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This document repért;‘on a series of studies carried
but concerping nonverbal behavior in peer tutoring interactions. The -
'first study examined the encoding (enactment) of noaverbal behavior
in a tutoring situation. Results clearly indicated <hat the tutorts
nonverbal behavior was affected by the performance of the tutee. The
question of whether or not nonverbal %"léakage® (failure to hide .
undesired displays of negative affect) occurs was raised'in this
study and tested in another. Pindings from the second stfidy irdicated
that tutors encode différentialily according to whetker or not they
are being truthful, and moreover, that othef untrained students were
capable of decoding such behavior. Because -tke difference in the

"tutoi's nonverbal behgvior in tle above situation could have been
chéed by the 1lying %Zself, or by his/her negative feelings regarding
the failing tutee, a @¢hird study vas pecformed to determine .

) - causality. Results from this study indicated that both .

factors--deception and a dislike for the tutee--causé negétive verbal
" behavior in the tutor. 2 fourth study was carried out to determine
the tutor's ability to understand the medning of the nonverbals

. behavior of a tutee in regard to His/her degree of comprehension.

Results revealed that (a) childrern.encode nonverbally the degree cf .

compreaension of material being présented to them, and- (b) their
nonverbal behavior’can be decoded by other children. These studies
indicate that nonverbal behavior isﬁ in fact, an important factor in
the tutoring situation and must be considered when examining tutoring

interactions. (PB) ) n ' .
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~tutoring progn\ns, theresis little. in the way of contro}led, empirical re-

-
—
%

. Nonverbal Behavior ‘in Tutoring Interactions -
Robert S. Feldman . .
. Virginga Commonwealth University N .
(- .- : : “

/ - -
/ s w ’
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It is customary to begin reports of research related to peer tutoring
- . H ,

~
-

> -
with the -statement that although thete is much interest in tutoring and

. )

-search to guide in the understanding of the tutoring process. I fear that

s . ‘o
in this paper I must raise the same SOporific, and go a step beyond re-

garding the study of nonverbal behavior in tutoring situations. For not

only is little known about variables related to phe-nonverbal behavior of

¥

both the tutor and tutee, but I cannot even point to much interest that

-

has been’ evinced about the topic.. In this paper, I hope to show that nonverbal

behavior may be a;gfitical factor not only in tutor? 3 situations but in

many other™educational settings gs well. In doing so, I wtll rely heavily

on a number of studreb that I have carried out in conjunction with Vernon

x

L. Allen of the yniversity of Wisconsin -~ Madison, and I want to acknowledge

)
from the start his contrihutiqn to the line of reseatrch to be reported here.

*

The first clues that -one finds suggesting that nonverbagl behavior may
be a cruciai‘factor in tutoring situatione comes from the social psycho-

logical literature on person perception and 'on the display of emotions.

- N .
This r;seardh has a long and honorable tradition beginning with Darwin

(Tagiuri, 1969),and among other things it clearly shows that individuals

.
-

.tend to draw inferences about and act upon the behavior and appearance

, i
* of others. It has been shown quite‘consistently that individuals are

capable of fairly accurately inferring emotional states Erom.nonveyﬁal-

/.
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-such as these' show two things Ve

e . ¢ .
hchdvior,gyhethpr.whlle viewing stillCBhotographs

. ]
1909), video recordings of ongoin

-

or even by listening to vocdl intonation (bimitrovsky,

M .

Y
in the

1 -
ot jonal states are related to particular nonverbal behaviors.
- o y

individuals attempt”to decode and act upon fhe meaning of nonverb?;ibe-

PR ‘

haviors. * .

’

7

. 1t must be noted from the qtafb,

behavior in the tutoring settlng,

{rom

ry cledrly:

display (or encoding) of nonverbal behavior,

” RN § .

(zZaidel & Mehtabian,

g behavior (Lanzetta & ¥leck,

1970), <
1964), Tindinigs

Fxrst, there is a lawfulnubs
= 2
such that particulat

Second,
*

’

~ . . «

then, that to understand nonverbal -
* » A

ong \§hould approach ~the topic

\

an interactional point of view in which both halves of tHe dyad -are

> ~

Stud Led o’
verbally iﬁ a particular manner.

impact on the tutoring situation,

cuding must be demonst:ated also.

Lt. is not sufficient to show that

utors or tutees encode non--

“If nonverbal behavior is toihave any
N ’
tRen the occurrence and effects of dg-

Most Lrequently, this resizarch process

L]

cannot be accomplished in a single study, but rather must occur through’

4 series.of investigations.

Nonverbal Encoding

\
|
« +

» -

With this background in mind. I would like first to pepcrt a study

Y

* [l L ’ .
which looked at the encoding (enactment) of nonverbal behavior in a .

-~

tutoring situation (Feldman &°Allen, 1975).

L]

lovkéd' at the nonverbal behavior

thirQ‘gréde tutee, We were most
. 1

cg.
In this experiment, we

Y 51xth—grader who was tutoring a ‘

ot
idij;ebCEd in the way in wh1ch~the tutor's’.
2

A . .
nonverbal behavior varied as a function of the performance of the tuteec.

v
L)

To provide experimental control,

s
the Lhird-grade tutee was a confederate
[ 4 .

N |
« BEST COPY. AVALABEE ,




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

-

_ toward the tutee more frequently.

who
) ’

. R .
per formed very well in one condition or very .poorly in another.

.

v
- .
.

» a ‘-

.

u}xdden camera secretly recorded théfnoﬂverbal’behaVior of the tutor while

he was administering a lesson to the. seemlngly successful or unsﬁccessgul

tutee. *
L]

.Two trained’

thie tutor.

The coders usud 22fcategor1es ol behav1or,

\ N Ve g

_ AR
coders objectively analyzed the nonverbal behavior of .

each of which ‘e

Was cspfesseé as a proportion of the total behaviors emitted by the tutor.

-

between 5ub3ects 1n total ltnbth.,

(‘This procedure controlled for dlff.rencea

N

.

-

the lesson, since the leeson -generally took, longer under cond1t1on§ of

r each category of behavior

ol

tutee failure. than tutee success.) Resqlté/fG
A ]

wure analyzed in a 2 x 2 analy51s of varlance,

(success or fdilure) and sex of tu

. There were no sex‘@ifferences'

with tutee performance

tor as factors. :

t

oa any category, but there were-a num%er

- ’ . . 4.3
of differences in the nonverbal behavior of the tutor according to the

& -
success of the tutee. When the. tu

s . N
lips more, shook their heads. more,

o -
On the other hang,

t R .

tee did poorly, tutors purged their A

leaned forward more dfteq; and reaclied

A Y
Tutors also gidgeted-more when their

when the vutee was doing well,".

tutee performed .poorly.

tutors tended to sit uprigh

forward or beek) and nodded

~Np R .
t more often (as opposed ;o’slouchigg-or leaning’

rheir heads more freguently. Results on a

.
N -

measure of eye.gaze als

- A
osshowed that tutees Were looked at’

a greater prﬁ-

-

-

portdion of time under conditions o

f failure than when they were SUCC@beUl.

>

it appeared'quite clearly frpm these data that the nonverhal bthavior

N

of the tutor was affected by the performance of the tutee. Some d{ the

Traditionally?it has-.been fpund in the

specific, findings bear note..
o & !
- 4

! ’ f ' [N
o4 * .
<3 . .

«g R

’




settings. ) . . - . .

literature on nonverbal behavior that positive affect is related -to :
* - ’ - .

bchaviors such as, leaning Eorward and.grcater eyé contaot (Mehrabian,

1972) But our daéa showed the OppOSlte trend greater "forward ‘leaning
- * ﬁ ’ >
and eye.contact under conditions of tutee failure. Since we kney from

~

rcsurts of a post—experiméntal questionna:re that tutors liked -success-

-ful tutees more than unsuccessful oneg, the typical finding was reberscd

> - ]

The explanatiun for these results probably rests on the specific nature

—_—

of the tutoring task. When Lhe tutee was d01ng poorly, the tutbr’wocld

b 2
often lean forward towards the tutee and attempt .to explain things,

. L] .

pointing out examples in the tutee's ma;exials. GreatZr eye contact
under conditions of tutee failure md; ‘have been caused by the tutor using
the nonverbal‘behanicr é} the tutee to try to assess what was the source
of the tutee s difficulty, resulting in greater”eye contect in the failun;

*

londitions. I speculate ‘on these points merely stress that there' may

¢ ¥
be unique properties of the‘tutoring sitdation hich .do not allow a direct

extrapolation: to tutoring of findings on nonverpal behavior from other
4 . gt : v : i
5'. .

t -

Overall, the results of this first study showed that tutors displayed

differential nonverbal Luehavior according to}the performance of their ~

-
. » s .

tutee ©6n almost half the categories used for codinb behavior,” Yet. some

.

Very'obvious measures we took —-— such as smiling and laughing -- failed

to differentiate between subjects c0ndition.- Although there are &

L ald

number of possible explanations'for this phenomenon.(such as simply a.

basic‘underlying lack of relatibnship\bethen what we Weasured and tutee




A

’

-

ERIC

]

. . . . r'. .
pcrEormance), the mos ¢t intriguing possibility rests on. the assumption

that there is a norm agalnst the overt dlsplay of negative affect. Lt
i,

.
L+

chis is the case, then,§he tutors would be at empt;ng to hide nonverbal

gative affect when the tutee was.falllng. Ekman and Friesen

- .
1 -

displays of ne

~ (1969) have speculated that whcn an ind1v1dual attempts to suppress_his

~

"1 eak" out non-
P .

then we might expect -

. P . .
VLrichal feelings, the fact that he 13 dissembling may

verbally. If tth leakage phenomenon does occur,

that the nost obvious sxgns of nonverbal affecr, whlch the inleIdual

n

t te control, would not reveal “the affoet. Instead only npore

would attemp

bubtle nonverbar cues, which the 1nd1v1dunl does nbt Lry-to censoxr, would

1 ¢

show the effects of dissembllng. The . greater occurrenge of, fldgetlng
- [} 5\

under conditlons of tutee failure pnov1dts suggestlve evidence for such

still, this is mere speculatlon. o
]

*

| hypothesxs.

It was declded to test the possxblllty af nanerbab "leakage" quite

.

. Devin—Sheehan, Ieldman and Allen {1975) set’ .

-dtrectly in another study.

.
BN

up‘a,one-aession tutqring experimenL in which a third grader tutored a

- * .

.éecbndagrader in a lesson on trapezomd identifd&ation. Again, the tutee

{} -was a confederate | of ours, apd depending upon condit;on, either per-

O v’ -
ery well or very poorly on a 20-item test. Wo were particular}y

&

ed in the tutor's nonverbal behavior qhenahe was not being truth-

’
2

In order £o sqg up the

formed v

fnterest

ful to the tuteg about the tutee'é-performanpe.
' ’

proper conditions, we tvld the tutor that part of the/teaching method
©f s . ,
required that each time the tutee-answered a’test item, he be invariably -

" praised and told .that he had answered the lth corredtly. "This procedure

-

! meant that tutors were being trutxful’under condrtions of tutee success,”

. -

_but were diusembling under condltlons o LuLee failure. .
Yoa ' a4 ’ .t
(N ) . * .
- . » £ Q ' * [N
. *". . i- " * a
B ’ < K - .
. . F .
. \ * 4, » .
MY . -

o
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v The subgeété were secret]y video-taped"’ whiie they werekgiving their .

tutee tithcr veridichl or nonVeLidical ‘feedback. Tra%ned coders
L3

unxlyzed thelr noﬁyerba] behavior.into vartuus catégories, and a few ,

R « .
Ld

“gignificant differences were found There was greater smiling unuer

CUnditions of trutﬁfulness, wirile thére was more crosSing of legs under

conditdons of dissembling. Curipusly, there were' more indications of
~

Jispleasure in  the mouth when the tutor was being txuthful than when

, ‘

lying.. . . . <
/ | hd . .
T, Although there was llttlL in the yay of a systematic pattern obtained

from the objective coding, more meaningful results were found by Sh0w1ng
32 20-secoud silent samples of che tutors' uonverbal behavior to groups

of naive, untrained third-graders. The observers rated each sample on

y -

a Likerr-type scdle which asked how happy thc tutor appeared to be with .

L

his tutee. ReSults were clear: the obserers rated the tutors as’ being
sibnificantly more pleased w*th the tutee when the tutor was being truth-
. 1 , Y t
ful than when the tutor w%s ly ng. Thus, regults indicate not on}xﬁthat
g .. 8 ¢

e
[}

tutors nonverbally encode difﬂerentially’according_to whether they are

being truthful or not, but that untrainedﬂthird-graders'are capable of

A N . ye.,

-~

. decoding such behavior.

These "£indings suggeat that children's decoding abMities” must be i,
A BL . {
viewed with respect, and that such abilities should not be overlooked s;

- 1y

. -

when designing tutoring programs. For instance, there are a number of

tutorial systems which prescribe that the tutor should Pnly give ppSltiVL
' 4 Cax

einforcement to his tutee %egardless of pevformance. Such aotions’

’

ignore~the possibility -- made quite real by our data -— that the tuLor/

. L 4
will reveal to the tutee his actial feelings &ggarding

formance. " .
. .
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| tutee. To'manipulate liking, a sitpatioq was deniéed in which, the subject sup-?!

Bt ey

‘The preced ny stoldy provided intofmation showing that tutors who

"

il

are being deceptive to their Lutees tend to reveal this dLLLpthH npn-
1

verbally. But t the precise explanation “for the Eindings was not.entirely
. ’
cLear.to ud‘ The differenc«’in tutors' nonverbal-behav1or Petween con-
: g . ¥
ditions of tutee success or failure could have been due to at least two

factors, -52235, it could have been caused by the 1y1ng per se; that 1&,

-
~ . -

lying, by’i elf, could have led to our results. But there is another ’

Y
.

possib%}ity: “‘that the tutors' negative affective feelirgs regarding .

. their taiilng'%utee led to the‘differences in nonverbal behaviof,‘and had ., |

toe
4 ¥

litele to do with the lying per, se. ’ ' //’

%

To determine more precisely the locus of causality, I cpnducted 4

. ‘ .

%tudy using femaie college-age subjects (Feldman, 1974) In this ,experi-

’ . .

ment, two factors were manipulated independently - thther ‘the tqtor was

e © B
being truthful or,lying to tht futee, and whether the tutor liked or

a .

"disliked the tutee. The manipulation of Lnuthfulness was accomp}ished as

,in-the’ earlier study. The tutee, a,confederute was eLthé? succesvful

\
A

\

or unsuccessful, and the tutor was again instructed to.always praihe her

Ry . ° ™~

posedly overheard the confederate saying'either very positive or:negativg

’ .
-

things aboutrher. (Othe{'reSLdrch haS'consietently shown ‘that this pro—
L) . ‘

’ cedure reqults in reciprocated 1iking or dislike.) Using an analy515° -

N

of variance,dnsign,‘the independent effects of . the mehipulation of di§~= .

semhling and liking could be determined. . ,
N . . * .
rTHe\nonverbal behavior of the tutors, who were segretly video-taped

. - I

.

.
*
N (]
“

during the ‘tutoring lesson, Was analyzed’ using objectfve'écoring by L




. was lying ~- a replication of our previous results., But it was also °

-
o

P
.

.
Ll
-

trained,coders and also b§ showing samples bf subjects' behavior to naive

]

judges who rated how pleased a sample of the subjects appeared. The

. clearest results .came .*fom the ratings of the untrained observers. Non-
s )
’ % ¥ . hd

. vepbal behavior tended to reflect whether a person was béing truthful or

- 'Y . .

clear that, at least when the tutor was -being truthful, she revealed her®’

ey . ' L . _ s

,underlying liking or dislike)ﬁor the tutee.  When lying, there was no

b .

- diEEErence id nouverbal behavior accorging to the affect held for the

.
- . . . S .

ctutee; such, behavior was-uniformly rated as negative, It appears that.wﬁen

/
a tutor (1) dislikes his tutﬁ y or (2) if not being truthﬁul to either a
liked or disliked tutee, -the nonverbal behavior of the tutor will appear ,

€
» Al I3 L]

to, naive observers as indicating displeasure., . s
Ihe preceding gtudies show that even untrained obserVers are able

.

to distinguish when the tutor is unhappy about various aspects of tfle

~ ¢ A} ° N, ¢

tutoring gituation ~- whether it be dislike for the tutee or having tc be
"
less than truthful in the administnation of positive feedback. But do the 7

abilities of-children to decode the meaning of nonverbal behavior extend

beyond the identification of simple\displays of positive and negative

l
affect? To answer this question, 'wa designed a study to examine the

.
- -

abilities of potential tutors to dEEﬁde the amount of comprehension.a
set of third-grade students shad for a lesson to which they were Jistening
« »

(Feldman & Allen,.1974) A tutor s ability to understdand the meaning of

‘

the nonverbal.behavior of a tutee in regard to the degkee of comprehension

. &f the tutee would seem to greatly facilitate the effectiveness of ,a -

» ’ v . . 4 [

tutorial lesgsoén. .o’ . . . .

v
-
o

v T,
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-

than the diffdcult lesson.] o : ,

-origfhal video-tape anto a new tape in a partially randomized order, giving

i P 1Y ° o " ' 3
~ Ten third-graders were used as stimulus persons. Each’child was
el .
secretly video-taped while he or she listened to two fouﬁ-and~a~ha1f minute

le§sons, one of whith was very difficult and the other very 2asy. (Order

of presentation of the 'lessons was counterbalanced. ) Following presentation

of the lessons, the stimulus persons Were asked to rate the difficulty of

the material, and they rated_the easy lesson as being significantly easier

)

" A 30-second segment rom each of the ten stimulus'persons' nonverbal
i
responseé to both the eagy ‘and the difficult lessons was edited from the

3
us a total of 20 samples (10 “éasy and 10 haxd). These samples ‘then were shown

)’ \ | ¢
M ! - .
to groups qf untrained observers, who_were asked to rate each stimulus person

in a segment on a’6=point, Likert«type scale which aJked "How much did the
- ' ' .
student understand about the lesson"? The six points on each &calé were

labelled:. "understood everything," "understood very ‘mich," "understood

a lot," "underatood some," ' understood a little biﬁtf‘br "did not under- B

stand at al\." We used three different age.groups to rate the subjects.
A d :
college .students, sixth graders, and third graders.! . -
C ' .
‘ .

The analysis of our data was complicated- (we in itially used a 6-way
analysiB of variance mixed design), but happily our results”were ‘quite

clear. There was 4 .main effect for the.type of lesson to which stimulus

-

4 v
persons were listening, the mean rating forYthe easy lesson stimuli @as

3.12 versus 2.76 for the difficult lesspn stimuli. Interestingly, the sex
d} the stimulus persdns also led to differential ratinge, with female
] []

stimulus persons being seen as understan ing significantly more than male
. ‘ . 1 . : ..

stimulus persong. ) e,

f
S




)

The most-intriguing finding was a significant interaction betwe& age
! h [ v < .
7 of subject and lessod difficulty, indicating differential accuracy among
. . ¥ .. VN

ages in determining the type of ‘lesson to which the stimulus perSons rere -
. \

[

' listening. Examination of the means showed that the third—and sixth—grarﬂrs
« 1 N *
were .move accurate in their ratings than che\adultsu In fact, analysis of ]

. " . —
. . . -

the’ ratings within each age group showsd‘that only;the third- and sixth-

r - . - - . N - 4

gradeﬁs successfully discerhef the underS(anding of the stimulus persong. |
:. N PR “’../

/
i

Our results reveal at least cwo impoXtant findingés First, At ,
'y ' ) ‘..‘ e s
i

w !

appears that children encode nonverbally ‘the egree'of'comprehension Qhe<
£ Y.

. w - o % 1 .
hold for material that is being presented to them, Seconds their nonverbal

3

. behavior can be decoded at least by other children (1f not adults), T ’

might point out. thau the findinga related to adult deficits in decoding: .

ability clearly show the potential superiority of youthful tutors over .

adult teachers, Ssince adults, at least in our study, seam to Be missing an

I P
’ )

importantjteaching skill which the chilgren held, N
. ".‘. T ’ RS ~ ) ’..'
Coriclusions : . ' A

N \ . . . )
* ' 1 hope that this brief review of some of the studies I have carrieu out:\w

-
. - hd

on nonverbal behavior has made clear a point\I\emphasized originally and * °- ~

that I Yould like to reiterate now. It appears that n~averbal behavior is an

important factor in the tutoring situation and must be *onsidered wherni

. -
- N './

examining tutoring interactions.“It would séem incumbant upon developers x

of tutoring programs and “packages to take into accounﬂ the operation of *

-~ .

nonverbal factors when promulgating ‘broad’ prescriptions for particular be-" ,;é

\

' havioral sequencesf— For if children arz made to follow a set pattern of ; -

L
.

steps in tutoring, the tutor's actual feelings miy be"revealed by his'non—l

verbal bebhavior, and the tutee mav receive contradictqqy verbal and non—

’ / AR
-verbal messages. ’ ) » ) //////4/ o
e . . ' !

o -~ 4‘) - @ -
. P
L . . .
and | . .

2 . " -~




"1l

VAR ‘ It is also. cIear, 1 think that research on’ tutoring ought to fpcus

¥

- an

*

v l on the interaction that occurs between the tuSk@ and tutee. We gain an
. ‘ \ . ‘
! insufficient»-- and perhaps misleading - understanding of the, tutoring

4 L}

. process by examining solely the tutor or the tutee. It is imperative that

\ri . ¢

/ . ‘we look at bqth halves of the dyad and to determine how the tutor s
x ° a

-~ ‘ * behavior affects the tutee, and vice versa: It’ is overly simplistic to .-
. . view the tutoring process as just the tutor influencing,and'affecting the %
. - ‘ . " gﬂ . N .

' tutee, ) ’

<

AT From a methodological point.of view, I think the study'of nonverbal

.
N

‘behavior in

oring situations demands the uge of;Bth encoding and decoding = @

. : o N - s / N -
_experimental paradigms. _To. understand completely the interaction between
& % ~ - - . X ot .

tutor and_tdtee, one must know not only that a participant in the situation ~

N

. 1s nonverbally encoding in a'‘particular manner,\hut also-how his d&adic

partner 1is decoding the message. "It is also useful to employ two  techniques
. %for identifying nonverbal éehavior: objeﬁtive coding by trained coders, and
subjective ‘ratings by untrained naive«pbservers. The first method allows 1;_,)
N » ’ N
. identification of the specific behavfors that are occurring, while the

. * .

. second techiinique allows determination of the connotiative meaning of nonverbal

N ~ » N .

behavior.

. K3

Anocher point that I s#“uld like to nake is a ‘cautionary note. We

should not hastiiy—generaliZe our\findings in the- nonverbal domain to

- *

different populations of subjects. For in\tancei results reported here

P - e

. '\
suggest that children and adults ehcode d fferentially. ce, findings
which have‘ﬁbplicability to children may not generalize to adults., rther- 4
‘ / more, it .appears that the.nature of the particular task on which the tutor

. and tutee afe working has a definite.effﬁct‘g he types of nonverbal .




of

behaﬁiq}s.that are encoded. All this suggests that relationships between
nonverbal behavior and an individual's internal affective or emotional

' - - ’ T
) . scate which are stated in in.variant8 one-to-one terms are subjeet to //

disconfirmation- The nature of the situation must be. taken into consider— ‘
. - ~ Al P

]
ation when hypotheaizing about nonverbal behavior.

— .

N ' Finally, 1 would like to suggest that nonverbal behavior may be an\\
importanﬁ variqble in educatlonal settings other than ther;utoring e -

. situaézon. Ma;y of the findings reported here Q;ve'implications for‘the

. . - classroom, and further research seems warrented. It appears that';z are just

| beginfting to.reatfz?;the profound impact of~nonverBal behavioéban social

S

interactions and the field promises to be an exciting one, both from a,

-

theoretical and applied point of view. /'
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