate-
gories of gestura] behavior do not function with a high degree of {inde-
pendence of one another. However, Head Motion, B Posture, B Motion

and Arm- Hand-Finger Motion tend to function with consistently greater
independence than Eye Contact, Facial Motion or Directed Arm-Hand-Finger
Motion. According to Ruesch and Kees, (43:8) patterned bsdy motions
function as a continua in time or represent changes over time; that {s,

this type of behavior "deals with continuous functions" that may be
perceived as & single unit of behavior or a series of units comprising
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episodes of behavior. Thus, due to tihe nature of the phenomena under
fnvestigation, it s logical to expect that patterned body motfon or
gesture would not function with a high degree of {ndependence.

Although no test of significance has been made concerning the con-
texts of art teaching-learning sftuatfons in the three video recordings,
the findings seem to indicate that the de?ree of independence between
categorfes of gestural behavior may be related to these contextual situa-
tions. For example, of those gestural behaviors shown to function with a
greater degree of indenendence in art teaching-learning situations, only
Head Motion and Body Motion are consistently associated with each other
Tn the three contexts combined, as well as separately for the Task-
setting, Demonstration and Evaluation contexts (although, for the
Evaluation context the association is not significantly different from
chance). In the Task-setting and Demonstration contexts, facfal Motion
and Arm-Hand-Finger Motfon function with greater independence; Arm-Hand-
Finger Motion associated with Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motfon {s also

aracterfstic of the Demonstration confext. Those behaviors shown to
function with greater independence in the Evaluation context are Head
Motion and Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion assocfated with Facial Fotion.
The findings of Frijda and Fﬁiii%pszoon. as well as those of Cline (7:523)
also indicate support for the expectation that situational contexts
determine the significance of nonverbal expressfon.

Factor Analysis Using the Intercorreiations Among Categories of Gestural
Behavior

The intercorrelations among categorfes of gestural behavior were
analyzed factorfally using the princiqa! components method of factor
analysis. The factor matrices for all contexts combined and the Task-
setting, Demonstration and Evaluatfon contexts are shown on Tables X1l
through XV, pages 59, 60, 61, and 62. The expectations basfc to the
categorfzation of gestural behavior, as utflized in the instrument for
systematic observation, were examired {n an attempt to determine what
general factors accounted for the influence among all categories of
gestural behavior in each of the contextual situations and for all
contexts combined.

1t may be recalled that two types of nonverbal behavior were expected

to be charact?ris%ic of stude?tbtﬁac?ers }a a::|t§achi?g;1earn:ng si;ua-
tions: that is, Transactional behavior classified as interactive an
spatial stimulus gesture, end Non-Transactional behavior classTfied 33
mage reflectinrg gesture. The literature gave evidence supporting the
expectation that gestura)l behaviors serve as interactive (7:523) and
spatial (22,24) stimuli within art teaching-learning sftuations; they may
be efther consciously or unconsciously used (11:52) by student teachers
and are reflective of the teachers' direct fnfluence on others; gestural
behaviors that are symptomatic of fnner states and reflect an indfvidual's
attitude are not consciously controlled (7:520) by student teachers within
art teaching-learning sftuations and are reflective of the teachers'
indirect i{nfluence on others.
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In attempting to generalize the one factor accounting for the in-
fluence among categories of gestural behavior for all contexts combined
and separately for Task-setting, Demonstration and Cvaluation, one type
of nonverbal behavior can be rationalized for each matrix., That is, for
all three contexts and Evaluation, Non-Transactiona’ behavior is suggested
to be the general factor; for Task-setting and Demonstration, Transac-
tional behavior is the general factor suggested. For all factor matrices,
except that for Demonstration, Eye Contact is not classified as belonging
to the ?eneral factor suggested; for Demonstration, Body Posture is not
classified as belonging to the general factor suggested. Thus, no clear
indication as to the common factors functioning in relation to contextual
situations was obtained.

Varimax Rotation

A more objective analysis of the factors obtained for all centexts
combined and separately for Task-setting, Demonstration and Evaluation was
attempted by rotating the factors using the varimax method of rotation.
The varimax rotations are shown on Tables XVI through XIX, pages 63, 64,
and 65. To more clearly ascertain the particular constructs influencing
the relationships among gestural behaviors for the contextual situations
contained in the three video recordings, the rotat:d factors obtaining
loadings of .60 or above were examined. For this discussion, these
findings are summarized on Tables XX through XXIII.

For the three contexts of art-teaching learning situations, Table XX
shows that Head Motion and Body Posture, accounting for the highest
loadings on Factor I, are Non-Transactional and image reflecting behaviors,
Arm-Hand-Finger Motion and Body Motion characterizead as Transactional and
spatial stimulus referents account for the highest loadings on Factor II.

actor IIT s also seen to be Transactional behavior, but is characterized
by the interactive stimulus referents of Facial Motion and Eye Contact.
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion, which can be efther a spatial stimulus or
an image reflective referent within art teaching-learning situations,
obtains the highest loading on Factor IV and can be classified as efther
Transactional or Non-Transactional behavior.

The contextual situation of Task-setting is summarized on Table XXI.
Head Motion accounts for the highest loading on Factor I and is classi-
fied as image reflective and Non-Transactional behavior. Factor II is
sean to be ?ransacfional characterized by spatial stimulus behavior as
the highest loadings are obtained for Body ﬁofion. Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
and Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion. Facial Motion and Eye Contact
obtain the highest loadings for Factor IIl and are classified as inter-
active stimulus referents and Transactional. Factor IV is classifled as
Image refiective and Non-Transactional behavior as the highest lvading

s on Body Posture.
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TABLE XX

ANALYSIS‘OF THE VARIMAX ROTATION OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR
IN ALL CONTEXTS

Gestural Rotated Factor

Behaviors Factors Loading Mode
Head Motion .78 Non-Transactional/
Body Posture I .0 Image Reflective
Arm-Hand-Finger
Motion II .88 Transactional/
Body Motion .60 Spatial Stimulus
Facial Motion II1 .93 Transactional/
Eye Contact .69 Interactive Stimulus
Directed Arm- Transactional/
Hand-Finger Iv .84 Spatial Stimulus
Motion

Non-Transactional/
Image Reflective
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TABLE XxXI

ANALYSIS OF VARIMAX ROTATION OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR
IN THE TASK-SETTING CONTEXT

Ges tural Rotated Factor

Behaviors Factors Loading Mode
Head Motion I 91 Non-Transactional/

Image Reflective

Body Motion .84 Transactional/
Arm-Hand-Finger : .74
Motion I1 '
Cirected Arm- Spatial Stimulus
Hand-Finger .62
Motion _
Facial Motion .93 Transactional/
Eye Contact 111 .69 Interactive Stimulus
Body Posture IV .87 Non-Transactional/

Image Reflective

Table XXI1 shows that for the Demonstration context, Factors I, III,
and IV are classified as transartional behavior characterized by spatial
stimulus referents as the highest factor loadings are on Arm-Hand-Finger
MotTon, Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion and Body Motion respectively.
Factor II is ambiguous as it shows two constructs operating; that is,
Facial Motion and Eye Contact, classified as Transactional behavior
characterized by interactive stimulus referents, and Head Motion and Body
Posture classified as image refiective and Non-Transactional behavior.

The data derived from the contextual situation of Evaluation is sum-
marized on Table XXIII. It shows that Factor I is interactive and Trans-
actional, the highest loading being on Factal Motion and Eye Contact.
Factor Il is seen to be Transactional behavior characterized by spatial
stimulus referents as Arm-Hand-Finger Motion and Directed Arm-Hand-Finger
Motion obtain the highest loadings on this factor. The third factor is
classified as image reflective and Non-Transactional behavior having the
highest loading on Head Motfon and Body Posture. Factor IV, having the
highest loading on Body Motion, is classified as a spatial stimulus
referent and Transactional behavior.
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TABLE XXII

ANALYSIS OF THE VARIMAX ROTATION OF GESTURAL
BEHAVIOR IN THE DEMONSTRATION CONTEXT

Gestural Rotated Factor

Behaviors Factors Loading Mode
Arm-Hand-Finger I .94 Transactional/
Motion Spatial Stimulus
Facial Motion -.80 Transactional/
Eye Contact 11 =77 Interactive Stimulus
Head Motion -.79 Non-Transactional/
Body Posture -.74 Image Reflective
Directed Arm- I11 .90 Transactional/
Hand-Finger Motion Spatial Stimulus
Body Motion v .87 Transactional/

Spatial Stimulus
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TABLE XXIII

ANALYSIS OF THE VARIMAX ROTATION OF GESTURAL
BEHAVIOR IN THE EVALUATION CONTEXT

Ges tural Rotated Factor

Behaviors Factors Loading Mode
Facial Motion I .89 Transactional/
Eye Contact .61 Interactive Stimulus
Arm-Hand-Finger
Motion 11 .81 Transactional/
Directed Arm-
Hand-Finger Motion 72 Spatial Stimulus
Head Motion 111 -.90 Non-Transactional/
Body Posture -.75 Image Reflective
Body Motion . v .82 Transactional/

Spatial Stimulus

It was expected that particular types of nonverbal behavic vould
account for the relationships among gestural behaviors categorized in the
instrument for systematic observation. Further, it was expected that
these particular factors would function in relation to the specific nature
of differing contextual situations characteristic of teaching-learning
situations in art. The findings, as presented on Tables XX through XXIII,
indicate that particular types of nonverbal behavior account for the
relationships among categories of gestural behavior relative to tie
contexts within art teaching-learning situations.

A comparison of Tables XX and XXI for the Task-setting ccuntext shows
that the same factors are operating as for all three contexts in art
teaching-learning situations contained {in the three video recordings.,
Factor I is classified as image reflective and Non-Transactional behavior,
Factor II s classified as spatial stimulus and Transactional behavior,
Factor IIl 1is classified as {nteractive stimulus and Transactional
behavior and Factor IV can be classified as image reflective and Non-Trans-
actional behavior. This finding might be expected as Task-setting is the
predominant teaching behavior of the three student teachers represented in
the sample, accounting for 165 of the total 258 episodes of gestural
behavior analyzed.
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It was expected that patterned body motion or gestures of student
teachers would function as "metacommunicative messages" in relation to the
specific nature of contextual situations as defined for teaching-learning
situations in art. As previously noted, messages may be regarded as having
two aspects: the statement proper and the explanations that pertain to
its interpretation. "Thus, when a statement is phrased verbally, instruc-
tions tend to be given nonverbally." (43:192) Metacommunicative messages
include specific instructions given by the sender as to the way messages
ought to be interpreted and the respective interpretations made by the
receiver; that is, the implicit instructions determined by a person's role
as well as those implicit and explicit instructions that are institution-
alized in the structure of situations. (43:7)

Task-setting is characterized by the introduction of or structuring
of a topic, ideas, problems or solutions for an individual pupil, a group
of pupils or the total class. In attempting to ascertain the meaning of
the factors obtained for both Task-setting and all three contexts, the
findings suggest that image reflecting Non-Transactional behavior that is
not consciously controlled by the teacher is the most significant factor
operating in the three video recordings. The intercorrelations between
categories of gestural behavior reveal that Head Motion and Body Posture
function with consistently greater independence and the data, as presented
in Figure 3, page 50,shows that these categories account for the higher
mean percentages of judgment. Factor II, spatial stimulus referents and
Transactional, obtaining the highest loadings on Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
and Body Motion, and Factor IIl, interactive stimulus referents and Trans-
actional, having the highest loadings on Facial Motion and Eye Contact
seem to be related to all contexts and Task-setting. The data on Table VII,
page 51, shows that these behaviors account for the higher mean percentages
of judgment for the qualities Calrifying-Directive and Neutral (routine
acts) and Receptive-Helpful and Clarifying Directive respectively, indi-
cating the appropriateness of these factors to all contexts and to Task-
setting. However, by comparing Factors Il and IV, a limitation as to the
nature of the constructs or the system of categorization of gestural
behaviors may be indicated. The notion that Factor IV, as it operates in
all contexts, should be classified as a spatial stimulus referent and
Transactional is made due to the fact that Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
accounts for the highest mean percentage of judgments in the two reflected
qualities Clarifying-Directive and Neutral. This same behavioral category,
therefore, is seen to be a spatial stimulus referent and Transactional in
the Task-setting context as this seems to be a valid function suitable to
the nature of the contextual situation. Body Posture having the highest
loading on Factor IV in Task-setting is shown to be image reflecting and
Non-Transactional. Because of its function in all three contexts, as well
as the fact that Body Posture accounts for a higher mean percentage of the
total quality judgments and, as shown in Figure 3, page 50, accounts for
approximately the same percentage of judgments as Head Motion, it may be
that these two categories should be combined in the instrument for system-
atic observation.
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The findings for the Demonstration context, Table XXII, reveal that
three Factors, I, III, and IV are classified as spatial stimulus referents
and Transactional as Arm-Hand-Finger Motion, Directed Arm-Hand-Finger
Motion and Body Motion obtain the highest loadings on these factors. The
_ Demonstration context is characterized by student teacher use of examples

of a topic; presentation of problems or solutions by means of visual mate-
rials such &s art objects or reproductions; or showing technical proc-
esses by manipulating materials, tools, or equipment for an individual
pupil, a group of pupils or the total class. As such, the gestural behav-
iors shown to be spatial stimulus referents and Transactional, and having
atdigfct influence on pupils are most appropriate to the nature of Demon-
stration.

However, Factor Il 1s less clear in its meaning and may indicate a
limitation as to the nature of the constructs governing the categorization
of ‘the gestural behaviors, Head and Body Motion, as noted above; and also
for Facial Motion and Eye Contact. Intercorrelations between Facial
Motion and Eye Contact evidence consistently closer associations than
between all other categories comprising the instrument; alse, the fact
that for three of the four factor matrices, Eye Contact did not fit the
general factors assumed. It may he that Facial Motion and Eye Contact
should be combined in the instrument for systematic observation. The
ambiguity reflected by Factor II for Demonstration may also be attributed
to the notion that Facial Motion and Eye Contact behaviors of student
teachers both reflect conscious and/or unconscious (7:523) alternating
focus between object or media being demonstrate! and the pupils; while
simultaneously, Head and Body Posture behaviors are more predominantl
reflective of the student teacheis' inner states and attitudes {(7:520
than for all other contexts comprising art teaching-learning situations
in the three video recordings. This rationale is speculative at best
and further attempts to ascertain its validity are needed.

The contextual situation of Evaluation 1s characterized by student
teacher use of judgments cr eliciting judgments concerning a topic, ideas,
problems, or solutions, from an individual pupil, a group of pupils, or
the total class. The findings for the Evaluaticn context, Table XXIII,
are characterized by fnteractive stimulus referonts having a direct influ-
ence on pupils; Factors Il and IV are classified as spatial stimulus
referents also having a direct influence on pupils. Eactor TIT {s shown
to be image reflective and Non-Transactional; that is, those behaviors not
consciousiy controllec by the teacher reflecting inner states and atti-
tudes and having indirect influence on pupils. These constructs appear to
be highly appropriate to Evaluation, as the teacher's role is primarily
that of interacting directly with pupils in making or eliciting judgments.
Further, spatial stimulus referents of patterned arm, hand and body
motions are most 1ikely to be prominent since they are behaviors used by
teachers in focusing on art objects representing pupils' solutions.
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The findings can be related to the investigations of Eisenson and
Boase, (19) Cline, James and Frijda and Phillipszoon (7:520,523) which
reveal that nonverbal behaviors appear to function according to type and
that their significance is determined by situational factors. The study
confirms the assumptions and investigations of Birdwhistell, (9,10) Grey
and Braden, (26) Hayes (28) and McBurney and Wrage (39) which reveal that
nonverbal behaviors are a predominant aspect of the communication process
and further, serve a metacommunication function in the context of inter-
personal relations within structured social settings as indicated by the
studies of Galloway, (22,24) Goffman (25) and Ruesch and Kees (43).

Accounting for the limitations cited, the findings, as revealed by
construct validity procedures, support the assumptions basic to the
instrument for systematic observation. The factors that account for tke
relations among categories of gestural behavior within the contexts of
art teaching-tearning situations are:

TRANSACTIONAL NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR
Interactive Stimulus Referents

Eye Contact
Facial Motion

Spatial Stimulus Referents

Body Motion
Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion

NON-TRANSACTIONAL NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR
Image Reflective Referents

Head Motion
Body Posture
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion

Summary

The proposition and assumptions of the study were partially confirmed
by use of the descriptive procedures reported. Although clear confirma-
tion of all factors did not evolve, evidence is presented that the theo-
retical constructs basic to the typology of nonverbal behavior and terms
descriptive of qualities utilized in the instrument for systematic observa-
tion provide a valid and reliable ii.dex of student teachers' qualitative
gestural tehavior within contexts of teaching-learning situations in art.
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CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY. AND CONCLUSICONS

Restatement of the Problem

The basic underlying premise of the study is that nonverbal gestural
behavior is characteristic of all human communication and is also a quali-
tative aspect of teacher communication in the classroom. Qualitative
communication is characterized by the utilization of feelings, emotions
and attitudes in the expression of ideas and, as such, is a significant
dimension of teacher behavior in the teaching-learning process in art.

The study is concerned with the identification and description of non-
verbal gestural behavior and the categorization of such behavior as having
neutral, supportive or unsupportive affective qualities as evidenced by
student teachers in art teaching-learning situations. The study is also
concerned with the develepment of techniques for the systematic observa~
tion and analysis of qualitative nonverbal gestural behavior that give
evidence of reliability and validity when utilized with student teachers
in art teaching-learning situations.

This study represents an attempt to develop a typology of nonverbal
behavior and terms descriptive of qualities evoked by that behavior, and
to ascertain whether student teacher nonverbal communication behavior
can be measured and described by means of the categorization of both non-
verbal gestural behaviors and affective qualities observed in video rec-
ordings of student teachers in art teaching-learning situations.

Summary of Procedures

Population and Sampling Procedures

The sample for the study consists of 15 video recordings of student
teachers in art teaching-learning situations with children and youth. The
sample was randomly selected from a population of 40 student teachers
enrolled in the course Art Experiences with Children at The Pennsylvania
State University. Random sampling procedures were used to determine six
5-minute segments to be recorded for each teacher. As video tape length
allowed for a 30-minute sampling, this method insured a sampling of non-
verbal behavior of each teacher across the total 120-minute class period.
In the sample, student teachers' nonverbal behavior is represented in
each of three contexts: (1) In process Task-setting. (2) In process
Demonstration. (3) In process Evaluation.

Development of a Typology of Nonverbal Behavior
Qualitative gestural behavior is defined as that aspect of body

motion that evokes meaning within contextual situations. It was assumed
that gestural behavior of student teachers in art could be observed to
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isolate (1) the patterns of body motion used, (2) those aspects of
body motfon common to all student teachers observed, and (3) the qual-
ities that patterned body motion evokes within contexts of art teaching-
learning situations. Data from a pilot study, {48) and the literature
dealing with nonverbal behavior yielded evidence supporting the proposi-
tion that a typology of nonverbal behavior and qualities evoked by that
behavior could be formulated from observation and analysis of video rec-
ordings of student teachers in art teaching-learning situations.

Analysis of the 15 video recordings, utilizing the methods developed
in the pilot study (48) seemed to substantiate a typology of nonverbal
behavior and reflected qualities formulated in that study. An attempt
was made to verify the typology by construction of an observation instru-
ment to be utilized by naive observers. The instrument consisted of a
total of 102 signs of patterned body motion and directional focus con-
tained in 5 categeries of gestural behavior, and 17 terms descriptive of
qualities contained in a category of reflected qualities. In utilization
of the instrument by 3 observers, a total of 1,567 observations were rec-
orded from a sample of 4 video recorded student teachers., Coefficient
g; observer agreement, as measured by the contingency coefficient, was

percent.

Analysis of the data supported the formulation of a typology of non-
verbal behavior of student teachers that would be related to Transactional
and Non-Transactional patterns of body motion within contexts of art
teaching-learning situations. Gestural behaviors classified as Trans-
actional serve as Interactive and Spatial referents, may be consciously
or unconsciously used by student teachers and are reflective of the
teachers' direct influence on others. Gestural behaviors classified as
Non-Transactional serve as Image Reflective referents, are not consciously
controlled by student teachers and are reflective of the teachers' indi-
rect influence on others. A review of the data concerning qualities of
nonverbal behavior suggested that categorization of terms descriptive of
qualities could be classified on a continuum from supportive to unsup-
portive within contexts of art teachiing-learning situations. The typology
of nonverbal behavior and terms descriptive of qualities formulated for
the study is outlined below and on the following page.

TYPOLOGY OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR TERMS DESCRIPTIVE OF QUALITIES
Transactional Behavior Supportive

Enthusiastic
Receptive-Helpful
Clarifying-Directive
Neutral

(interactive and Spatial)

Eye Contact

Facial Motion

Body Motion
Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger
Motion T

oW N -
e e o e
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TYPOLOGY OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR TERMS DESCRIPTIVE OF QUALITIES

(cont.) (cont.)
Non-Transactional Behavior Unsupportive
(Image Reflective) 5. Avoidance-Insecurity
Head Motion ‘ 6. Inattentive
Body Motion
Directed Am-Hand-Finger 7. Disapproval

Motion

Development of an Instrument for Systematic Observation of Nonverbal
Behavior

The development of an insirument for systematic observation was based
on the need for a method to systematically analyze student teacher non-
verbal behavior and the qualities reflected by that behavior within con-
texts of art teaching-learning situations. A category system for the
instrument was conceived on the basis of the simultaneous usage of both
gestural behavior categories and categories descriptive of qualities. As
the categories descriptive of qualities are seen as a continuum on which
qualitative effect is rated as being supportive or unsupportive, it seems
appropriate that each category of gestural behavior be judged relative to
a particular category descriptive of qualities on the continuum. Enthu-
siastic behavior is considered to be more supportive than Receptive-Help-
ful behavior and that behavior, in turn, is more supportive than Clari-
fying-Directive behavior. Neutral behavior is more supportive than behav-
ior reflecting Avoidance-Insecurity, and that behavior is more supportive
than Inattentive behavior. Behavior reflecting Disapproval is considered
to be the least supportive in art teaching-learning sstuationsp Thus, for
each gestural category, such as Facial Motion, judges were expected to
discriminate between the seven qualitative categories and score the ap-
propriate quality based on their perception of that gestural behavior as
it occurs in the context of the art teaching-learning situation.

An observation schedule was constructed wherein categories of ges-
tural behavior were organized sequentially beginning with Eye Contact and
ending with Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion. Space was provided under
each gestural category whereby judges were to record a numeral associated
with a particular category descriptive of a quality. The numeral 1 was
recorded if the behavior was perceived to be Enthusiastic, the numeral 2
for Receptive-Helpful, and so on through the numeral 7 for those
behaviors reflecting Disapproval.

The instrument, as it was then formulated, was used by the researcher
and an assistant with four video recordings. In testing the reliability of
the instrument, the audio portions were not used. Thus, nonverbal gestural
behaviors were the dominant modality viewed. Coefficient of observer
agreement, as measured by the contingency coefficient, was 85 percent. As
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a result of the observations conducted with this sample, it was determined
that an additional category was necessary to facilitate use of the instru-
ment. It had been found that when the instrument was used with video rec-
orded observations, there were specific instances when student teacher
gestural behavior was not perceivable. Previously, it had not been the
practice to make a judgment under those particular categories where stu-
dent teacher gestural behavior was not observable. However, it was found
that i1t would facilitate the rhythm of recording judgments if a tally viere
required, especially in those instances where there might be a series of
behavioral episodes blocked from the observer's view. The category added
" was designated, No Evidence, and the numeral zero was used in recording
its occurrence,

The data shows that an effective instrument to measure qualities of
student teacher gestural behavior has been constructed. A category plus
time unit method of recording judgments is used corresponding to the seven
gestural behavior categories. Judgments as to the reflected qualities
under each category are made at three second intervals. The recorded judg-
ments made for the seven gestural categories, in sequence from Eye Contact
through Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion is considered to constitute an
episode of gestural behavior.

Procedures to Determine Reliability and Validity of the Instrument

To determine reliability and validity of the instrument the researcher
and 6 judges used the instrument in observing 3 student teachers randomly
selected from the video recorded sample of 15 student teachers. Audio
tones were recorded on each 30-minute video sample at 3 second intervals
to facilitate the category plus time unit method of scoring the instrument,
and to further assure a more accurate descriptive analysis of the data.
Each video recorded sample represented a different student teacher in an
art teaching-learning situation with children and youth. The total fre-
quency of simultaneous categorizations of gestural behaviors and terms
descriptive of qualities by the 7 judges for the sample of 3 video rec-
grﬁin?s numbered 12,600 within a total of 1,802 episodes of nonverbal

ehavior.

Summary Analysis of Data

Reliability and Validity of the Instrument for Systematic Observation

In order to establish judge reliability as a measure of the relation
between student teachers' gestural behaviors and reflected qualities con-
tained in the three video recordings, these procedures were used: (1) the
percentage of agreement between the researcher and the six judges obtained
by the statistical procedure, frequency analysis with chi-square; {2) the
percentage of agreement among all seven judges based on the mean per-
centage of total judgments; and (3) correlations of observer agreement
obtained by computing contingency coefficients for the independent cate-
gorizations of each judge with the researcher. The findings indicate that
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the judges were able to obtain an adequate level of agreement as had been
predetermined by the researcher for the establishment of content validity
of the fnstrument for systematic observation.

Addftfonal Descriptive Analyses of the Instrument for Systematic
Observation

Analyses of the data were made to ascertain frequency of observations
relative to particular gestural behavior categories and terms descriptive
of qualitfes, as well as patterns of gestural behavior and thefr qualf-
tative effects withinr art teaching-learning sftuatfons contained in the
three video recordings. Factor analysis, as a method of construct valid-
fty, was employed (1) to ascertain whether the theoretfcal constructs,
types and kinds of nonverbal behavior basic to the {nstrument accounted
for the influences among gestural behaviors and (2) to ascertain the
extent of independence between these constructs relative to all contexts
of the art teaching-learning sftuatfons contained in the three video
recordings.

The mean percentages based on the frequency of observatfons reveal
that the gestural behaviors, Body Posture, Head Motion, and Body Motfon
account for the highest mean percentages of observations fn the categoriza-
tion of gestural behavior. The highest mean percentages of quality obser-
vations occur fn the categories Clarifying-Directive, Receptive-Helpful,
and Heutral. In the categorization of over all qualftative effects, the
mean percantage of observations show that 57 percent are in the Supportive
category, while only 3 parcent are fn the Unsupportive category.

Yarimax rotatfon of the factors obtained from the inter-correlations
of gestural behaviors for the Task-setting, Demonstration, and Evaluation
contexts and for the three contexts combined are sunmarfized on Table XX1V,
pages 84 and 85.

The +indings, as revealed by factor analysis, sueport the assumptions
basfc to the instrument for systematic observation. The factors seem to
show varfance having commonality that could be described as follows:

TRANSACTIONAL NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR  NON-TRANSACTIONAL NONVERBAL BEHAYIOR

Interactive Stimulus Referents Imiage Reflective Referents

Eye Contact ' Head Motion

Facfal Motion Body Posture

Spatfal Stimulus Referents Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
Body Motion

Arm-Hand-Finger Motfon
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion
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TABLE XXiV

SUMMARY OF THE VARIMAX ROTATION OF GESTURAL BEHAVIOR
FOR THE CONTEXTS OF ART TEACHING-LEARNING SITUATIONS

THREE CONTEXTS COMBINED

Rotated Factor
Gestural Behavior Factors Loading Mode
Head Motion .76 Non-Transactional/
Body Posture I .80 Image Reflective
Arm-Hand-Finger 88 Transactional/
Motion 11 ) Spatfal Stimulus
8ody Motion .60
Facial Motion 11 .93 Transactional/
Eye Contact .69 Interactive Stimulus
Directed Arm-Hand- v 84 Transactional/

Finger Motion Spatfal Stimulus
Non-Transactional/
Image Reflective
TASK-SETTING CONTEXT

Head Motfon 1 9N Non-Transactionatl/
Image Reflective

Body Motion .84

Anm;Hand-Finger 1 2 Transactional/
Motion '

Directed Am-Hand- 62 Spatfal Stimulus
Finger Motion '

Facial Motion i .93 Transactional/

Eye Contact .69 Interactive Stimulus
Body Posture Iv .87 Non-Transactional/

Image Reflective
DEMONSTRATION CONTEXT

Armm-Hand-Finger 1 94 Transactfonal/
Motion * Spatial Stimulus
Facial Motion -.80 Transactional/

Eye Contact 1 -7 Interactive Stimulus
Head Motton -.79 Non-Transactional
Body Posture -.74 Image Reflective
Oirected Am-Hand- 1t 90 Transactional/
Finger Motfon ) Spatfal Stimulus
gody Motion 1y .87 Transactional/

Spat{al Stimulus




TABLE XXIV (Continued)

THREE CONTEXTS COMBIHED

Rotated Factor

Gestural Behavior Factors Loading Mode
EVALUATION CONTEXT

Facfal Motion 1 .89 Transactional/
Eye Contact .61 Interactive Stimulus
Arm-Hand-Finger .81 Transactional/
Motion 1
Directed Arm-Hand- 72 Spatfal Stimulus
Finger-Motion )
Head Motfan i -.90 lton-Transactional/
Body Posture «.75 Image Reflectfive
Body Motfon v .82 Transactional/

Spatfal Stimulus

Contlusions

It wuas assumed in this study that nonverbal gestural behavior {s
characteristic of all human communication and s also a qualfitative aspect
of student teacher communication {n the classroom. It was further assumed
that student teachers' gestural hehaviors could be uvbserved and analyzeu
to describe those aspects common to all student teachers observed, and the
qualities gestural behavior evoked in the contexts of art teaching-learning
situations. These assumptions were drawn primarily from Birdwhistell's
theory of Social Kinesice dealing with the visual aspects of inter-
personal communfcation.

Student teacher gestural behavior and the qualities evoked by that
behavior were found to be objective elements within contexts of art
teaching-learning situations. Analysis of a sample of video recordings
of student teachers in art showed that nonverbal gestural behaviors were
fdentifiable as to type and kind. Ffurther, ft was possible to describe
patterns of affect based on terms descriptive of qualities evoked by
gestural behaviors. An instrument for the systematic observation and
analysis of the qualftative dimensions of student teacher nonverbal behav-
for was constructed on the basis of the categorizations of gestural
behaviors and terms descriptive of qualities evoked by that behavior,
These categorfizations show that garticular gestural behaviors evoke par-
ticular qualities that are classifiable on a continuum from supportive
to unsupportive and are reflected in the over all qualfitative behavior of
student teachers. This {s demonstrated by analysis of the data obtained
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by simultaneous application of the criterfa under seven categories of
gestural behavior ard seven categories of terms descriptive of affective
qualitfes to three video recordings of student teachers in art teaching-
learning sftuations.

It §s demonstrated that judges using the criteria developed for the
fnstrument of systematic observatfon are able to achieve an adequate
level of agreement in categorizing gestural behaviors and terms descrip-
tive of their qualities from video recordings of student teachers in art,
The patterns of gestural behaviors and reflected qualfties arrived at
from the categorization system used in this study is shown to be a valid
representation of the qualitative dimensions of student teachers'
gestural behavior fn art teaching-.learning situations in the sample of
three video recordings.

Analysis based on frequency of observations showed that Hzed Motion,

Body Posture, Facial Motion, and Body Motion were the predominant ges-
tural behaviors observed in the sample of three Student teachers, >.d

that these behaviors evoked predominantly those qualities categorired

as Clarifying-Directive, Fecegtive-ﬂelgful, and Neutral. Further analysis
revealed that the over all qualitative effect of three student teachers
gestural behavior was observed to be highly supportive and only negligibly
unsupportive {n the contexts of art teaching-learning sfituations. This
analysis demonstrates that gestural behavior functfons as a qualftative

?Spect of student teacher communfication in teaching-learning sftvations
n art.

Factor analysis was used for construct validation of the instrument
for systematic observation. It was found that Non-Transactional nonverbal
behavior characterized by Image Reflective gesture was the predominant
factor :Rerating in the Task-setting context and all three contexts com-
bined, whi'e Transactional nonverbal behavior characterfzed by Spatial
Stimulus gesture was the predominant factor opwrating in the Demonstration

context. Transactional nonverbal behavior chartsterized by Interactive
Stimulus gesture was found to be the significant ‘actor operating Tn the
Evaluatfon context. This analysis demorstrates that the theoretical con-
structs differeatiating types and kinds of nonverbal behavior basic to
the instrument accounts for the influence among gestural behavior cate-
gorfes, and that these constructs operate somewhat independently in rela-
tion to Task-setting, Demonstration, and Evaluation contexts and in
relatfon to all three contexts combined in the crt teaching-learning situ-
atfons contafned In the sample of three video recordings. These findings
fndicete that particular nonverbal gestural behaviors used by student
teachers function in relation to the partfcular contexts comprising
teaching-learning situations in art.

As a result of the varfous descriptive analyses employed, it {s evi-
dent that several limitations in the usage of the instrument as presently
constructed need to be noted. Although, as predetermined by the
researcher, adequate agreement was obtained among judges to warrant pra-
ceeding with construct validation of the instrument, a limftation as to
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the degree of relfebility of judges' observations {s recognized. No
validity or relfability measures were given for tic instruments of non-
verbal behavior developed by other authors reported in Chapter I. (24,32)
however, it §s assumed that the relfability of observations for the
fnstrument used in this study could be established at that level usually
assocfated with instruments for analysis of teachers' verbal statements.
For example, Flanders (21) raports that to achieve coefficients of
observer agreement at the 85 percent level, approximately 40 hours of
Judge training in usage of his {nstrument {§s required. Judge training

fn the usage of the fnstrument in this study was approximetely 16 hours.
It is belfeved that judge training sessions of longer duration would
result in coeffictents of observer ayreement comparable to those achieved
fn analysis of teachers' verbal staterients in other studfes.

Limftations in the categorizations oF gestural behaviors are also
evident. 1t {s assumed that types and kinds of nonverbal behavior would
function with a greater degree of {ndependence relative to contextual
situatfons if, for gestural behavior categories, Eye Contact were sub-
sumed under Factal Motion and Head Motion were subsumed under Becy
Posture. Also, it is believed that further investigation of the gestural
behaviors categorized &s Body Motion {s warranted to ascertain whether
ce:tain of these behaviors should be subsumed under the Body Posture
category.

Addftional limitatfons may derive from the use of the video recorder
as & method for the collection of behavioral data. Since the "live" sftu-
atfon fs contained in the video recording, the same data is consistently
avaflable to al) observers. This constitutes a distinct advantage in the
analysis of nonverbal behavior characterized by patterned body motfons
which functfon as a continua in time. By eliminating the auditory
modality, student teachers' verbal statements characterized by qualfitative
aspects of pitch, tone or emotion, atd not influence the judges {n their
analysis of teachers' gestural behaviors. However, these types of
"control” over the data delimit the instrument's applicability for sys-
tematic analysis of nonverbal behavior in the "1ive" art teaching-
learning situation. Another limitation of the video reccrder in this
study miy be due to the inflexibility of camera locations in the class-
room, posin? the possibility of eliminating significant aspects of behav-
for desirable for ana.ysts.

In swmmary, the constructs basic to the development of the cate-
gorization of the qualities of gestural behavior for systematic analysis
and observation of student teachers within contexts of art teaching-
learning sftuations provide a valid index of this dimension of student
teacher communication. In terms of the results of this study,
Birdwhistell's theory of Social Kinesics is a useful theoretical construct
for analyzing student teachers' nonverbal behavior in art teaching-
learning situations.
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Implications for Education

Student teachers' nonverbal behaviors are classifiable as to type and
kind and are shown to be an objective aspect of the communication behavior
of student teachers in art teaching-learning sftuations. This {s useful
fnformatfon as {t provides a way of objectively describing the qualftative
conmunfcation function of particular types and kinds of nonverbal behav-
fors used by student teachers within contexts of teaching-learning situa-
tions in art. The im?ortance of these findings to education {s that they
serve as a theoretical basis for defining those propertiecs of nonverbal
communicatfon behavior which have not previously been studied.

Another important consideratfon {s that the function of qualitative
nonverbal behavior is not unlike that of communication fn the visual arts,
It {s assumed that the way teachers behave {n teaching art {s dependent
on how teachers desire leurntrs to behave. HWithin contexts of the art
teaching-learning situation the qualitative has priority over the theoret-
fcal, Qualitative referents and objects are used fn communication where
words will not suffice. It may be only to the extent that student
teachers are able to control qualitative behavioral referents supportive
of ?ugi1s fn the contexts of the art teaching-learning sftuation that they
will be able to assure desfrable qualitative levels of pupil experfences
fn thefr encounters with art. Strategies of teaching art based on quali-
tative nonverbal behavior may prove to have more apg]icabi]it than other
more traditional approaches used {n the education of art teachers.

The findings of this study indicate that the qualitative dimensfions
of nonverbal behaviors are a prominent aspect of student teachers'
comunication behavior in art. Tt {s evident, though, that student
teachers need to be aware of both their verbal and nonverbal communication
behavior. Predominant systems for analysis of teacher verbal commun{ca-
tion reflect the importance of this aspect of teacher communication
behavior fn their interpersonal relations with pupils. However, as
Hi11 (29) notes, the communication of art teachers needs to be charace
terized by qualitative predominance whereby reciprocity takes place
as the qualitative act fs taught by means of {nterrelating theoretical
and qualitative symbols. The implication of these findings for education
fs that the criterfa for systematic analysis of nonverbal behavior
developed in this study have applicability to teachers in all fields of
education. Cognfzance by teachers of both the visual and verbal aspects
of communication behavior may enhance their abflity to more effectively
relate to a1l pupils in teaching-learning situations. This analysis may
be particularly appropriate to those sfituations consisting of pupils
from diverse socfo-cultural backgrounds who are more apt to attend to
the nonverbal rather than the verbal aspects of teacher cosmunication.
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The conclusions of this study suggest that there is an additional
body of knowledge that can be learned by prospective art teachers which
may condition the way they see themselves in their interpersonal rela-
tions with their pupils. As such, qualitative nonverbal behavior may be
examined as a potentfally fruitful additfonal dimension fn art teacher
education programs.

Recormendations for Further Research

1. The instrument for systematic observation developed in this
study needs to be re-examined relative to particuler categorizations of
gestural behaviors and terms descriptive of qualities. The data sug-
gests that bg combining the two categories of Eye Contact and Facial
Motion and the two categories of Head Motfon and Body Posture, these
gestural behaviors would function with greater independence in the
differing contexts of the art teaching-learning sftuation. Further
examination of the Neutral category of terms descriptive of qualities is
warranted as the percentage of judge agreement for this category was
consistently lower than for all other categories of terms descriptive of
qualities. The notions that (a) behaviors that evoke qualities could
not be "neutral" in thefr affect or (b) that routine behaviors as
defined in this study may be more accurately percefved as "supportive"
fn the art teaching-learning situation than "neutral" indicates the need
for this category to be eliminated from the instrument. It {s recom-
mended that th9 criteria of an instrument for systematic observation
with these refinements be applied to a representative sample of teachers
fn art teachin?-learning sttuations over perfods of time by different
observers at different times to ascertain the objectivity of the instru-
ment {n measuring the phenomena under fnvestigation.

2, To further ascertain the relfabfifty of the {nstrument for
systematic observation it §s recommended that studies be conducted to
determine (a) the stze «f an adequate semple of efpsodes of gestura)
behavior to ascertain stability in the pattern of reflected qualities of
the teacher, f.e., supportive or unsupportive qualitative effect {n the
art teaching-learning situation; and gb) the consistency in the
pattern of the qualities evoked by gestural behaviors from parallel
samples of the contexts comprising art tesching-learning s{tuations from
different class sessfons of the same teacher,

3. It {s recommended that validation studies be conducted based on
a comparison of the results obtained by application of criterion instru-
ments of known relfability and validity with the results obtained by
the application of the criterta of the instrument for systematic obser-
vation of nonverbal behavior to the same data.

4. To further determine validity of the fnstrument, the criteria
established by the kind of research in the preceeding recommendation
should then be :pplied to varfous representative samples of both student
teachers and mature teachers. These studies would include student
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teachers and mature teachers of art, as well as of other subject fields,
at several public school educational levels and in diverse socio-
cultural educational environments to determine {f differing patterns of
gestural hehavior and their qualitative effects can be ascertained.

Such cross validation studies may lead to the development of comparative
descriptive data corcerning the qualitative dimensfon of teachers' non-
verbal behavior relative to degree of teaching experfence, and to
diverse socio-cultural environments at varfous educatfonal levels across
the several suject fields.

5. The data obtained from the usage of the {nstrument for
systematic observation in this study yielded evidence supporting {ts
applicability in the description of the qualities of student teacher
nonverbal communication behavior fn the art teaching-learning situation.
It {s recormended thai further studies be designec to determine the
suftability of the {nstrument as an evaluative device in assessing the
qualitative dimensfon of student teacher nonverbal communication behav-
for, These studies may lead to the development of an {nstrument that
would be useful in programs for the preparation of art teachers and for
the self-evaluation of in-service mature art teachers realtive to the
contexts of art teaching-learning situations.

6. It would be useful for further research to investigate tech-
niques for the s{stematic analysis of both the visual and verbal aspects
of teachers' qualfitative communication behavior based on the theoretfcal
constructs used in this study. Such analysis may lead to the develog-
ment of objective measures for the description of the interrelationships
of teachers' visual and verbal qualftative behavior in order to deter-
mine whether or not these behaviors are congruent or fncongruent in
their qualitative effects within contexts of art teaching-1earnin?
situations. Such findings might then have applicability to the "live"
classroom sftuation,
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUMENT FOR VERIFICATION OF THE TYPOLOGY
OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

A 0 FACIAL MOVEMENT I 11 111
A 1 Eye Focus:
Individual
A2  Group
A3 Class
A4 Object
A Db Board
Ab Downcast
Al Avoiding
A 8 Raised Eyebrow/s
A9 HWink
AID Grin
All  Slight Smile
Ai2__Full Smile
Al3  Laugh
A4 Frown
ATS ™ Grimace
Al6  Pout
T
B O  HEAD MOVEMINT I N | 111

B 1 Slight Nod/s
B2 Fuli Nod/s
3 Inclined to R or L side

B
B4 Turns to Ror L
B 5 Turns R-L or L-R

Repeatedly

T —_
C 0O BODY MOVEMENT I I1 111
C 1 Stands

C2 Sits
C 3 Slouches

L4 Leans

C5 Stoops
C 6 One Hand on Hip

C / Both Hands on Hip

C8 Ams Folded

C 9 Shrugs Shoulders

Cl0  Hands Clasped

Cil  Chin 1n Hand/s
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APPENDIX A (Continued)
I Il 111

Cl2 shifts Weight R or L
CI3__Turns from Waist R or L

C14 Bends from Waist Fwd.
or Bk.

Cl5  Steps-Turns R or L

6 Steps-lurns Completely

Cl7  Walks To:

Individual

Cl8 Group _

cl9 Class

€20 Object

L2} Board

€22 Backs Away From:
Indjvidual

23 Group

(24 Class

(25 Object

€26 Board

C27 Turns Away rrom:
Individual

(28 Group

(29 Class

€30 Object

C3al Board

(32 Circulates

33 Paces

T

D 0 ARM, HAND, FINGER

. MOVEMENT I I1 11

D1 One Arm, Hand

D 2 Both Arms, Hands

D3 Up or Down

D4 Fwd. or Bk,

D6 At Side of Body

D /7 Across Boay

D8 In front of Body

D9 Partial Fist

DI0__ Closed Fist

DI1  Palm/s Out

2 Palm/s In to Body
D13~ Palm/s Up
D14~ Palm/s Down
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

D16 Palm/s Vertical I II

D16 Fingers Extended

17  Index Finger Ext.

D18 Other Finger Position

T0: Individual

D20 Group

21 Class

22 Object

D23 soard
D24  Hair
D25 Facial Features
D26 Neck
D27/ Jorso
028 Leg/s - Ft.
D29 Arm

D%O Clothing

DDO  CHARACTERISTIC ARM, HAND,
FINGER MOVEMERTS I I1

DD1 __ Pointing

DD2 Pointing with Sweep/s

DD3 Pointing with Loop/s

DD4  Partial Sweep/s

DDS  Full Sweep/s

DD6 Partial Loop/s

DD/  Full Loop/s

DD8 _R-L or L-R

DD Up and Down

DD10 Forward and Back

DDIT Touching:
Self

DD12 Individual

DD13 Object

DD14 Board
DD15 Individual's Object/
Work

Db16 Writing/Drawing on Board

DD)7 Manipulating Object/s

DDI8 Grasping-Holding

¥
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

E 0 REFLECTED TEACHER
QUALITIES I Il

111

€ 1 Acceptin
E2 Clarsfying

E 3 Competent

t 4 Demonstrating

t 5 Directin

Encouraging

E/ Recogniz'ng .
e onfident

9 Supportive

10  Neutral

Eil  Boring

El12 Commandin
tl3 Disgpprovingf

E1d Fearful

El5  Hesitant

E16  Threatening

El/  Unsupportive
T

TAPE __ CLASS OBSVR.

NO. DATE
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APPENDIX B

INSTRUMENT FOR SYSTEMATIC OBSERVATION
OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

EYE CONTACT FACIAL MOTION HEAD MOTION BODY POSTURE

01234567 01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 0123456567 0123456 ;- 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234667 01234567 012345617

01234567 01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567 01234567
012345617 012345617 01234567 01234567
012345617 0123456567 01234567 01234567
0234567 012345617 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234667 012345617
01234567 01234567 01234567 0123456567
01234567 0123456567 012345617 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567 0123456567
01234567 01234567 01234567 01234667
6 1234567 0123456567 01234567 012346567
TAPE OBSERVATION NO.
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APPENDIX B {Continued)

ARM HAND FINGER DIRECTED ARM HAND

BODY MOTION MOT 10N FINGER MOTION
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 031234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567
01234567 01234567 01234567

67 01234567 01234567

012345

DATE
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FPPENDIX C

CATEGORIES FOR OBSERVING
STUDENT TEACHER'S NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

EYE CONTACT

Student
Group

Class
Board/Object
Avoiding
Downcast

FACIAL MOTION

Rajsed Eyebrow/s
Grin

S1light Smile

Full Smile

Laugh

Frown
Grimace/Pursed Lips

HEAD MOTION

Nod/s

Inclined

Turns Head to R or L
Turns "NO"

BODY POSTURE

Stands

Sits

Leans

Slouches

Arm/s Folded
Hands Clasped
Hand/s on Hip/s

10

FARM HAND FINGER MOTION

One Arm Hand

Both Arms Hands

At Side of Body

In Front of Body
Across Body

Away from Body
Toward Body
R-LorlL~-R

Up and Down

Loop/s

Sweep/s

Palm/s Out from Body
Palm/s In to Body
Palm/s Down

Palm/s Up

Palm/s Vertical
Partial Fist

Closed Fist

A1l Fingers Extended
Index Finger Extended
Other Finger Position

G DIRECTED ARM HAND FINGER
MOTION

One Arm Hand

Both Arms Hands
Pointing to Self
Pointing to Student
Pointing to Group/Class
Pointing to Board/Object
Touching Self

Touching Board/Object
Grasping/Holding Object
Manipulating Object
Writing/Dwg. on Board



APPENDIX C (Contfnued)

E BODY MOTION

Shifts Weight

Shrugs Shoulders
Bends from Waist
Turns from Waist
Walks to Student
Walks to Group

Walks to Board/Object
Circulates

Paces

102




APPENDIX D
TABLE XXV
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENTS FOR EACH JUDGE AND THE RESEARCHER

IN CATEGORIZATION OF kEFLECTED QUALITIES AND
GESTURAL BEHAVIORS OF TEACHER 1

Categories Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl Jl
Gestural with with with with with with
Behavior J2 J3 Ja Jb Jbé J7
A Eye Contact .76 .65 .61 .64 .57 .59
B Facial Motion .76 .68 .70 .59 .52 .57
C Head Motion .79 73 .66 .66 .60 .70
D Body Posture .78 73 J1 72 .68 .68
E Body Motion .68 .53 .61 .61 .45 .68
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motion .68 .45 .60 .69 .67 .62
G Directed Arm-Hand

Finger Motion .73 .57 .64 .54 .65 .69
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APPENDIX D (Continued)
TABLE XXVI
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENTS FOR EACH JUDGE AND THE RESEARCHER

IN CATEGORIZATION OF REFLECTED QUALITIES AND
GESTURAL BEHAVIORS OF TEACHER 2

Categories J1 J1 Jl Jl Jl Jl
Gestural with with with with with with
Behavior J2 J3 J4 J5 J6 J7

A Eye Contact .82 .68 7 .54 .56 .67
B Facial Motion .82 J1 79 .58 .66 .70
C Head Motion .85 .55 .64 74 .68 .61
D Body Posture .86 v .76 73 73 .57
E Body Movement .84 .66 .70 .60 .66 .60
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motion .63 .57 .62 .49 79 .60

G Directed Arm-
Hand-Finger
Motion 72 N .64 .61 .66 .64
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APPENDIX D {Continued)
TABLE XXVII
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENTS FOR EACH JUDGE AND THE RESEARCHER

IN CATEGORIZATION OF REFLECTED QUALITIES AND
GESTURAL BEHAVIORS OF TEACHER 3

Categories Jl J1 J1 Jl Jl J1
Gestural with with with with with with
Behavior J2 J3 Jé Jb Jb J7

A Eye Contact A .67 .69 .59 .59 .66
B Facial Motion .78 .69 73 .70 .72 .65
C Head Motion .80 .61 .56 .57 .58 .59
0 Body Posture .80 .60 55 .52 .52 .61
E Body Motion .72 .56 .54 .49 43 .60
F Arm-Hand-Finger

Motion .52 .47 .61 .63 .57 .65

G Oirected Arm-
Hand-Finger
Motion .82 .57 .43 .59 .70 .69
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APPENDIX E

ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE TYPOLOGY OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR OF
STUDENT TEACHERS WITHIN CONTEXTS OF ART TEACHING-
LEARNING SITUATIONS

The typology of nonverbal behavior of student teachers in art
teaching-learning situations formulated in this study is as follows:

- Transactional Nonverbal Behavior
(Interactive and Spatial Stimulus Gestures)

Eye Contact

facial Motion

Body Motion

Arm-Hand-Finger Motion

Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion

Non-Transactional Nonverbal Behavior
(Image Reflective Gestures)

Head Motion
Body Posture
Directed Arm-Hand-Finger Motion

Figures 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 illustrate examples of the typology of
nonverbal behavior derived from the analysis of video recorded samples of
student teachers in art teaching-learning situations utilized in this
study. The figures represent student teachers' nonverbal behavior within
the contexts of art teaching-learning situations as defined in this study,

namely: In process Task setting, In process Demonstration and In process
tvaluation.
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Flg. 6. Non-transactional nonverbal behavior / Image reflective
gestures: Task-setting context.
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Fig. 7. Transactional nonverbal behavior / Interactive and spatial
stimulus gestures: Demonstration context,
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Fig. 8., Non-transactional nonverdal behavi
gestures: Task-setting context,

e

ge Reflective
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Fig. 9. Transactional nonverba) behavior / Interactive and spatial
stimulus gestures: Oemonstration context,
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S I
Fig. 10. Transactional nonverbal behavior , Interactive and
spatfal stimulus gestures: Evaluation context,

m




