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Rating Scale was developed to. coTTect the data

~ The purpose of the study wéS’tQ seek answers to the foii@ﬁing questions:
(1) Are similar nonverbal teacher behaviors perceived by participant
P ~and nonpanrticipant observers in assessing the affective.quality of

‘teacher nonverbal behavior?

© (2) What nonverbal cues are identified by the participant and the non-
participant observers in assessing the affect;;e qﬁaiity %f teacher
nonverbal behaviois? - : '

(3) To what extent do the nonverbal cues identified by participant and
'hoﬁpaﬁticipant observers predict the variance in participanté' and
ﬁcnparticipants‘ assessment of teacher nonverbal behavior? )

Five n1nth grade mathematics teachers were video- taped 1n§actua1 class- ‘

room S1tuat1on5 _Seven students were randomly selected from each c]assromm

to'serve as participant observers. Seven former teachers who were doctoral

3 IR‘— . § * £ = : § 5 s
\students in education at the University of Houston served as nonparticipant

eéservers A total of thirty-five observations per group (participant-non-
1
part1c1pant) were made on all.five teacherzr The TeacherQ‘Nonverba1 Behavior

The treatment of the data iﬂvo1ved the testing of two- hypotheses employ-
ing a one way analysis of variance and a mu1tip1e regression technique. This
analysis .produced the FoTToyinglresu]ts:

| 1) There was a statistically significant difference (p < .001) between
the participants' and nonéarticipants‘ perception of teacher non-.

/erbal behavior. )
verbal ehavior.

2) There was statistically significant-difference (p =.05) between the

variance accounted for 'in the participants' and the nonparticipants'



rating of teacher nonverbaT behavior as predicted by the preSence

of the nén;érbai cués identified by the participants and nonpar-

s J;/; ticipants. X : : o

In general the data revealed that students ténd to ﬁatexthe nonverbal
behav%ov of their teacher in a consistgnt1y higher degree than did the non-
participant observers. Data also revealed that the ronverbal behavior of
the teacher fiad définite but different qualitative ag%ects for the partici-

pants and the nonparticipants- observers,

5
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Participants' Versus
- i 1
: | oy
Part1c1pant5 Versus Nonparticipants' Perception

Qf Teacher Nonverbal Behav1ar

~ lNeed For The. Study

One of the %irst’assumptiahs to be made concerning teachiHQETParﬁing
situations is that the pattern of bEhQVTDF of the teacher affects Lhe pattern
ot behavior of the Ieaﬁner, One way in’ whlch the aLt1VE 1nv01vemgnt “and par-
ticigaféan of the léarnci is elicited is the manner in which. the teacher com-
@unicatés within ﬁhe structure of the tegchinga1earniﬁg:sitﬁaticn,:a]ong with
how the learner perceives this communicative act of the teacher. Since all
cammunﬁcati@n is characterized by qualitative responses whether on a con-
scious or unconscious jeve1, affective c&@municatioﬂ‘is a signifiﬁiﬁt!area

for inve§t%gatf0n More specifically, péﬂticipant versus ncnparticipant*pér—

relates to the teachinngearning process is a much needed area of 1nvest1§a;
tion, thus is the major concern of this study. ‘ i
Rosearch -in the area of teacher verbal behavior seems t? support the
assumpticn that the perception of the teachen's verbal behagior héTd by the
participént obsyrvers and the nonpart{cipant obseryvars are not the same.
This assumpticnfis reported in studies By,fhckman (1970), Evans (1970) and
“Solomon (1964), These studies using verbal behavi@r as the reference point
found\discraparc1es in the percepf1an held by the nonparticipant observer. *
The 1mporiaﬁce of the role of nonverbal c@mmun1cat1on in fhe c]assraom
A,

.has been supported by research (Love and Roderick, 1971 Gallowdy, 1962

Jourard, 1958; Mitzel and Robinowitz, 1952). This ﬁesearch suggegts'that
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' nonverbal be-

i 5 = 4 s ’ » . 5 o s & '
students ‘'will continuously derive meaning from their teachers
havior. | _ e

-

Add1t1ona1]y, severa1 ?esearcherg have-a1ready estab11shed that the per
cept1an Df/certa1n agpects Gf nonverba1 gommunTCatlun is a function not only
of gEﬂdEP characteristics but aTso 01 certa1n dispositions. and attitudes

within, the perceiver; and of certain character1st1cs of the re]at1nnah1p be-
/

tween the sender-and the perceiveﬂ in Communication theory (Frapp, 1972,
Ellsworth, 1968; Ekman, 1965). h

It is apparent that ‘the relatiaonshin the stucent has with the teacher is
'qu1tv dTFfeant than the re]aL1Dn hip an outside observer has with the tea-
che.. ln view of - thﬂ f1nd1ngs ov naJp,_Ellswcrth, and Ekman, and the wrf%ings
of Hngﬁptuai pSVChO ogists, it may be hypathe31zed that the percept1an of the
i~uverbat behavior of the teacher held by the student may differ from the per—e'
ception el by an‘auts{de observer. | |

‘ Yntil now, rezearckérs Qf nonverbal cammunlcat10n in education have, with
énr qr two exceptivins, used the 101part1C|pant ngerver to .make. 1nferences
about the Student‘iifé?ceptTuﬂ of -teacher nonverbal behav1or as it relates

to the teachiuﬁf1earning process.” -Very little attentﬁon has been given to

the learners' (participants'} peréeption of the haanrE§1 behav%éf of the2
teacher, for only two studies, Raymond (1973) and*Whitfield (1973), cauld

be found ﬂbigh reported student perceptions of teacher nonverbal behavior.

A]thoggﬁ Teresa (1971) rc¢ orted differences in teachers' and«students' per-

ceptions of the/ nonverbal bLehavior of teachers, an actress was used to pro-

vide the scimulus behaviors.
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The 1imited siudies reported, although they.may be significant, have-
not utili:ed the peéceétidnsfheid by the student of the non&erbaT behavior of
the teacher in- d1rect compar1;ogjto the perception of an outside observer,
i the natural classroom setting. Thus, a void exists in the research on
teacher nonverbal behavior rggard1ng c@mpaﬁétive studies on part{ciﬁaﬁt
(the learner) and Hgnpartigipant perceptions. of -the nonverbal behavior of
thgiteacher in the teaching-learning process-in a natura1ﬂc]§§5}aom 3Qtting@f
The Titerature on perception and néﬁvefba] communication sgggasts that the
perceptions of the participant ahdgthe nonparticipant may diFfer:;theﬁefDFe it
was imperative that a ccmparativé study of participant and ﬁonparticipant |
perceptions of‘teachEﬁ nényerba1 behavior be underEakeni

Research Désign

The rev1ew of the Titerature on perception suggests that a person eerr1a

a commun1cat1ve effect in certain contextual situations, may not per=

=+

_encing

~ ceive the act in, a similar manner as an aut;ﬁder who has not experienced ‘the
effect. The part1c1pdnt Dbservers in this study were those students who had
PXDEFTEﬂCéd .or had been w1th that tpacher most of the s;hoa] yégr The non-
part1chant ob:ervers had no experience W1Th Lhe 5t1mu1u5 teachers used in the

study. Thése cond1t1ans met ‘the requirements of de51gn three, The Static-

S,

o . o - . .
- Group Comparison, a;vdegEfibed by Campbell and Stanley (19§3).

This research design is té}med pre-experimental, and is a design in ,
which a group that has experienced X (teacher behavior) is camparédvWith'one
which has nét; for the purpbse of establishing the effect of X.

The Design: 51
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"X (treatment = teacher behavior); D1 and 0, (the two groups compared-partici-

£ 2
pant versus nor-participant), .

-

yTeacher Sample

R , :
A}ter having met with school administrators and ninth-grade teachers from

a suburban school district, it was deterniined that random selection of Aeachers

was not feasible. Consequently, five ninth-grade teachers cf mathematics vol-

uﬂﬁEgFEd to .participate 7in the study, hence this teacher sample can be con-
strued as neither random nor representative. Each: of the five indicated

that they used the lecture-discussion mode of presentation.

4

“ Participant Observer Sample °
To assure that aﬁ adequate sample of each stimulus téachersf students
were present in the study, seven students were randomly selected from each

“ N ¥
stimulus teacher's cfass. This constituted a total of thinty-five partici-

pant observers, who were selected by use of a table of random numbers.

B y . A ' - , .
Ninth grade studentS.were selected foy two reasons: (1) These students

“are with the same teacher-the entire schodl year which provides for familiarity

L]

sitated the use of the nirfth grade Tevel student.

betweeh the teacher and student. (2) -The degree of sophistication required
* P . e

to respond to the paper.and pencil type instrument us?d'in the Stddy neces- -

; P _
Mon-Participant Observer Sample
Seven former teachers who were doctoral cgndidatés in the*College of Ed-

ucation.at the University of Houston were chosen as the nonparticipant ob- ,
! ; e ‘ -

[

servers. Criteria for selection of the napparticipant observers was based on

a-pinimum of two years teaching experience in the public schools which assured

nbnparﬁ?cipant familiarity with teacher and student behaviors, and, their Af-.

1
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- fective meanings in the teaching-learning situation. The seven nonpartici-

pant obseivers recponded to the inétrument for all five teachers independent-
ly and thus constituted a total of thirty-five observations equal in number

Lo the observalions made by the participant observers.

Instrumentation

Since-the writer could iocate no instrument for gathering the type of
data-necessitated by the research, a Teacher Nonverbal Behavior Rating Scale

.(TNBRS) was developed. The scale, which-used a time unit means to record res-
. ) | .

pbnses was sectioned into two partsz (a) Rating, and (b) Cues responsible

. for rating. (See Appendix A).

3 )
Thg rating scalk was Lséd to deﬁermiaé the degree of encouraging/discoura-
i . ging behéQior of the ﬁ&%chéri on a scale ranging from one-strongly discéuraged,
to sfxsstrcng]y encéurage; éﬁd used a Likert scoring technique. |
Twe]ve noniveﬁba1 cues were obtained from two major sourciEf (1) Re-
search on ncnve%5§1‘cpmmuﬂiéation; and (2) a Pilot Questionnaire{- An open
end categary; "othechueé used" was used to identify cues used for rat%ngs
which were not one of the twelve listed. “For the 1ist of non-verbal cues
uééd, sée Appendix A.
" The pilot questionnaire was designed by the researcher and was administered
taisevé@tysfive ninth -grade students Jf teachers fitting the description of
T’the teacher sample used: in theséthdﬁ proper; The results of the pilot study
| indicated that the beh%vicfs listed on the TNBRS were -dominant in the class-
f room‘énd caQ?d be\inté;ﬁreteg 55’ehcouragiﬁg/discaurabinﬁ (See Appendix B).
" The ;riterfarusua11y;associated with behavio}a] observation measures
~ provided the #éﬁi@nale for tﬁé procedures used to estimate the reliability
3 ;--'!\““ | -‘ T .‘ i i
ﬁﬁi; o gﬁf D : I L
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and ascertain the validity of the instrument (TNBRS). The reliability es-
timate wat tested using two methods:
1. fnalysis of variance to estimate reliability of measure (adapted

from Winer, 1962, p. 126),
2. Reliability in terms of percentage of agreecment between raters
(adapted Trom Victoria, 1968),

The estimated reliability for the mean of k measurements detiined by

Winer (1962) is r i1 - MS within people

) " MS bétwééﬁ;peap]e . This formula wa; applicable to

#

, ] i . A
this study for ascertaining estimates of reliability using the ANOVA proce-

dures. With k = 70, thg reliability estimate wa§ re © .96, The mean percen-
tage of inter-rater agréement is shown in Tables 1 and 2.

The data p;esented in these Lwo tables ipdicate that the accuracy with
which the teachers' behavior were communicated far exceeded chance expectation.
The r85u1t5,dém0nstra§e incontrovertibly that nonverbal affective communica-
tion is a stable measureable phenomenon. |

Validity of the TNBRS was concerned with both content and ccnstrucfi For
content validity, the review of literature on nonverbal conmunication has in-
dicated that the list o0f nonverbal behavioral cues appearing on' the TNBRS is
a Eepresentative sample of teacher nonverbal behavior. The mean percentage
~of inter-rater agreement as shown in Tables 1 and 2 serves to further sub-
stantiate the instrument's ‘content-validity.

Campbell and -Fiske (195@) propose twaakinds of evidence about aemeasurg
are neédéd to justify the adequacy of the measures: (1) evidence that dif-

3

ferent measures of the construct yield similar results; and (2)- .evidence that

the construct, as thus measured, can be differentiated from other constructs.

11
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Table 1 )
Interrater Agrecment of Lncouraging

Ratings of Parlicipant Obscervors

Participant Observer —#of #of T Tof
o, SCores Lnc. Disc. Lnc.
Teachers 1 2 3 4 65 6 7 ~_Ratings ~ Ratings Ratinys

56 51 44 59 55 60 / 0 100
43 57 37 57 %1 a4 K Y
52 44 20 43 52 44 46 6
59 60 56 49 50 38 4y G
54 45 51 54 36 53 52 6

"Range: 10 - 39 Discouraye (Disc.)
40 - 60 Cncourage (Enc.)

_‘ Table 2 |
Interrater Agreenent of Encouraging Ratings

AN s of Nonparticipant Observers
y ' '

° T T Honparticipant Observer ¢ of ¥ of T of
Scores £nc. - Disc. Enc. .

Teachers  ~ 1 2 3 4 5 67 Ratings  Ratings  Ratings
T, ¢ 29 41 32 21 28 25 30 1 .6 159
’ 40 38 31 24733 36 34 6 15%
A 33 39 452648 58 45 3 57
7 3
1

[T R I

T s —

36 52 34 26 45 46 42 579

.
.
:
T 41 43 42 26- 46 52 44 85%

[e]

1
2
3
4
5

Range: ]0 - 39 D1sggurage (D15Li)
40 -. 60 Encourage (Enc ) i
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' . Evidence for (1):ébove can be found in thé literature on nonverbal ebil
servation systems, Studies by Victorfa,(TQES);Teresa (1971), French (1970) and
Galloway (1962) support the assumption that the nonverbailbehavicr of é_teaég
cher could be. perceived in an encouraging or discouraging manner. Evidence
was further established in.the series of,pi]0§ studies administered.
Evidence for (2) abo&e is pr%maFiTyzevidenced by title, i.e;, the §Fi= f

mary forces of the 5tudy were the nonverbal behaviors of the teacher. This

- can easiiy.be differentiated<frcm‘ather similar studies on verbal behavior

by ‘Flanders (1964), Ryan (1961), Whitha]];(1949), and others.

Pilot Testing of Procedures

Three pilot tests were conducted pricf to daté collection to determine
how accurately the TNBRSvmeasured the variab}es under\investigatian; The
subje¢£s'uséd in the pilot testings consisfed of thirty ninth grade students

in a pubjié school system in Southwestern United States. These students
were selected Fgr-three reasonsg First, they were of the same age and grade \
TEVET as the étudénts in“the study, proper. Second]y,?thé students had been
Wi£h the same teacher most of thd school year. Third, this grade level stu-

’ denéthas obtained a certain amount of sophistication for responding -to the

}sﬁaper and pénéii type instrument used-to collect the data.

The pi{ct teststere administereq to address the faﬂ1éw1hg’cqncerns:

_ _ e .
(a) to deterinenif thirty-second intervals were sufficient to make an in-

fererce regarding teacher behaviors and to record the information within that
2 . ) V ) ) - V ‘ |
time span; (b) to determine if subjects could specify the behavioral cues [
used’by them 1in making their rating of teacher nonverbal behavior; and (c)

to determine if the behaviors defined in the p=>hlem could be accurately D%r
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"served and recorded.
Viden~taped segments of teachers in natural classroom settings were
made for ihe purpose éf collecting data in the pilot tests. The Supjgcts
viewed thirty-second segments with a built in time indicator (beep tone) as
théyyused the instrument devised to assess the nonverbal behavior of the tea-
cher. A |
The resu1ts of Lhe pilot. tests indicated that (a) . thirty-second time
1nterva15 were sufficient to make an inference regard1ng teacher behaviors and
to record the information; (b) subjects could spe21fy the behavior cues used
by them in meking their rat{ng ngteacher nohverbal-éehavicr; (c) the be-
;havicri defined in;theiprcb1em céu?d be 6bsevved éﬂd recorded.

Pre-Lata CDT1LEL1QH ‘

ngfura1 classroom setting. In order to assure this, “the researcher conducted
a désensitizing procedure which involved continuous taping ovef c périod of .
several days.until both teacher% and students were reTaxed’and‘acting hatufa1=
1y. The_absence'af the following behaviors served as indicataré ﬁhat desen-
| sitizing had takeﬂ pTace
; 1. Teacher smiles at researcher in respanse to a 5tudent$ behav1or
2. Teacher glances at camera constantly. »

3. »Student pays more attention to reseavcher than teacher.

4, Teacher has difficult time relaxing the Students about the equ1p-

't
L]

meﬁt_
' Dncergaih’c1assroom had been desensitized, a thirtyﬁminute video-tape

was made. Each”teacher was told that the study dealt with the sqcia] cli-

[~
-
Hom
w5
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mate within the ciassroom. The'tetmsg"nanverba],“ "encourage," "discourageg“
or:"pupii perception” were not used in order to P;EVEﬂt téaéhers from be-
ccm1ng sensitized to these aspects of the study. Because the stuéy required
the use of participant obgngers, the teachers were told that the tapesicauié
be available for a viewing by them if they so desired. "It was”felt that if
Tthe teachers kngw that students in the classes-would be asked to give an
- assésément of their béhavi@r, theiteachers might become overly sensitive'
‘dur1ng the taping. Therefcre, the randcm sample ‘of students used for each
teacher was not make pub11c until after the video tapes ‘were secured.
Once the thirtijminute master tape was obtained, it was reviewed by:the
researcher in .order to obtain the five minute segment. mast representat1ve
of EﬂCDUFEQ1ﬂg/d1SFDUFag1n§ teacher behavior. The cr1ter1a Fcr seiection
 was based on tpe researcher's teach]ﬂg experience and documented research on -

F

Eteacher behav1gr (Raymond ]973 Whitfield, 1973; V1ctDr1a, 1968, Teresa, 1971;
F1ander5,(1964 Ryan, 1961).

1 Ed1t1ng procedures a110wed the researcher to make a copy on a second tape
af the chosen segment only. This assured that both participant and nonpartici-
pant obéervefs viewed the same segments on each(téacheri Editing Furthér pro-
vided the researcher with a bui]t;in time indicatorlfcr recording responses
;}éf the teacher behavior. Thirty-second interval indicatars (beep tone) were

built into fhe tapes during the editing process. !

Data,CD1i§;tion 7 ‘ \

‘The proceduée used with the TNBRS required the subjects to rate the over-
a]1-enéouﬁagihé/discouraging video-taped teaching segment every thirty sec-

onds using the Likert type scale pf@yided on the left portion of the TNBRS.

15
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Time-unit means of recording: responses of the subjects was employed to control
~ the 6rder and occurrences of perceived behaviors of the teacher, since re-

for recording pérce$t1ons of cpmmun1cant s behavior (Bays, 1972; Shap1ra,‘1966;

Flanders, 1964). Usin; this procedure, ten responses may be obtained from

each tape. | ' |

%he subjeéts viewed the video-taped segments twicef During the first

viewing the subjects rated the degree of encouraging behavior they perce1ved
“  every thirty seognds using the left portion of TNBRS. .During the Seconﬁ vaew:ﬁg

ing the subjects specified each cue or cues responsible %éé his rating using Ji;
the right portion of the instrumen% by. placing an “X" in the box under the -
spécific cue(s). Dg;jng_the seéogd'viéwing, the iape was. stopped at!the!end
of each thirty=seébnd indica. gnd.was ;:% started again until a11 subgects '
1nd;cated completion for that frame. TheesubjectSnwere asked ta.spec1fy, at

(\

' most, three dom1nant behaviors used in méking a rating. This haé done for two
:FEESGES: | v o : _ — | '
a. to determine the mo?t'important CLES usedrin aééessing teacher non-
. verbal behaviar to be used later in data analysis; and
b. to insure that subjects were respoqding to the most important cues
‘as opposed to listing every cue observed in the segment.

'Statistical Procedures

wa statistical procedures were employed:- (1) ‘Analysis of Variance, and
(2) StepWise Mu1t1p1e Regression Analysis.

N The ana]ySTS of var1ance approach was used to compare the var1ance that

" occurred between the ratings of teachers' nonverbal behavioral cues by the par-




_Participants' Versus’
z p

E - o 12

t
5t

ticipant -observers and the nonparticipant observers, and was used to fzi; the
f

first hypothesis of the study. The ANOVA determined the significance-of the

effect the independent variable-rater stazus (participant/n@npartfc;gzzt)
had upon the degendent variéb1e—percepti0n of teagher?bonverba1 behavior

" cue(s) (rating). Thué, an F test was campu?ed'tg test the significance of

: :}e null hypothesis at p < .05,
| The second statistical procedire was a étepwise muTtiQTE rtgres;ién
techﬁique. This was computed in.order to!indicate the émaunt QF variance of
the ratiqgs which could be accounted for by-cues identified by the subjécts.

A stepwise solution was obtained using the thirteen behavioral cues.on the

TNBRS as predictor (independent) Variables and the rating of the teacher

L

. behavior as the criterion (dependent) variable. :
+  Both the analysis of variance technique and the multiple regression tech-
- nique were computed 5eparate1y'an each teacher thus‘e]iminatiﬁgxaveré11 tea-
cher effects. This was done in order to Ogtéihran overall difﬁeéé%ce,bétween
the two groups, and subseéuent]y to analyze Separété group chara;teristjcs_
This study was designed to compare particip;;:t;kLnnnparticipant ob-

- Oy ' . \ T C e
servers' perception of teacher nonverbal behavior as havqng encouraging or dis-
: % ' R ’

Eourag%ng affect qua]{ties during a teaching=1earning praéessg The following
" questions Qere central to the investigation: |
1.0 Are similar nonverbal teacher behaviors perceived by the par-
ticipant and nonparﬁicipant obsérve%s in asseésing the affective
quality of. teacher nonverbal behavior? - : |
1.1 whaf nénveﬁéaﬁ cues are idenfified[byithe partigipant'and the h
" nonparticipant observers in assessing the affective quality of teaéig
ban

o o ’ e
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) cher nonverbal behavior? -
2.0 To what extent do the nDnverbaT cues identified by the partici; ‘
- | pant and qf{,gaﬁqc1pant observers predict the variance in part1c1-
pants'/and nonparticipants' asse5sment of teacher nonverbal be-
, ‘;rﬁﬁbavlgr? ;i‘ i' N
. In order to finvestigate these questions, the following null hypotheses
" were tééted: | | ' |
\HD?- There is no significant difference be tween part&gipant and non-
participant observers' assessment of the affective quality of -
. teacher nonverbal behavior, | | |
jgf: Hg2. There is no significant difference between the variance accounted
T for in the particigénts‘ and nonparticipants' rating 6? teacher
nonverbal behavjcr as predicted by the presence of the nngyeéba1|
cues ident?fied by the participants and nqnpartiéipénts.
The analysis of vériaﬁcé technique was useé to teét HDT, while a step-
Qise muitféle Fégression‘techhique wasfémpiayed:to‘test HDEE
Table 3 présents a summary 6f the analysis of variance test for the . =~
effect rater status (part1c1pant/nanpdrt1c1pant) had upon the1r perception
of the teacher nonverbal behavior. An exam1nat10n of Table 3 reveals that )
the efféct of rater'status upon’the percept1on of teggggr nonverbal behav1ara1
cues was 51gn1f1§ant at the DD] level, Therefore the null hypcthes1sg that
there is no- 519n1f1cant difference between part1c1pant anc unpdrticipant _
observers' assessment of the affective quality of teacher naﬁvgrbéi behavior,
‘was rejected.
) 5
- o v
- o) f
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_ Table 3 '
- 4 ] Analysis of Variance for Effects of Rater
' . Status Upon Their Percept1an of

- i ) Teacher Nonverba1 BeTaVTOr \

e e e o L — — : B

~ Sources’ of s
Variation DF SS . : MS F Prob.
Between Group 1 2436.7012 2436,7012  31.673 - .000%"
- Within Group 68 5231.3730 76.9320 '
Total 69 7668.0742

nonparticipants. ?/‘

= #

In order to determ1ne if the;overall- 51gn1f1cant’§1fferenze between the

part1c1pant and nonpart1c1pant gb;ervers assessment Gf the nonverbal. behav1DF

cf the teacher was 13rge?y due to Dbservati@ns of a specific teacheri a Dhéa’\

< N
o )

way ana]ysis of variance was computed on each of the five teachers seﬁarate1y.‘ix

These ANOVAS were u5ed to test H 1 u51ng the data collected on each teacher, :

The results Df these ANOVAS are presenteg 1n Tables 4, 5, 6, 7 and S for. ‘tea-

chers one tﬁrouqh five, respectively: -

* Analysis of Tab?e%4 -8 revea1ed that when separate ANOVAS were computed

R onAeach teacher the fo11ow1n§ results were obta1ned

1. The’ ANOVAS on teachers one, twa, and fuur 1nd1cate that there was a
51gn1f1cant d1fferen;e between participant and nonparticipant ob=
*servers' assessment of the aFfect1;;*qua]1tyéaf teacher nonverba]

£
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.Table 4
Analysis df Variance for Effect RF Rater
Status ppan“Their.Pertegtioﬂ;cf'Teacher .
Nonverbal Behavior for Teacher One

Participants'

Versus

£

Table 5
Analysis of Variance for Effect of Rater
Status Upon Their Perception of Teacher

~ Nornverbal Behavior for Teacher Two

Source DF SS MS F Fgﬁrpb

A e o - S

Between Group 1 2162.5715 2162.5715 63.427 000*
" Within Group 12 409.1431 34,0953

Total 13 2571.7146 -

Source

DF SS . NS

" Between Group

Within Group

=T0ta]

T - 631.1428

631.1428 3.9
542. 2859

13 1173.4287

45,1905 D

*pg .0 3 S _

%)
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/a DR Table 6

| ' Analysis$ of Variance for Effect of Rater-
' ! " Status Upon Their Perception of Teacher
~ ) y
~» - Nonverbal Behavior for Teacher Three

Source CDF. T S5 MS F F Prob.

i

\_ Between Group ] ~3.5000 3.5000 031 650
Within Group 12 1358.0Q0 113.1667 '

3
Total 13 1361.500

i -Table 7,
Ana]yéis of Variance for Effect of Rater ©
" Status Upon Their Perception of Teacheefy
MNonverbal Behavior for Teacher Four

Source - : DF SS MS F. . F Prob.

Between Group

—

553.1423 563,1423  7.975 . .015%
832, 2859 69.3571 ’

[}

Within Group 1

Total 13.. 1385.4287

% p <05 | .

i
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. Table 8

Ana1y515 of Var1ance for Effect of Rater
Status Upon Their Perception of Teacher
- Nonverbal Behavior for Teacher Five

. AJ
Source, JDF,ss M F F-Prob.
Between Group 1 .178.5718- ' 178.5718, . 3.375 . .088
Within Group 12 . 634.8572 - 52,9048
Total o 13 813.4290 ° ,
_ o — ) —

bghavfér, The null hypothesis Qag rejectedqfoé teachers éne,-twg,
and fpuri=' ; | |
2. .The ANQVAS Dé teacheré three and five {ndicate’that there was no sig-
nificant dif%erenééubethen Eartiéibant anﬁ ﬁghpgrticjpant observers'
ésses;ment of the affecifvé quality of Eea;her nonverbal behavior.
The null hypothésesywas ac;epted for teachers three and five. -
The results of the seéarate ANQVAS campuéed on each teache} are indica-
tive-thag the differences are not due to ﬁbservatf6ns 6f a specific teacher.
Add1t10na11y, the ‘results 1nd1cate a genera]1zab1e d1fference between partici-
pant and nanaFt1c1pant observers' assessment oF the aFfect1ve quality DF
teacher nonVErba] behav1or It 15g1nterest1ng to note that the nanpaft1c1pant
Gbservers tended to rate the nDnVerbﬂ] behav1or of the teachér as more discour-

- 7

ag1ng than d1d the part1c1pant observers.
i

A stepwise mu1t1p1e regress1an ana]ySTS w1th the thirteen behavioral cues
as predictor variables and.the degree of-.encouraging behavior (rating) as-the

=
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criterion variable was c%mputed to test HDZ. The tesgiggﬁnecessitated the
LA R ) . . ) . ’ I ’

comparison of two separate regre?si@n'aﬁ§1yses. A stepwise regression was
comﬁuted ior thegnongérticfpant observers on all five, %eacﬁefs,‘ This‘regress
sion was:campared with- the s“epw1se regre551cn computed on the part1c:pant
Qbservers for 311 five teachers Thé SubJEEtS gummated rat1ng scare and
summa ted cue’c1ted was used in the analysis §ince-thesé scores accounted
for the greatest amount of vé%iénée o

F1nd1ng§ relative to HDE are presented in Tuples 9 and 10. Tabie 9

pres ents s+at1st1cs for the regre531on analysis on the part1c1pant obser-

partic1pant observers. The Tables 115t the variables entered at each step‘

based on the. degrea of variance accounted for by the cue. , '

The data pre sented in Table 9 1nd1cate that the’ 11near ccmb1nat1on of
behaV1GraJ cues@that s1gn1f1cant1y correlated with the ratings of teacher
_nonverba1 behavior for the participants Was Fac131§£xpre§519n, Walks Around
the Class, No Eye Contact, and Toné of Voice. Tab1e 9 further i11&5trates that -
the best predictors DF rat1ng for the par{1c1pant observers were ‘the tota1
ﬁomb1nat10n of Facial Expression to I]Wustrates at. BDard .The linear con- \
b1nat10n of the ncnverbai cues that ;1gn1f1cant1y corre1ated w1th the part1—m
cipant's rating of teacher behqv1cf (Facjal Expression to Tone of Vq1ce) . gr
accounted for 5%% of the variance in the é%rticipants' rating. - ’

An examination of Table 10 indicates that for the nonparticipant bb—;
se;vers the 1inear comb1nat1cn of nonverba1 cues that significantly corre-

lated with the1r rat1ngs were all the behavioral cues that entered the equa-

tion. Further examination of these results reveaT that for the nonparticipant

f“ e }

LI B
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R " " Table 9 N
- ' Summéry“QF"Steﬁwise Regression Using Behavioral Cues
Cited~by Participant Observers as Predictors
- , y — 0f Rating of Teacher Nonverbal-Behavior
" Varidbles Entered R R | R Change £ Ratio
1. Facial Expression .344 118 T8 4.43*
2. Walks Around ., .418 75 L ds7 LRI
- 30 Mo Eye Cdntact’ 484 234 A Lese L 3,16*
4. Tone of Voice CW.519 T 270 .036 2;78?
5% Use of Time 537289 - 019 2.3
6. Stands Over, \ Jsse 7o L300 020 2.09
7. Eye Contact, -570 .324 015 1.85
8. Does Mot Come Close " .574 . .329 -..005 1.59
9. 'Head Motion 576 332 003 « 1.38
~10. Hand Motion 577 ..333 .001 1.20
'_,1_1@ I1lustrate at Board .60 . 360, 002 1.06
*p<. 05 ' o e

Dbservers a]] thirteen behavioral cues. were si gn1f1cant1y corre]ated to their

ratings. The f1naT*ﬁu]t1tude R thalned for the nonparticipants was .751.
, €

Th1§ 1nd1cate5 ‘that 56% Df:var1ance dn ratings of teacher nDnverba1 behav1ar

could be accounted for with the th1rteen predictors that entered the equatlon

for the nonpartici ants

ﬂ" p /g

The results of the mu1t1p]e regre551on ana]yses computed on the two
groups Sépafate]y indicate a definite difference'in the variance accounted
for gn the participants' and honparticipants' rat%ng as predicted by the pre-

senc® of the nonverbal cues identified by the subjects.

oA
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able 10

- Summary of Stepwise Regrégsirﬁj Behavior Cues : -
'S}Cited by Nonparticipant as Predictors of

../ -Rating of Teacher Nonverbal Behavior

€

J

Variables Entered- R’ R

R? Change F Ratio

Do = O+~ BN T o T .o TR~ N

. No Eye Contact

Time Use

~ Hand Motion

Eye Contact

4
Other
Tone of Voice

. Stands Over
Facial Expression
Does Not Come Close

. Body Contact

[1lustrates at Board.

. Walks Around

256
118
.050
©,051
.027
.018
.020
116
.005
L0071
.001
.002
.000

I p—

L R T S I & B - TN BT~ L

[

[ B % T A

.34+
56*
.60
. 79%
.80%
.05%
,53%
.00*
49*
.03*
.66%
. 36*
.08*

13. Head Motion

.05

*
=
LM

Table 11 presents a gﬁnmary of the findings reported in Tables 9 and 10
and also presents a summary of the variables entered at each step in the res-
pective eﬁhations,for the participants and nonparticipants; the multiple for

1
the- participants (Rp); the multiple for the nonparticipants (Rn)‘

The results shown in Table 11 indicate that a major difference existed in

the order and relevance of predictors entering the equations for the two groups.
4

1
For the participant observers, the behavioral cues "Body Contact" and "Other"
did not enter the equution because they added no significance to the prediction.

=

ey
fand
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Table 11

‘i!s,

~Summary of Stepwise Regression Analyses Using

» Nonverbal Cues Cited as Predictors of
v Subjects' Ratings of Teacher

Nonverbal Behavior ’

Variables Entered Variables Entered
for Participants R for Nonparticipants R

Facial Expression .344 No Eye Contact ) - .506
, Walks Around . .48 Use of Time 612
No Eye Contact ' .483 Hand Motion .651
Tone of Voice 519 Eye Contact - .689
Use of Time 537 Other 5 409
Stands Over .536 Tone of Voice , ° : .721
Does Mot Come Close .570 stands Qver L7135
Head Motion . 576 Facial fxpression .743
Hand Motion 577 Does Not Come Close - .746
I1lustrates .600 . Body Contact 747
' [Tlustrates .749
Malks Around = - 7503
R : Head Motion | .7505

For the nonparticipant observers an of the behavioral cues were entered into
the équaiidﬁl The fact that there was a difference in the order of entry and
relevance of the predictor cues used to assess the behavior of the teacher
implies that the Tinear combination of cues thatsignificantly correlated
with the rating for the_twg“graups were quite different. Further examination

of Table 11 reveals that the best single predictor of the rating of teacher

26
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behavior was "Facia1‘ExpressiDn"=%Dr the participant DbSEFVE;S, For;the

% nonparticipant observer the ‘best Singie predictor was "No Eye Contact."
fhesé‘resu]ﬁs are consistent with stﬁdies Feparted'%n fhe literature (Ek-
man;and*Friesen,é1971: Rosenfeld, 1966; Argyle, 1965).

| The findings Gf.the'mu1tfp12 regression analysis presented in Tables

9, 10, énd 11 and described above has indicated a difference in thenvériance
that cou1§ be accounted fér in the subjects' ratings. Thus, the second null
hypothesis-~that there 1s no sfgnificanﬁ difference between the variance ac=x
counted for in the.participants“ and ncnparticipant%';ratihg of teacher non-
verbal behavior as predicted by the presence of the nonverbal cues idehtiir
fied by the participants %hd_nanparticipantsejwas rejeétgd.

/ -
summary -

The findings of ﬁhis-study suggést, f%rst; that participants and non-
Eparticipants do not perceive the n@nQerba1 behavior of the,teacﬁer similarly.
The literature on pefceptian suggests .that the_peréeption of a conmunicative
act is of an individual nature, and {s affected by various contextual factors
(Combs, ]952; Mead, 1934; Lane and Beauéﬁampg 1959). This conjecture is
supported bj:the finding. of the current study.

Secondly, the findingé of the study have shown that it is possible to.
define and demonstrate the;re\evance of a number of nanvergaT cues that each
group of raters used as predictors or reasons fér their assessment of the tea-
Cﬁers' behavior. ' The.findings indicated a major differénceéin the order and
relevance of predictors used for the two groups. This was rngected in the
separate ﬁu]tipTe regression analyses. |

| Addit%ona?1y>this study has delineated a number of behavigfuéues for the

lj b=y
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two éf@upé, which have substantial correlations with the subjects' ratings
of teacher noﬁveﬁba} behavior but Tow correlations with one anaihEﬁ.ﬁiThis
is indicativeéof the independence of categories of nongerba] cues used in
the study. |

Conclusions: and Discussion

Several conclusions may be drawn as a result of the findings of the sfudyi
The most obvious conclusion is that Earticipants and nonparticipants do not
perceive the affective qualities of the teacher nonverbal behavior similarly.

It was further concluded that participants and n@ﬂparticipaﬁts using the instru-

ment had an adequate percentage of-agreement within groups. .This conclusion

_indﬁcates that participants, although disagreeing with ngnparticipants,itend;

to have a high degree:of agreement among themselves. The same conclusion was
drawn for the nonpartic{pantsi ; ‘ | ;
A setcndrmajar coﬁéiusion is that nanverbai béhévior of the teacher can
be perieiVed‘as an encouraging or discouraging camﬁ%niéative act. The percep-
tions of the qualitative affect of the teacher nonve}ba1'pehavicr can be meés

sured and analyzed by use of video-taping of teachers in teaching-learning

b

situations.

The findihgs that the partf%ipapt observers teng to perceive the non-
ver?ai behavior of the teacher much more encouraging than did the nonpartici-
pag£ obséilers may be largely due ED contextual factors which seems to explain
the vafiances found in the'ratingg, The fact that the éafticipants' and nonpar-
ticipants' ratings did not conform more closely méy be a fuﬁ%tian of the fol-
lowing: (1) the participants had been with the teacher méft of the “school
year and thus had experienced certain effects of her behévior; (2) the parti-

a0
Lo
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ciﬁants based their perceptian"of the teacher behavior on a different set

of behavioral cuesuthan did the nonparticipants; (3) the same behavior observed
‘ by the two gfoups were rated differently in some instances, i.e. a "Facial
Expression" for one group was ﬁerceived as encouraging while that same facial
expﬁessicﬂ was pérceived as discouraging by the other group;'(4) participants’
Dbservaticné were based on the totality ofgtheir*prio}_gxﬁeriEﬂces; (5) ‘it
ma; be argued that the nonpaﬁticipaht_obsgrvefs by nature of their selection,
have been more héavi]y exposed ta.educatiDnET; psychological, and curricu1uﬁ“ |

research, thus influencing their perception.
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Teacher Nonverbal Behavior Rating Scale
B . N ,

T Sex_ ‘fj i : b Age ‘Race_

¥

Cues_Responsible For Ratings

<

-Rating

.

| Does Not Come Close

we Contact

!
o

. : o

| ¥alks Around The Class-

Facial Ex‘fp\re ssion
illlus%ratﬁs_mn Board

| E
' o Eye Contact

| Head Motion

1 Hand Motion
 Body Contact

‘Eﬁandéwﬂwer

| Tone of Voice
| Use of Time
‘Uther Cues Used

o

iscourage 1 2.3 45 f Encourage

- i

2. T T T T ]
Discourage i 2 3 4 5 6 Encourage
Discourage 1 2 3 4 5 6 Encourage

g

D%stéurage 12 3.4-5 6 Encourage 1

L] A = — = —

5. . '
Discourage 1 2 34 5 ﬁ Encourage .

6. — 7‘,- - — 1 1 — B
. Discourage 1 2 3.4 5 6 Encourage
7:,*:7 - 7 ——— == == = =
. Discourage 1 2 3 4 5 6 Encourage
Discourage 1 2 3 4 5.6 Encourage P
g. N ] ] 1 -
Discourage 1 2 .3 4 5 6 Encourage i
T0. T T T
Discourage 1 2 3 4.5 6 Encourage

"

ERIC T

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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, This appendix contains a presentation of the callapsed responses of

seveqtyjfivé ninth grade. students to the pilot questionnaire. " Since the
resufig'af this pilot helped supgort the cgeé identifig? on the TNBRS, it
‘was felt hat it should be included here. Only the nonverbal responses are
listed béiaw. The number in parenﬁhésis_indicates the number of times a
particuiar cue was used in the questi@nﬁaire_

- Resutts of Pilot Questionnaire

1. What does the teacher do that encourages you to learn?

2

*  She mcvegﬂarcund helping you (21)

*  She smiles (4D§a, _

F - )
* She explains things at the board (?5)

%

.* Has a friendly hello (4)
. N
_* The way she looks at you (18)

e ; * Shows a pleasant e&ﬁressian (12)

* Takes time to explain (14)

?/ Seenis rea11yép1eésed when- you do gébd (5)
*  Shows Sympathy and understanding (4)

* She is p@1itg (9)

. * " Does not yell at you (5)
* lgares about us (10) »
* :USE hand and things to really stress a painti(12)
*  Shows .patience in her expression (8)

* Always in a good mood (3) ™

*. Comes close to you when she is explaining to you (17)

* She looks happy (5) o : -
S 7 ' ) o

* Nods when you do good or she agrees with you (19)

“* Voice is pleasant when she talks to you (6) "

iy ey

Q N — . [V |




* Her gestures (2)

* Tries to walk around to'everybody to give help (19) 3
****vﬁt***********i'*iii**k*ii.ij;*ik'A‘A*;\-k*
2. What does your teacher do Lhal discourages your Tearning?

* Talks in different tones (18)

* Enbarrass you

2 *  5its at.her desE}at a11!times’t1?) |
j *  Looks real mean at yDu‘(Jb)

* Always writing on the board, never explaining to you (8)
. * " The way she looks at yéu (29) |

* Her attitude (10)

*  She frowns when you are wrong (15)

%; * Dull "humdrum" schedule (2) |
g . o 4 .

*  Goes too. fast (18) ¢

* Unfriendly actions a?d expressic%s (3)-

*  Does not shaw,pétience (20)°

* Always picking aﬁd point at you (5)

¥ Looks at me 1ike I'm dumb (15)

* Keeps the same dull expression (3) -

* Does not give us time to finish the work (14)

* She is a graéch (3)

&

* Too old to teach (1)
* "Shows she could care less if you learn or not (15)
* Puts you in the back of the room (5)

y * She sits at her desk all the time (12)

! * Fiddling with her hair all the time (3)
b * She looks so blank (3)
A o . N
35




Go around smiling all the time when there is nothing to swile

»*

about (3)

Being false “putting on" (2)

*

* Say one thing and meaning another (4)

*  Stands over you while you are working (7)
* Stands in the same position all the time (5)
®" Makes weird facial expressions (8)

-

*  Stares or glares at you (4)

* Snpap his finger at people (3)

©

*  When she is moody (3) )
, ; . \
* Does not speak clearly (11) \
* Dress sloppy (6)
,’;“ g 1\.
[
|
{
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