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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION, REVIEW OF LITERATURE, AND RATIONALE 

Introduction 

Numerous factors influence a student's individual learning. It is the responsibility 

of educators to guide students in the best way possible. Educational research has often 

focused on three stages of instruction: preoperational, process, and product. 

Staton-Spicer and Marty-White (1981) clarify that the preoperational stage focuses on 

teacher characteristics, the process stage assesses the teacher's actual classroom 

behaviors, and the product stage examines student outcomes. A great deal of emphasis 

has been placed on the process-product paradigm in instructional and educational research 

(Sallinen-Kuparinen, 1992). Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy (1979) explain the basic 

goal of the process-product paradigm is "to defime relationships between what teachers do 

in the classroom (the process of teaching) and what happens to their students (the product 

of learning)" (p. 193). Although it is not feasible to account for all of the factors that may 

influence a student's education, instructors have the ability to impact students through 

their actions. Specifically, by examining our behaviors both in and out of the classroom, 

and exploring the influence those behaviors have on students, we are on our way to 

achieving the goal of guidmg our students in their educational endeavors. If we know 

what instructor behaviors impact students, then we will be better prepared to connect with 

them in a meaningful way. 

Therefore, this study seeks to explore educators' behaviors through examining the 

relationship between communicator style and immediacy in the college classroom. As the 

examination of literature on both subjects will illustrate, a great deal of knowledge has 

been accumulated, but this knowledge has been slow to influence the actual training of 

instructors. The goal of this study is to further define the relationship between the 
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constructs of communicator style and immediacy in an attempt to establish a training 

program. Thus, this study is the first step in a long-term plan of developing a training 

program centered on improving instructors' communicator style through verbal and 

nonverbal immediacy behavior training. 

In reviewing the literature on these constructs, it is important to note that, only 

one study has been conducted to examine the relationship of communicator style and 

nonverbal immediacy (Andersen, Norton, & Nussbaum, 1981) and no study has 

simultaneously integrated communicator style and verbal immediacy. These constructs are 

best illuminated by looking in depth at communicator style and verbal and nonverbal 

immediacy. 

Review of Literature 

Communicator Style 

During the late 1970s and the early 1980s, research concerning communicator 

style flourished. According to Norton (1978), communicator style examines how a 

teacher interacts verbally and nonverbally "to signal how literal meaning should be taken, 

interpreted, filtered, or understood" (p. 99). The pivotal research regarding 

communicator style was introduced by Norton (1977, 1978, 1983). In order to gain a full 

understanding of communicator style and its influence on students' education, the 

following areas will be explored: (1) communicator style as a relational aspect of 

communication, (2) the types of communicator styles, (3) the communicator style 

measurements, and (4) the influence of communicator style in the classroom. 

Communicator style as a relational aspect of communication 

Norton's (1978) communicator style construct is centered around the basic 

assumption that any communication instance has two simultaneous components of content 



(message) and relation (style). Communicator style attempts to explore the relational 

aspect of the communicative event. Norton (1978, 1983) explains that the relational or 

style component gives form to the content or message component. Thus, both constructs 

are closely interrelated. Acknowledging the relational aspect of communicator style 

illustrates that, it is not merely the presentation of course material that impacts the learning 

process. Hence, any verbal or nonverbal interaction may build the student-teacher 

relationship. 

Norton (1983) recognizes the impact of interpersonal communication research to 

the communicator style concept, as well as the influence of both psychology and sociology 

literature in the development of his work. Scott and Wheeless (1977) justify the notion of 

the communicator style construct in the educational setting by explaining that teachers as 

communicators appear to operate in the classroom like they do in other communicative 

environments, such as interpersonal relationships or organizations. Nussbaum and Scott 

(1980) indicate "although the instructional environment is in many respects different from 

other environments, it is at the same time a microcosm of the larger, interpersonal 

environment" (p. 569). Thus, the communicator style construct in the educational setting 

is a specific type of interpersonal study. To further understand the interpersonal aspect of 

Norton's (1977, 1978, 1983) communicator style concept, the types of communicator 

style will be examined. 

Types of Communicator Style 

By 1983, Norton detailed each of his communicator styles and expanded his early 

research. Interestingly, Norton (1983) focuses on certain communicator styles, while 

barely mentioning others. Initially, Norton extended work of the dramatic, open, and 

attentive styles, because his previous research indicated that these three styles had the 



most positive influence on an instructors' efifectiveness. Thus, Norton developed 

sub-constructs, with specialized scales, to measure dramatic, open and attentive styles. 

Dramatic. Norton (1983) indicates that a communicator is enacting the dramatic 

style when he or she, "manipulates exaggerations, fantasies, stories, metaphors, rhythm, 

voice and other stylistic devices to highlight and understate content" (p. 65). Thus, the 

dramatic communicator is a story teller with a mastery of language devices and nonverbal 

behaviors. Often the dramatic style is utihzed in an unconscious manner, but it can also be 

intentional. It is markedly interactional in nature. Norton (1983) contends that dramatic 

style contains numerous double meanings. The audience must be able to interpret the 

subtler meanings of the communicator in order to fully understand the purpose of the 

communicator. As Norton (1983) sununarizes, 'T)ramatic communicator style vividly, 

emotionally, or strikingly signals that literal meaning is being highlighted or emphasized" 

(p. 130). Thus, the use of satire is often present. Additionally, communicators using a 

dramatic style provide both individuals and groups a way to cope with anxiety and relieve 

tension (Bales, 1970; Bormann, 1975; Coser, 1959). As Norton (1983) explains, 

'T)ramatic style either manipulates tensions or is manifested as a result of tension" (p. 

130). Furthermore, dramatic styles tend to mcrease perceptions of popularity (O'Connel, 

1969), favorable status (Lundbert, 1969) and self-esteem (Goodchilds & Smith, 1964) of 

the communicator. 

Open. The open communicator style is used to describe an individual who is 

conversational, expansive, somewhat frank, possibly outspoken, afifable, convivial, 

gregarious, unreserved, unsecretive, extroverted, and approachable (Norton, 1983). 

Furthermore, a communicator who uses an open style is perceived as attractive and 

trustworthy (Brown, 1965; Carkhufif, 1966; Gififen, 1967). Self-disclosure plays a pivotal 

role in the degree of openness a communicator possess. An open style indicates to others 

a sort of permission to explore the personal domain (Norton, 1983). Additionally, an 



extremely open communicator may indicate an intense level of interaction that deals with 

the communicator sharing his or her value system, beliefs, and core commitments. As 

Norton (1983) summarizes: 

Open style essentially signals that the message is personal, private, unambiguous, 
and explanatory. The way the person 'openly' communicates indicates that the 
message should be taken, filtered, or understood to be representational of the self 
and isomorphic with what the self knows the self to be. (p. 105) 

Thus, the open communicator style relies upon the interpersonal process in order to 

develop relationships with self-disclosure. These relationships allow for varying degrees 

of openness within different contexts. 

Attentive An attentive communicator style involves strong listenmg skills and the 

ability to project empathy. Naimen and Breed (1974) indicate that attentiveness can be 

measured by focusing on the duration of gaze between individuals. Norton (1983) 

explains that the, "Attentive style signals an ongoing willingness to provide feedback that 

the person's messages are being processed in an alert and/or understanding manner" (p. 

154). Thus, attentiveness is recognized in verbal, nonverbal, and paraverbal signals that 

are present frequently or for an extended period (Norton, 1983). 

In addition to dramatic, open and attentive styles, Norton (1983) identifies a 

variety of other styles, such as dominant, animated, relaxed, friendly, impression leaving, 

contentious, precise, and communicator image. These styles, which will be detailed in the 

following sections, are not considered consistently throughout Norton's studies. Specific 

research, such as that done on dramatic, open and attentive styles, has not been performed 

on the other communicator styles. Hence, Norton (1983) provides less descriptive detail 

regarding these styles and tends to compare them to each other in an attempt to explain 

them. 

Dominant. Traditionally, the research regarding dominant behaviors has focused 

on three areas. Initially, physical appearance plays a role in the perception of dominance. 



Someone with physical strength is perceived to be more dominant than someone with a 

lesser degree of physical strength (Norton, 1983). Secondly, nonverbal and psychological 

variances impact the perception of dominance. Perceptions of dominance can be 

manipulated by eye contact, body movement, vocal loudness, and a general lack of 

hesitations or fluency breaks (Eisler, Miller, & Hersen, 1973; Goldstein, et al., 1973; 

Kazdin, 1974). Third, dominance is a predictor of behaviors, attitudes and perceptions. 

An increased level of dominance leads to longer responses, louder responses, less 

compliance with others, and an increased number of requests of others to change behavior 

(Hersen, Eisler, Miller, Johnson, & Pinkston, 1973; Jakubowski-Spector, 1973; McFall & 

Lillesland, 1971; Serber, 1972). Additionally, Norton (1983) links dominance to 

assertiveness. A dominant individual appears to have an increased level of confidence, 

more enthusiasm, and an increased level of forcefuhiess. A dominant communicator is 

also active, competitive, self-confident, self-assure, conceited, and businesslike (Schereer, 

London, & Wolf, 1973). Finally, a dominant communicator tends to feel more understood 

in communicating with another (Mortensen & Amtson, 1974). 

Animated. A communicator who is animated develops a strong awareness of 

nonverbal cues. An animated style is marked by frequent and sustained eye contact, 

frequent gestures, and a large degree of facial expressiveness (Norton, 1983). 

Specifically, a great deal of research has been done regarding animated eye contact 

(Argyle & Dean, 1965; Exline, 1963; Kendon, 1967; Kleinke, 1972; Kleinke, Bustos, 

Meeker, & Staneski, 1973; Kleinke, Staneski, & Berger, 1975; Knapp, Hart, & Dennis, 

1974; Thayer, 1969; Thayer & Schiff, 1974). Animated eye contact is perceived to be 

powerful, attractive and truth-telling (Norton, 1983). The research on animated eye 

contact is indeed dated, because the majority of researchers have accepted this concept as 

generaUy true. 



Relaxed Norton (1983) explains that a relaxed communicator style is indicated by 

cahnness, peace, and serenity. The relaxed style also projects confidence and comfort. 

Generally, there is a marked lack of tension. Norton's research on this style does not 

indicate specific behaviors that constitute any of these aspects. 

Friendly A communicator who is fiiendly confirms, praises, and positively 

recognizes the other. The fiiendly communicator style is a solid predictor of attraction, 

sociability, leadership, and possible social status (Norton, 1983). 

Impression Leaving. Norton (1983) defines impression leaving as "whether a 

person is remembered because of the communicative stimuli he or she projects" (p. 68). 

Again this communicator style relies on an interactional process. Norton (1983) indicates 

that little research has been explored regarding this particular variable beyond importance 

of first impressions. Impression leaving as a longitudinal study has not been specifically 

detailed. 

Contentious. A communicator with a contentious style is overly dominant and 

highly argumentative. Norton (1983) explains that little research has been done on this 

variable. He spends only a paragraph developing this concept. He equates 

contentiousness with argumentativeness. 

Precise. Norton (1983) defines the precise style as ". . . the degree that the teacher 

can unambiguously move the student to that knowledge [the course material]" (p. 238). 

Thus, precise teachers are in control of the course content. They are able to explain the 

content and address student concerns or confusion regarding the material. Once again, 

Norton (1983) does not devote much attention to the development of this communicator 

style. 

Communicator Image. Communicator image is the dependent variable in the 

Norton (1977, 1978, 1983) studies. According to Norton (1983) it is, "the person's 

image of the self s communicative ability" (p, 72). Thus, it is the overall self-image one 



holds in regard to his or her communication; consequently, the criteria for this style will 

fluctuate from individual to individual. However, Norton (1977) concluded that 59% of 

the variance in perceived communicator image was accounted for by the communicator 

styles relaxed, attentive, friendly, impression leaving, open, not dominant, and not 

contentious. Thus, the criteria for this style can be established to a limited degree. 

Communicator style measurements 

Several instruments have been designed to measure communicator style. All of 

these instruments rely on the identification of verbal and nonverbal behaviors. It is 

important to note that communicator styles are not mutually exclusive. The concept is 

similar to a personality test, where it is possible to have multiple characteristics. Thus, an 

individual could test high for more than one style. Most instruments used to study the 

communicator style construct are variations of two primary measures: the 

Communication Style Measure (CSM) or the Teacher Communication Style (TCS) 

measure. 

Initially, the CSM designed by Norton (1977) was a 102-item self-report 

likert-type scale. Then, Norton (1978) presented a shorter version of the CSM with a 

51-item self-report likert-type scale (CSM-51). The CSM-51 has been modified to 

measure instructor's communicator style from the students' perception (Andersen et al., 

1981; Norton & Nussbaum, 1980; Nussbaum, 1981; Nussbaum & Scott, 1979, 1980; 

Scott & Nussbaum, 1981). There are numerous versions of the modified CSM-51. 

Communicator style researchers, including Norton, appear to adjust the scale depending 

on the purpose of the study. Additionally, the changes in the measure appear to be minor 

from study to study. For example, some researchers use a five-point likert-type scale 

(Norton, 1983), while others use a seven-point likert-type scale (Andersen et al., 1981) to 
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rank the same 51 items. Despite these variations all the versions examined in this 

literature review were found to be reliable and valid. 

The TCS measure was developed in response to the CSM. Kearney and 

McCroskey (1980) emphasized that the style construct as designed by Norton (1977) was 

not based on instructional communication theory. Furthermore, Kearney (1984) 

challenged the validity of the application of communicator style in an instructional context. 

In addition to the lack of theoretical base tied to instructional theory, Kearney (1984) 

contends that "effective teaching requires more than information dissemination from a 

central source" (p. 95). However, the relational interpersonal aspect of the communicator 

style construct as outlined by Norton and his associates (e.g., Norton, 1977; Nussbaum & 

Scott, 1980) indicates the belief that teaching is more than information dissemination. 

Furthermore, the recognition of the classroom as an interpersonal environment solves the 

very issues that Kearney (1984) finds problematic. Ironically, Kearney and McCroskey's 

(1980) solution to their critique looks to the organizational social style work of Buchholz, 

Lashbrook, and Wenburg (1975) and not instructional theory. Thus, the Kearney and 

McCroskey critique seems lacking, since they, like Norton, also borrow from neighboring 

disciplines to expand the original construct of communicator style. Consequently, the new 

Kearney and McCroskey measure included Norton's (1977) constructs, as well as the 

social style behaviors (Buscholz, Lashbrook, & Wenburg, 1975) of assertiveness, 

responsiveness, and versatility. When Kearney and McCroskey (1980) and Kearney 

(1984) applied this construct with Norton's (1977) work in an instructional setting, 

assertiveness was perceived as teacher control, versatility represented perceived 

adaptation by the teacher to the students' needs, and responsiveness was considered as 

emotional, sensitive, social, understanding, and approachable behaviors. This conceptual 

expansion lead Kearney and McCroskey to the TCS measure. The purpose of the TCS is 

to examine '*the collective perceptions of others and/or self-perceptions of a teacher's 



relational image in the classroom" (Kearney & McCroskey, 1980, p. 533). The primary 

difference between the TCS and Norton's original CSM is that the TCS focuses on 

student perceptions of the teacher, while the CSM is a self-report instrument. The 

adaptation of the CSM as discussed earlier makes this difference moot. Despite the 

overlap of the two measures, the contributions from the development of both scales have 

been generally positive and have contributed to our understanding of classroom 

communication. Like the CSM, the TSC measure has been found to be valid and reliable 

(Kearney, 1984; Kearney & McCroskey, 1980). Now that the communicator style 

measurements have been explored, the conclusions of the research in this area can be 

examined. 

Research on communicator style in the classroom 

The communicator style construct has been analyzed in regard to teacher 

effectiveness and student learning. Initially, research was conducted regarding the weight 

an instructors' communicator style has had on the overall effectiveness of their instruction. 

Norton (1977) found perceived teacher effectiveness and perceived communicator style to 

be related. This study indicated that 50% of the variance in overall perceived teaching 

effectiveness could be significantly predicted by the communicator styles of impression 

leaving, communicator image, not dominant, precise, and attentive. Furthermore, Norton 

(1983) explained that the better or more effective teacher communicates in a dramatic 

way, commanding their students' attention and educating while entertaining. 

Potter and Emanuel (1990) point out that most research regarding communicator 

styles has asked students to analyze particular instructors. They argue that the variety of 

results regarding various communicator style constructs and their relationships to learning 

may vary, because the learning styles of the students may differ. Thus, Potter and 

Emanuel assessed the general preferences students have for teachers' communicator 
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styles. Their results indicate that fiiendly, attentive, and relaxed were most preferred, 

while precise, dominant and contentious were ranked lowest. 

The results of Norton (1983) and Potter and Emanuel (1990) differ regarding the 

precise communicator style. Norton indicates that preciseness is a predictor of teacher 

effectiveness, while Potter and Emanuel found that preciseness was less preferred by 

students. Although students' preference and students perceptions of effectiveness are 

slightly different constructs, this communicator style needs fiirther research. 

Potter and Emanuel (1990) formed three communicator style groupings in their 

writings. The most preferred grouping consisting of open, attentive, fiiendly and relaxed 

was labeled as "Human." The second most preferred grouping called "Actor" included a 

preference for dramatic, animated, and impression leaving styles. The final grouping 

named "Authority" was precise, dominant and contentious. Unlike previous results by 

Norton (1977), none of the styles were rated to a negative degree. Potter and Emanuel 

(1990) argue that the uniformly high general ratings is the result of strong intercorrelations 

among the communicator styles. They maintain that the groupings they established of 

Human, Actor, and Authority are helpful in providing direction for instructors wishing to 

improve their communicator styles. A Human teacher is a careful listener who takes into 

consideration the needs of students on a professional and personal level and is open to 

adjusting the course to meet students' needs. An Actor teacher is a good story teller, who 

utilizes numerous nonverbal skills with numerous gestures and facial expressions. Finally, 

an Authority teacher is focused on control. This type of teacher is organized, focused on 

the details, and will challenge students unexpectedly v^th difiBcuh questions. Thus, 

teachers who wish to influence their students in a positive manner through their 

communicator style should strive to be friendly, attentive, relaxed, dramatic, animated, 

and/or impression leaving and avoid being dominant, contentious, and precise. 
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Research has been conducted examining communicator style and affective, 

behavioral, and cognitive learning. Affective learning is the development of favorable or 

unfavorable attitudes toward course content, the teacher, or learning in general, while 

behavioral learning is the changing of actual behaviors or skill development (Bloom, 

1956). Cognitive learning is the comprehension, recall, and retention of knowledge 

(Bloom, 1956). 

Nussbaum and Scott (1979) examined communicator style as a predictor of 

student learning. They determined that a significant relationship existed between teacher 

communicator style and affective and behavioral learning. Their results indicate a 

correlation of .78 for affective, .61 for behavioral, and -.56 for cognitive learning. As 

these correlations indicate an inverse effect appears to be present between communicator 

style and cognitive learning. Andersen et al. (1981) attempted to clarify the relationship of 

communicator style and cognitive learning. They reported that communicator style was 

related to affective learning (.55) and behavioral learning or behavioral intent (.51), but 

not related to cognitive learning. However, they did not find a strong inverse relationship 

between communicator style and cognitive learning (.10). Andersen et al. (1981) indicate 

that future research is needed to establish a relationship between cognitive learning and 

instructor behaviors. They speculate that modifying the cognitive learning assessment 

techniques to access higher order cognitive functions, such as problem-solving, might 

provide better insight into the relationship between cognitive learning and instructor 

behaviors that form communicator styles. 

Although Potter and Emanuel (1990) were able to identify the most preferred to 

the least preferred combination of communicator styles, they reported that the predictive 

power of communicator style on cognitive learning is spurious. Their results indicate that 

students' IQs and demographics function as confounding variables. Since IQ and 

demographics have been illustrated to influence communicator style preferences rather 
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than visa versa, then communicator style is not a direct predictor of cognitive learning. 

However, Potter and Emanuel do indicate that style is likely to be more influential with 

students who have lower IQ levels. The researchers urge further study into student 

motivation in relation to communicator style as a means of influencing student cognitive 

learning. Now that the relationship between communicator style and instruction has been 

established, the importance of immediacy will be addressed. 

Immediacy 

Mehrabian developed the concept of immediacy during the late 1960s. Mehrabian 

(1967a) defined immediacy as '̂ he degree of directness and intensity of interaction 

between a communicator and the object of communication" (p. 414). Immediacy 

behaviors indicate a positive attitude of the sender in regards to the receiver (Beier & 

Sternberg, 1977; Mehrabian, 1965, 1966, 1967a, 1967b, 1971a, 1971b; Mehrabian & 

Fereis, 1967; Mehrabian & Friar, 1969; Mehrabian & Ksionsky, 1970; Mehrabian & 

Williams, 1969; Rosenfeld, 1965, 1966a, 1966b). Immediacy has been almost exclusively 

studied in the educational environment. Although early research by Mehrabian (1965, 

1966) studied immediacy using a fiill experimental method, the majority of immediacy 

research has been based on students' perceptions. A smaller portion of the research has 

been based on self-perceptions, direct observation, and fiill experimental methods. 

Richmond, Gorham, and McCroskey (1987) indicate that a reduced psychological 

distance during teacher-student interactions distinguishes teacher immediacy. This 

reduction can be accomplished by several teacher behaviors, such as calling students by 

their names, talking to students before or after class, using personal examples, using 

inclusive language, making eye contact, smiling at students, and using vocal variety. 

Research regarding immediacy has focused on either verbal or nonverbal behaviors with a 

few studies examining both simultaneously. In order to gain a better understandmg of the 
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influence of both nonverbal and verbal immediacy, the literature on each will be discussed 

separately. 

Nonverbal immediacy 

When a teacher enacts nonverbal immediacy behaviors he/she is perceived by 

students to be more ^proachable. As Andersen (1985) points out, unmediacy behaviors 

signal availability for communication, an increase in sensory stimulation, and communicate 

interpersonal warmth and closeness. Burgoon, Buller, Hale, and deTurck (1984) further 

support these concepts. In order to understand the importance of nonverbal immediacy 

one can explore how nonverbal immediacy is measured, what specific nonverbal 

behaviors influence immediacy, what role nonverbal immediacy plays in the classroom, and 

what is the influence of nonverbal immediacy on student outcomes. 

Measurements. Nonverbal immediacy research has used both self-report 

instruments and student perception instruments. Richmond et al. (1987) designed one of 

the most widely used nonverbal immediacy measurements. They identified 14 behaviors 

enacted by instructors that indicate nonverbal immediacy. These behaviors closely relate 

to the groupings by Andersen and Andersen (1987) which will be examined in the next 

section of this review. The specific wording of the Richmond et al. (1987) measurement 

include items such as: Gestures when talking to the class, smiles at individual students in 

the class, and looks at the class when talking. (See Figure 1.1 for a complete list.) 

The Richmond et al. (1987) measurement has been used in a number of studies 

(Christophel, 1990; Ellis, 1995; Frymier, 1993, 1994; Gorham, 1988; Gorham & 

Christophel, 1990; Gorham & Zakahi, 1990; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990). In general, the 

nonverbal immediacy behavior scale developed by Richmond et al. (1987) has been found 

to be reliable and valid in a variety of studies (.73 to .89). 
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1. Sits behind desk while teaching* 

2. Gestures while talking to class. 

3. Uses monotone/dull voice when talking to class. * 

4. Looks at class while talking. 

5. Smiles at the class as a whole, not just individual students. 

6. Has a very tense body position while talking to the class. * 

7. Touches students in the class. 

8. Moves around the classroom while teaching. 

9. Sits on a desk or in a chair while teaching. * 

10. Looks at the board or notes while talking to the class. * 

11. Stands behind podium or desk while teaching. * 

12. Has a very relaxed body position while talking to the class. 

13. Smiles at individual students in the class. 

1± Uses a variety of vocal expressions while talking to the class. 

Figure 1.1 

Nonverbal Inunediacy Behavior Items 

*Presumed to be nonimmediate. Item scoring reflected for analyses. 
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Specific Nonverbal Behaviors that Influence Tmmediary Andersen (1979) 

discusses specific nonverbal behaviors that reduced physical and/or psychological distance 

between instructors and students. Andersen's findings supported early work done by 

Mehrabian (1965, 1966) and Rosenfeld (1965, 1966). Andersen and Andersen (1987) 

categorized these behaviors into seven groupings or categories. These grouping are not 

unique to nonverbal immediacy research, but do provide a logical grouping of nonverbal 

behaviors that have been shown to impact students' perception of nonverbal immediacy. 

It is important to note that instructor's who have an extremely high amount of immediacy 

have been found to be less effective as those instructors with moderate or moderately high 

amounts of immediacy (Comstock, Rowell, & Bowers, 1995). Thus, it is possible to 

engage in any of the nonverbal immediacy behaviors too much. 

The first major category of nonverbal behavior considered by Andersen and 

Andersen (1987) was proxemics. Proxemics is the study of space, specifically, the study 

of the actual physical distance between individuals. In general, an instructor is perceived 

to be more immediate when physical distance is decreased to a socially appropriate 

distance. In addition to proxemics, haptics plays an important role in determining 

instructor immediacy. Appropriate touch between instructors and students, such as 

touching the shoulder or arm or a pat on the back, should be carefully considered. 

However, students perceive socially appropriate touch initiated by the instructor as 

immediate. 

Vocalics play an important role in gaming an audience's attention. In the 

classroom the same is true. Instructors who have a broad vocal variation and a high 

degree of expressiveness are seen to be more immediate by their students (Andersen & 

Andersen, 1987). Additionally, kinesics is an important factor m determining immediacy. 

Animated gestures, facial expressions and body movements are considered more favorable 

than stoic behaviors. According to Mehrabian (1970a, 1970b), the presence of gestures 
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indicates a higher degree of nonverbal immediacy. Likewise, a teacher who smiles 

(Kendon, 1967; Mehrabian, 1971a; Rosenfeld, 1966a, 1966b) and engages in positive 

head nods (Mehrabian, 1970a, 1971a; Rosenfeld, 1966a, 1966b) indicates the presence of 

nonverbal immediacy. 

Students perceive instructors who make eye contact to be more immediate (Argyle 

& Dean, 1965; Exline, 1960, 1963; Exline & Winter, 1965; Gofi&nan, 1964; Mehrabian, 

1971a). Andersen and Andersen's (1987) sixth type of nonverbal behavior is chronemics. 

Chronemics is the study of time and how it is utilized. Mehrabian (1965) determined that 

a teacher who spends more time with their students is perceived to be immediate. 

Additionally, teachers who arrive early to class or stay late after class in an interpersonal 

setting are also considered immediate (Gorham, 1988). 

Finally, physical appearance impacts students' perception of immediacy. Davitz 

(1964), Davitz and Davitz (1959, 1961) and Mehrabian (1971a) indicate that dressing 

informally in socially appropriate attire decreases the psychological distance between 

teacher and students. Additionally, Andersen and Andersen (1987) indicate that the attire 

should not be conservative. 

Role of nonverbal immediacy in the classroom. A variety of studies have been 

conducted that indicate factors that are affected by or affect nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors in the classroom. For example, Andersen et al. (1981) discovered a marked 

relationship between communicator style and nonverbal immediacy (.68). Specifically, 

open, friendly, communicator image, animated, impression leaving, relaxed, attentive, and 

dramatic communicator styles were found to be significantly related to nonverbal 

immediacy. They conclude that as students' perceive an increase in nonverbal immediacy 

they also perceive the teacher to be more effective and report an increased affect toward 

the instructor and the course. 
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Additionally, nonverbal immediacy has repeatedly been found to have a positive 

mfluence on students' state motivation (Christophel, 1990; Christophel & Gorham, 1995; 

Richmond, 1990; Frymier & Shulman, 1995). Christophel and Gorham (1995) further 

explored the notion of motivation in the classroom through a semester long test-retest 

study. Christophel and Gorham reported that positive teacher behaviors are perceived by 

students as one factor among many that influence their overall motivation, but negative 

teacher behaviors are perceived by students as central to their demotivation. Thus, 

students attribute motivation as a student-owned state influenced by outside forces, while 

demotivation is a teacher-owned issue. 

Furthermore, instructor ratings have been connected with nonverbal and verbal 

inunediacy behaviors. Moore, Masterson, Christophel, and Shea (1996) report a positive 

linear relationship between instructor ratings by students and students' perceptions of 

nonverbal and verbal inunediacy behaviors. Additionally, Powel and Harville (1990) 

found that as nonverbal immediacy increased teacher clarity increased. 

Thweatt and McCroskey (1998) examined nonverbal inunediacy behaviors and 

teacher misbehaviors in relation to teacher competence, teacher trustworthiness, and 

teacher caring. Teacher misbehaviors include actions such as presenting lectures in a 

confusing manner, frequently canceling class without notice, not following the syllabus, 

assigning excessive amounts of homework, and arriving unprepared for class. The results 

indicate the same combination of relationships for all three factors. When the students 

perceived their teacher to have an increased level of nonverbal immediacy and no 

misbehaviors, the teacher was perceived to be more competent, trustworthy, and caring 

than teachers who had an increased level of nonverbal immediacy and misbehaviors, 

teachers who had a lower level of nonverbal inunediacy and no misbehaviors, and teachers 

who had a lower level of nonverbal immediacy and misbehaviors. There was no 

significant relationship between teachers who were perceived to have a lower level of 
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nonverbal immediacy and no misbehaviors and those teachers who were perceived to have 

a lower level of nonverbal immediacy and misbehaviors. Thus, Thweatt and McCroskey 

(1998) conclude that teachers who have occasional misbehaviors, but are generally 

immediate maintain their credibility. The nonverbally immediate behaviors neutralize some 

of the negative impact of misbehaviors. 

Finally, both nonverbal and verbal immediacy have recently been studied in 

conjunction with distributed learning. Hackman and Walker (1990) determined that 

distance or distributed learning affected students' perceptions of nonverbal and verbal 

immediacy. Their study focuses on how distance learning programs should be designed to 

maximize immediacy behaviors so that educators can enhance student learning. Freitas, 

Myers, and Avtgis (1998) approach distributed learning in a slightly dififerent way. They 

compare students' perceptions of the levels of nonverbal and verbal immediacy in the 

conventional classroom and in the distributed classroom. In distance learning students 

identify fewer nonverbally immediate behaviors, but they do not identify a significantly 

different number of verbally immediate behaviors. Thus, future training of instructors of 

distributed classrooms should focus on both technological design and verbal immediacy 

training. Obviously, nonverbal inunediacy influences numerous aspects of the instructional 

context, but its influence on student outcomes has been the most promising for the 

educational enhancement of our students. 

Influence of nonverbal immediacy on student outcomes. Nonverbal immediacy has 

been shown to influence the perception of teacher effectiveness and learning (Christophel, 

1990; Frymeir, 1992; Powell & Harville, 1990). Initially, the perception of teacher 

effectiveness increases as the use of nonverbal immediacy increases. Richmond et al. 

(1987) indicate that students' perceive best or most effective teachers to be highly 

immediate and the worst or least effective teachers to engage in moderately low 

immediacy behaviors. 
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In addition, research has illustrated that nonverbal immediacy behaviors are 

associated with affective learning. Research regarding affective learning has consistently 

indicated a linear relationship between high nonverbal immediacy and a students' affective 

learning (Anderson, 1979; Gorham, 1988; Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-Wasco, 1985; Moore, 

et al., 1996; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990) . As Gorham and Zakahi (1990) indicate, "A 

positive relationship between teacher [nonverbal] inunediacy and affective learning has 

been found in all of the studies which have examined these variables" (p. 354). 

Research regarding nonverbal immediacy and cognitive learning has been generally 

inconsistent. Andersen (1979) and McDowell, McDowell, and Hyerdahl (1980) found 

that cognitive learning had no correlation with nonverbal immediacy. To explain these 

findings, Andersen (1979) suggests that cognitive learning on the college level may be 

more related to individual study patterns, strong predetermined attitudes towards course 

context, and student intelligence factors than teacher immediacy. In addition, Andersen 

notes that the test scores utilized to measure cognitive learning may have been conducted 

too early in the semester prior to a firm establishment of immediacy. 

Gorham and Kelley (1988) and Richmond et al. (1987) indicate that nonverbal 

immediacy behaviors are associated with cognitive learning. Richmond et al. reported the 

correlation between learning and total nonverbal immediacy behaviors indicates that 

nonverbal inunediacy behaviors will generally account for 25-33% of the variance of 

cognitive learning. Furthermore, certain behaviors have a more positive influence on 

learning than others. For example, use of vocal expressiveness, smiling at the class, and 

having a relaxed body position ranked higher than other behaviors. Richmond et al. argue 

that their data indicates the relationship between nonverbal immediacy and cognitive 

learning is nonlinear. Thus, they contend that low inunediacy may suppress learning, 

moderate immediacy is necessary for cognitive learning, and high immediacy may not 

increase cognitive learning over that of moderate immediacy. Richmond et al.'s (1987) 
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theory of a nonlinear relationship between cognitive learning and nonverbal immediacy has 

been verified by Kelley and Gorham (1988) and Gorham (1988). Richmond et al. 

characterize this nonlinear relationship as an inverted L relationship. Thus, excessively 

high amounts of nonverbal immediacy would be predicted to influence student learning, 

the same as moderate levels of nonverbal immediacy. 

Research conducted by Comstock, Rowell, and Bowers (1995) focuses on 

clarifying the relationship between nonverbal immediacy and learning. Their research 

indicates that an inverted-U relationship exists between nonverbal immediacy and 

afifective, behavioral, and cognitive learning. Results indicate that both excessively high 

and low levels of nonverbal immediacy detract from all types of learning. However, 

moderate and moderately high levels of nonverbal immediacy have been found to 

positively impact all levels of learning. The variation in results of Richmond et al. (1987) 

and Comstock et al. is best explamed by discussing the differences in their methods. 

Richmond et. al utilized student perception scales to determine inunediacy and student 

participants were given a cognitive learning scale to complete. In contrast, Comstock et 

al. conducted a controlled experiment where the independent variable was nonverbal 

immediacy. Nonverbal immediacy was concisely manipulated at three levels: low, 

moderately high, and excessively high. The researchers brought in a training and 

development professional as a guest speaker. The speaker who was excessively high in 

immediacy spent more time with the subjects prior to and following the workshop. He 

removed his coat and tie, rolled up his sleeves, spoke without notes, nodded, made eye 

contact 60% of the time, smiled 60% of the time, spoke in a loud voice, used inflection, 

roamed the aisles, touched subjects' shoulders or upper arms, and approached subjects at 

a distance of less than 1.5 feet. Many of these behaviors, especially the touching and close 

distance of the speaker, are immediacy behaviors not normally present at an initial 

student-teacher interaction. These excessively high amounts of nonverbal behaviors 
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would most likely not be present in a college classroom as observed in other studies. It is 

unlikely that the students in the Richmond et al. study were exposed to the extreme level 

of nonverbal behaviors that the participants m the Comstock et al. study were. 

Furthermore, Christensen and Menzel (1998) conducted a study challenging the 

conclusions of Comstock et al. (1995). Christensen and Menzel (1998), like earlier 

studies by Richmond et al. (1987), focused on student perceptions rather than the 

controlled experimental environment of Comstock et al.. Christensen and Menzel 

conclude that a generally positive linear relationship exists between nonverbal immediacy 

and learning outcomes. They do note that although a positive linear relationship most 

adequately describes the data, several of the trends noted also had a nonlinear, quadratic 

component similar to the Richmond et al. results. Christensen and Menzel argue that the 

discrepancies between the Comstock et al. study and the others previously mentioned 

revolved around how immediacy behaviors are reacted to by students in the real-life 

teaching context and the experimental setting. Thus, for the purpose of this study it is 

important to note that moderate and moderately high levels of nonverbal immediacy are 

positively related to afifective and cognitive learning, while low levels of nonverbal 

immediacy are negatively related to learning. 

Verbal immediacy. 

Verbal immediacy research stenuned from nonverbal immediacy research. Initially, 

research regarding verbal immediacy was conducted outside of the classroom context. 

Mehrabian and Wiener (1966) applied immediacy research to verbal data. They reported 

that observers trained in immediacy can infer a communicator's attitude. Anthony (1978) 

and Conville (1975) maintained that verbal cues indicate immediacy or nonimmediacy. 

Courtright (1975) determined that evaluation of a source's character and competence was 

influenced by verbal immediacy. In 1979, Bradac, Bowers, and Courtright summarized all 
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research to date. In addition to the above conclusions they reported that cognitive stress 

due to context was mversely related to the use of verbal immediacy behaviors by speakers. 

Thus, anxiety plays a contributing factor in the use of verbally immediate behaviors. The 

more stressful the situation the less likely the speaker will use verbally immediate 

behaviors. 

Until 1988, the majority of classroom immediacy research focused on nonverbal 

behaviors. Then in 1988, Gorham completed a study regarding the relationship between 

nonverbal and verbal immediacy and student learning. Verbal immediacy in the classroom 

context consists of spoken or written behaviors that increase the psychological closeness 

between teachers and their students. Gorham (1988) found verbally immediate behaviors 

included praising students, calling students by name, using humor, self-disclosing, asking 

questions that solicit viewpoints or opinions, providing feedback on a student's work, 

following up on student-initiated topics, initiating and/or demonstrating a willingness to 

become engaged in conversations with students before, after, or outside of class, and 

inviting students to telephone or meet outside of class. Gorham (1988) utilized these 

behaviors to develop a scale that measures verbal immediacy. 

Measurement. The Gorham (1988) measure is designed to measure students' 

perceptions of teacher behaviors as listed above. (For complete list, see Figuire 1.2.) 

Most verbal immediacy studies have utilized Gorham's (1988) verbal immediacy behavior 

scale (Christensen & Menzel, 1998; Christophel, 1990; Christophel & Gorham, 1995; 

Ellis, 1995; Freitas, Myers & Avtgis, 1998; Frymier, 1993; Frymeir & Thompson, 1995; 

Frymeir & Schulman, 1995; Gorham & Zakahi, 1990; Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Menzel & 

Carrell, 1999; Moore, Masterson, Christophel, & Shea, 1996; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990). 

The instrument has generally been found to be reliable and valid in most of the studies 

examined for this literature review (.88 to .92). However, Robinson and Richmond 

(1995) questioned the validity of the verbal immediacy scale. The method employed to 
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1. Uses personal examples or talks about experiences she/he has had outside of class. 

2. Asks questions or encourages students to talk. 

3. Gets into discussions based on something a student brings up even when this 

doesn't seem to be part of his/her lecture plan. 

4. Uses humor in class. 

5. Addresses studems by name. 

6. Addresses me by name. 

7. Gets into conversations with individual students before or after class. 

8. Has initiated conversations with me before or after class. 

9. Refers to class as "my" class or what'T' am doing.* 

10. Refers to class as "our" class or what 'Ve" are doing. 

11. Provides feedback on my individual work through comments on papers, oral 

discussions, etc. 

12. Calls on students to answer questions even if they have not indicated that they 
want to talk.* 

13. Asks how students feel about an assignment, due date or discussion topic. 

14. Invites students to telephone or meet with him/her outside of class if they have 

questions or want to discuss something. 

15. Asks questions that have specific, correct answers.* 

16. Asks questions that solicit viewpoints or opinions. 

17. Praises students' work, actions or comments. 

18. Criticizes or points out faults in students' work, actions or comments.* 

19. Will have discussions about things unrelated to class with individual students or 

with the class as a whole. 

20. Is addressed by his/her first name by the students. 

Figure 1.2 

Verbal Immediacy Behavior Items 

*Presumed to be nonimmediate. Item scoring reflected for analyses. 
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examine this validity involved comparing it to the nonverbal inunediacy scale to see if 

immediacy as envisioned by Mehrabian actually was being assessed. They determined that 

Gorham 1988) had too many positively framed items. Subjects were regularly responding 

to the negative framed items as if they were positively framed. Thus, a lack of a 

significant number of negatively framed items made the findings extremely questionable. 

They conclude that the Gorham (1988) verbal immediacy scale should no longer be used. 

Despite Robinson and Richmond's (1995) recommendation several studies since then have 

employed the Gorham (1988) scale with valid and reliable results (Christensen & Menzel, 

1998; Christophel & Gorham, 1995; Ellis, 1995; Freitas, Myers & Avtgis, 1998; Frymeir 

& Thompson, 1995; Frymeir & Schulman, 1995; Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Menzel & 

Carrell, 1999; Moore et al., 1996). 

Role of verbal immediacy in the classroom. Several studies have been conducted 

to examine factors that may compound or contribute to the effectiveness of verbal 

immediacy behaviors. Gorham (1988) examined immediacy and class size to determine if 

larger classes impact students' perceptions of immediacy. She found that some important 

behaviors remain consistent across enrollment size, such as humor, conversations before, 

after, or outside of class, feedback, invitations to meet outside of class, and praise. All of 

these behaviors have a similar positive impact on affective learning despite class size. 

Gorham (1988) also found that other factors increase in importance as the class size 

increases. By comparing small (up to 25 students) and medium (26-50 students) sized 

classes, she determined that self-disclosure, asking questions, encouraging students to talk, 

and using inclusive language become more important. Thus, as class size increases these 

behaviors are perceived by students to be more important and have a stronger unpact on 

afifective learning. Gorham's (1988) conclusions regarding class size were further 

supported by Moore et al. (1996). 
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Other studies have examined the impact of public speaking anxiety or 

communication apprehension on inunediacy behaviors. Ellis (1995) examined the impact 

of verbal immediacy in reducing students' public speaking anxiety. She determined that a 

students' public speaking anxiety level would reduce up to 45% when they perceived their 

teacher to have an increased level of verbal inunediacy. Thus, verbal inunediacy and the 

level of student public speaking anxiety are inversely related. 

Additionally, Jensen (1999) and Menzel and Carrell (1999) indicate that a high 

level of instructor verbal immediacy increases students' willingness to talk. Likewise, 

Jaasma and Koper (1999) found that levels verbal immediacy have a significant 

relationship to the frequency and length of out of class contact between teachers and 

students. 

As mentioned during the review of the role nonverbal immediacy behaviors play in 

the classroom, state motivation (Christensen & Menzel, 1998; Christophel, 1990; 

Christophel & Gorham, 1995; Frymier, 1994; Richmond, 1990) and teacher ratings 

(Moore et al., 1996) have been found to be greatly impacted by both verbal and nonverbal 

inunediacy. Like nonverbal immediacy, the most influential work regarding verbal 

inunediacy centers around student learning outcomes. 

Influence of verbal immediacy on student outcomes. Communication scholars 

have found that verbal immediacy impacts student outcomes on a variety of levels. Much 

like the relationship with nonverbal immediacy, afifective learning and verbal immediacy 

have been consistently positively related (Gorham, 1988; Gorham & Zahaki, 1990; Moore 

et al., 1996; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990). Despite the strong support for a connection 

between affective learning and verbal unmediacy behaviors, Frymeir (1994) conducted a 

study to examine the role of verbal immediacy, motivation, and affective learning. She 

maintains that, ". . . state motivation mediates the relationship between verbal inunediacy 

and affective learning" (p. 141). Thus, Frymier (1994) acknowledges a relationship 
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between the two, but only as mediated by state motivation. Rodriquez, Plax, and Kearney 

(1996) replicated Frymier's (1994) research in order to clarify the role of motivation and 

learning outcomes. Their resuhs indicate that an indirect relationship exists between 

immediacy and cognitive learning, but that affective learning serves as a mediator not 

motivation. Rodriquez, et al. (1996) argue that their results have less error and therefore 

is a better explanation of the relationship of immediacy and cognitive learning. 

Additionally, verbal immediacy and students' perceptions of their behavioral and 

cognitive learning have been found to be positively related (Christophel, 1990; Gorham, 

1988; Gorham & Christophel, 1990; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990). To fiirther verify the 

above findings Christensen and Menzel (1998) conducted a re-test. They found a positive 

relationship between verbal immediacy and state motivation, verbal immediacy and 

perceived affective learning, verbal immediacy and behavioral learning, and verbal 

immediacy and cognitive learning. 

Rationale 

The goal of this project is to examine educators' behaviors both in and out of the 

classroom and explore the influence those behaviors have on students. As the literature 

review has illustrated, a great deal of research has been done on communicator style and 

nonverbal and verbal immediacy. All three of the constructs focus on the importance of 

teacher behaviors in instructional communication. Since 1970, over 1,000 studies in 30 

journals in the fields of education and communication have been published regarding 

teacher behaviors (Nussbaum, 1992). Despite all of the studies conducted, educators still 

disagree over what behaviors lead to effective teaching. Although it is not possible to 

explore all aspects that go into effective teaching in this project, my hope is to clarify the 

relationship between the constructs of communicator style and immediacy. Then a 

training program can be developed that focuses on teaching instructors behaviors that are 
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most important to our students' learning outcomes. It is time that we, as educational 

researchers, put the last three decades worth of research to work in training programs 

(Gorham & Zakahi, 1990; Jensen, 1999). 

The research on communicator style and immediacy clearly illustrates a link 

between instructors' behaviors and students' learning outcomes. The communicator style 

variables that have been found to influence students' outcomes the most (friendly, open, 

and flexible) seem to have a relationship with nonverbal and verbal behaviors that have 

been found to be immediate. Thus, the intuitive link has been identified, but only one 

study (Andersen et al., 1981) has examined directly the relationship of communicator style 

and nonverbal immediacy and no study has been conducted regarding communicator style 

and verbal immediacy. 

Andersen et al. (1981) examined conununicator style and nonverbal immediacy. In 

their study the independent variable was communicator style, while the dependent variable 

was nonverbal inunediacy behaviors. Therefore, Andersen et al. examined how 

communicator style influences behaviors. However because communicator style is 

determined by students' perceptions of instructors' behaviors, it would seem more logical 

to address how behaviors predict style rather than how style predicts behaviors. Thus, the 

current study explores the relationship of nonverbal immediacy behaviors and 

communicator styles, with conununicator styles as the dependent variable. 

Furthermore, no study has attempted to isolate specific nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors in an attempt to understand which behaviors influence certain communicator 

styles. Keeping in mind the long term goal of the development of a training program, it is 

important to be able to isolate specific behaviors. Once these behaviors are isolated, the 

direction of further training can be determined. 

In addition to exploring nonverbal immediacy, verbal immediacy should also be 

considered. As noted earlier, verbal immediacy has never been examined in relation to 
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communicator style. Additionally, verbal and nonverbal immediacy are closely linked and 

influence one another in the classroom (Gorham, 1988). Thus, a study examining both 

aspects should present the clearest view of the relationship between immediacy and 

communicator style. Finally, a training program should address both nonverbal and verbal 

communication aspects in order to be most effective. Thus, the relationship between 

verbal immediacy and communicator style was explored with the following hypothesis and 

research question: 

In order to examine the relationships between nonverbal immediacy and 

conununicator style and verbal immediacy and communicator style the following 

hjqjothesis and research questions were explored: 

HI: There will be a positive correlation between students' evaluations of 

a. instructors' nonverbal immediacy scores and the different communicator styles. 

b. instructors' verbal immediacy scores and the dififerent communicator styles. 

RQl: To what extent do specific nonverbal immediacy behaviors contribute to students' 

perceptions of instructors' communicator style? 

RQ2: To what extent do specific verbal inunediacy behaviors contribute to students' 

perceptions of instructors' communicator style? 
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CHAPTER n 

METHOD 

Participants 

The participants in this study were 346 students enrolled in an introductory level 

public speaking course at a large southwestern university. Because this course was 

required for most students, a diverse pool of participants was available. A large portion of 

the students (94.2%) were traditional students under the age of twenty-five. The majority 

of students (50.3%) were first year students, while sophomores comprised 27.2%, juniors 

15.6%, and seniors 6.4%. The remaining 0.6% were unclassified students. Participation 

was voluntary and anonymity was insured. 

Instruments 

Measurement of Communicator Style 

The communicator style measurement that was utilized in this study was based on 

the CSM-51 (Norton, 1983). Norton's original scale as described in Chapter I is a 

self-report instrument. It was modified for this study to access a students' perceptions of 

an instructor's communicator style. For example, Nortons' original wording stated, '1 am 

very expressive nonverbally," while the revised instrument states, "my instructor is very 

expressive nonverbally." A five-step, Likert-type scale was utilized (see Appendix A). A 

pilot study with 50 participants was conducted to ensure that the adjustment to the 

measurement was valid and reliable (Cronbach's alpha, 0.85, p < .0001). No adjustments 

were made to the revised CSM-51 prior to the collection of the data. Another Cronbach's 

alpha was conducted using the data from the 346 participants. The conununicator style 

measure in this study was found reliable with a Cronbach alpha of .94 (p < .0001). The 
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results of the Cronbach alpha for the revised scale are comparable to the original scale as 

described previously. 

Measurements of Immediacy 

The immediacy measurements that were utilized in this project were Richmond, 

Gorhman, and McCroskey's (1987) nonverbal immediacy behaviors scale and Gorhman's 

(1988) verbal immediacy behaviors scale (See Appendix A). As noted earlier, these 

instruments are the most widely used instruments for assessing nonverbal and verbal 

immediacy behaviors and are generally found valid and reliable. Both the nonverbal 

immediacy scale and the verbal inunediacy scale were found to be reliable in this study 

with a Cronbach alpha of .75 and .81 (p < .0001), respectively. Although the Cronbach 

alpha scores for both instruments are reliable, the scores are slightly lower than previous 

research. Two possible explanations for this include the length of the survey and the 

intermixing of the instruments as indicated in Appendix A. 

Procedures 

Prior to any data collection, human subjects approval was obtained. Once 

permission was granted, the pilot portion of the study was conducted. The pilot 

participants were selected from the same pool as other participants in this study. The pilot 

study was used to determine the reliability of the adjusted communicator style instrument. 

Because the data was collected in numerous classrooms, a standard protocol was 

established so that surveys were administered to all participants in a similar manner. The 

participants completed demographic information in addition to the three measurement 

instruments discussed above. The participants were asked to complete the survey based 

on the instructor of the class they attended prior to the course in which the survey was 

administered. This allowed the data to come from a variety of instructors rather than only 
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instructors from the same department. This made the findings more generalizable because 

a cross section of instructors were evaluated. Specifically, 148 (42.8%) of the instructors 

evaluated were female, while 198 (57.2%) were male. Students indicated that their 

evaluated instructors came from a variety of experience levels: 173 (50%) were full- time 

professors, 122 (35.3%) were teaching assistants, 23 (6.6%) were part-time lectures, and 

28 (8.1%) were unidentified. The class size of the instructor being evaluated varied. 

Approximately 47% of the classes were small, 24 students or less; 22% of the classes 

were medium sized, between 25 and 50 students; and 31% of the classes were large 

lectures with over 50 students. 

Simple correlations were utilized to answer the hypothesis. Specifically, to test 

HI a (There will be a positive correlation between students' evaluation of instructors' 

nonverbal immediacy scores and the different communicator styles.) a Pearson t 

correlation was performed between the independent variable (nonverbal inunediacy score) 

and dependent variables (conununicator styles) to illustrate the strength of the overall 

relationship. Likewise, to test Hlb (There will be a positive correlation between students' 

evaluations of instructors' verbal inunediacy scores and the different communicator 

styles.), a Pearson t correlation analysis was conducted using verbal unmediacy scores as 

the independent variable and communicator styles as the dependent variables. 

In order to answer the research questions, canonical correlations were conducted. 

A canonical correlation illustrates the strength of an overall relationship between two sets 

of variables. When a canonical correlation is conducted, canonical variates are derived. 

These variates represent the weighted sum of two or more variables. Furthermore, a 

canonical function is derived that illustrates the relationship between canonical variates. By 

examining a canonicd function, it is possible to understand the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1992). In order 

to explore RQl (To what extent do specific nonverbal immediacy behaviors contribute to 
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students' perceptions of an instructor's communicator style?), a canonical function was 

derived to determine the amount of variance attributed to each canonical variate. 

Furthermore, canonical cross-loading between the original dependent variables 

(communicator styles) and the independent canonical variate was conducted to measure 

the simple linear correlations between both sets of variable. Finally, to answer RQ2 (To 

what extend do specific verbal immediacy behaviors contribute to perceptions of an 

instructors communicator style?), a canonical function and canonical cross-loading was 

conducted between the dependent variables (communicator styles) and the independent 

variable (verbal inunediacy behaviors). 
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CHAPTER m 

RESULTS 

Hypothesis #1 

Hypothesis #la predicted that there would be a positive correlation between 

nonverbal inunediacy scores and the different communicator styles. This portion of the 

hypothesis was supported for ten of the eleven communicator styles examined (see Table 

3.1). The strongest correlation was found between nonverbal immediacy scores and 

communicator image (.72, p < .0001). In addition, nonverbal immediacy scores were 

found to be highly correlated with friendly (.64, p < .0001), impression leaving (.64, p < 

.0001), attentive (.64, p < .0001), animated (.62, p < .0001), relaxed 

(.59, p < .0001), and open (.59, p < .0001) communicator styles. Furthermore, the 

dramatic (.53, p , .0001), precise (.35, p < .0001), and dominant (.34, p < .0001) 

communicator styles were found to be moderately correlated with nonverbal immediacy 

scores. The contentious style was not significantly related to nonverbal unmediacy 

scores. 

Hypothesis #lb predicted that there would be a positive correlation between verbal 

immediacy scores and the different communicator styles. This portion of the hypothesis 

was found to be true for nine of the eleven communicator styles (see Table 3.2). The 

strongest relationships were found between verbal immediacy scores and the fiiendly style 

(.74, p < .0001) and verbal immediacy scores and the attentive style (.70, p < .0001). 

Furthermore, verbal immediacy scores were found to be highly correlated with 

communicator image (.67, p < .0001), open (.63, p < .0001), and impression leaving (.63, 

p<.0001) communicator styles. Additionally, animated (.51, p< .0001), dramatic (.43, p 

< .0001), relaxed (.42, p < .001), and precise (.28, p < .0001) communicator styles were 
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Table 3.1 

Pearson r Correlations between Nonverbal Immediacy Scores and Communicator Styles 

Conununicator Styles Correlation 

Friendly 64 * 

Impression Leaving 65 * 

Relaxed 59 * 

Attentive 64 * 

Precise .35 • 

Animated .62 * 

Contentious -.13 

Dramatic .53 * 

Open .59 * 

Dominant .34 * 

Communicator Image .72 * 

*p < .0001 
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Table 3.2 

Pearson r Correlations between Verbal Immediacy Scores and Communicator Styles 

Communicator Styles Correlation 

Friendly 

Impression Leaving 

Relaxed 

Attentive 

Precise 

Animated 

Contentious 

Dramatic 

Open 

Dominant 

Communicator Image 

*p < .0001 

.74* 

.63* 

.42* 

.70* 

.28* 

.51 * 

.15 

.43 * 

.63* 

.20 

.67* 
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found to be moderately correlated with verbal inunediacy scores. Finally, the contentious 

and dominant styles were not significantly related to verbal immediacy scores. 

Research Question #1 

Research Question #1 explored the extent to which specific nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors contribute to students' perceptions of instructors' communicator styles. The 

results of the canonical correlation indicate that the first nonverbal immediacy behavior 

variate is meaningful (R̂ , -.69) and can predict 37% (Rd=.3700) of the variance in 

communicator style variates. Each variate derived is comprised of a linear combination of 

nonverbal immediacy behaviors. The relative importance of individual nonverbal 

immediacy behaviors is found by examining the canonical coeflBcients for the nonverbal 

immediacy behaviors. The canonical coefficient indicates to which specific nonverbal 

behaviors the variance can be attributed. Specifically, one nonverbal immediacy variate 

was interpreted. No other variate contributed enough variance to warrant interpretation. 

As noted above the nonverbal immediacy variate predicts 37% of the variance in 

the communicator style variates (see Table 3.3). The behaviors with the most relative 

importance are ''uses a variety of vocal expressions while talking to the class" (.3796), 

"has a very relaxed body position while talking to the class" (.2382), "not using 

monotone/dull voice when talking to class" (.2127), "smiles at individual students in the 

class" (.1719), and "does not look at the board or notes while talking to the class" 

(.1712). 

In addition to illuminating the importance of certain nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors, this canonical correlation indicates which communicator styles contribute to the 

communicator style canonical variate 1 (see Table 3.4). The communicator styles with 

the most relative importance for the first communicator style variate are communicator 
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Table 3.3 

Canonical Coefficients of Nonverbal Immediacy Variate 1 and Specific Nonverbal 
Immediacy Behaviors 

Nonverbal Immediacy Behaviors Coefficients 

Does not sit behind desk while teaching. .0150 

Gestures while talking to class. . 1126 

Does not use monotone/dull voice when talking to class. .2127 

Looks at class while talking. .0412 

Smiles at the class as a whole, not just individual students. .0305 

Does not have a very tense body position while talking to the class. .0622 

Touches students in the class. . 1093 

Moves around the classroom while teaching. .0252 

Does not sit on a desk or in a chair while teaching. .1049 

Does not look at the board or notes while talking to the class. .1712 

Does not stand behind podium or desk while teaching. .0128 

Has a very relaxed body position while talking to the class. .2382 

Smiles at individual students in the class. .1719 

I Jses a variety of vocal expressions while talking to the class. .3796 
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Table 3.4 

Canonical Coefficients of Communicator Style Variate 1 
and Specific Communicator Styles 

Communicator Styles Coefficients 

Friendly .0113 

Impression Leaving .1819 

Relaxed .2018 

Attentive -.0441 

Precise .1326 

Animated .1668 

Contentious -.1912 

Dramatic .1354 

Open .0915 

Dominant .0359 

Communicator Image .3579 
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image (.3579), relaxed (.2018), impression leaving (.1819), and animated (.1668). 

Canonical cross-loadings correlate the original observed dependent variables 

(communicator styles) directly with the independent canonical variates (nonverbal 

immediacy behaviors variates) and the original observed independent variables (nonverbal 

immediacy behaviors) directly with the dependent canonical variates (communicator style 

variates) (Hair et al., 1992). Thus, cross-loading provides the most direct measure of the 

relationship between the nonverbal immediacy behaviors and communicator styles. In 

order to examine the canonical cross-loading, the structure coefficients and squared 

structure coefficients must be derived. 

The structure coefficients illuminate the relationship between the nonverbal 

inunediacy behaviors and the canonical variates for the communicator style. The squared 

structure coefficients determine the proportion of variance in the nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors accounted for by the dependent (conununicator style) canonical variate. Only 

one of the canonical variates for communicator style was significantly meaningful. The 

first communicator style variate is linked to several specific nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors. Table 3.5 illustrates the structure coefficients and squared structure 

coefficients for the nonverbal immediacy behaviors and the first communicator style 

variate. Only nonverbal behaviors having a structure coefficient of .30 or higher are 

meaningful (Hair et al., 1992). Using this criterion, ten of the fourteen nonverbal 

immediacy behaviors were found to be meaningful (see Table 3.5). 

The structure coefficients also indicate the relationship between the conununicator 

styles and the canonical variates for the nonverbal immediacy behaviors. Only the first 

canonical variate for nonverbal immediacy behaviors was meaningful. Table 3.6 indicates 

the structure coefficients and squared structure coefficients for the communicator styles 

and the first nonverbal immediacy behaviors variate. Using the criterion of a structure 
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Table 3.5 

Cross-loadings for Nonverbal Immediacy Behaviors and Communicator Style Variate 1 

Nonverbal Immediacy Behaviors Structure 
Coefficients 

Squared 
Structure 
Coefficients 

Does not sit behind desk while teaching. 

Gestures while talking to class. 

Does not use monotone/dull voice when 
talking to class. 

Looks at class while talking. 

Smiles at the class as a whole, not just 
individual students. 

Does not have a very tense body position 
while talking to the class. 

Has a very relaxed body position while 
talking to the class. 

Smiles at individual students in the class. 

Uses a variety of vocal expressions 
while talking to the class. 

-.1906 

.3874 

.6150 

.3402 

.4668 

.5190 

.0363 

.1501 

.3782 

.1157 

.2179 

.2694 

Touches students in class. 

Moves around the classroom while teaching. 

Does not sit on a desk or in a chair while 
teaching. 

Does not look at the board or notes while 
talking to the class. 

Does not stand behind podium or desk while 
teaching. 

.2052 

.3854 

.1377 

.3767 

.2787 

.0421 

.1485 

.0190 

.1419 

.0777 

.4448 

.6925 

.1978 

.4796 
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coefficient .30 or higher, all communicator styles except for contentious (-. 1185) were 

found to be meaningful (see Table 3.6). 

Research Question #2 

Research Question #2 examined the extent to which specific verbal immediacy 

behaviors contribute to students' perceptions of instructors' communicator styles. The 

results of the canonical correlation indicate that the verbal immediacy behavior variate is 

meaningful (Rj,'̂ =.73) and predicts 35% of the variance in communicator style variates. 

Specifically, four nonverbal immediacy variates were derived with the canonical 

correlation. Only one of these four account for enough variance to warrant exploration. 

The first verbal immediacy variate has a redundancy index of .35 which indicates 

that 35% of the variance in the conununicator style variate. The behaviors with the most 

relative importance are "uses humor in class" (.4084), "addresses students by name" 

(.3103), and "praises students' work, actions or comments" (.1395) (see Table 3.7). 

Additionally, a few of the verbal immediacy behaviors, such as "addresses me by name" 

(-.2052), are negatively related to verbal immediacy variate 1. 

In addition to illustrating the importance of certain verbal inunediacy behaviors, 

this canonical correlation indicates which communicator styles contribute to 

conununicator style canonical variate 1 (see Table 3.8). The communicator styles with the 

most relative importance for the first communicator style variate are the friendly (.3484), 

open (.2305), and impression leaving (.2051) styles. Additionally, three styles, the 

animated (-.0838), contentious, (-.0753) and precise (-.0366) styles have a negative 

influence on the variate. 

Once again, a canonical cross-loadings was derived in order to get the most 

accurate understanding of the relationship of verbal immediacy behaviors and 

communicator style. Only one of the canonical variates for communicator style was 
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Table 3.6 

Cross-loading for the Communicator Styles 
aod Nonverbal Immediacy Behaviors Variate 1 

Communicator Styles Structure 
Coefficients 

.6592 

.6911 

.6155 

.6706 

.3657 

.6588 

-.1185 

.5856 

.6308 

.3829 

,7613 

Squared 
Structure 
Coefficients 

.4345 

.4776 

.3788 

.4497 

.1337 

.4340 

.0140 

.3429 

.3979 

.1466 

.5796 

Friendly 

Impression Leaving 

Relaxed 

Attentive 

Precise 

Animated 

Contentious 

Dramatic 

Open 

Dominant 

Communicator Image 
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Table 3.7 

Canonical Coefficients of Verbal Immediacy Variate 1 
and Verbal Immediacy Behaviors 

Verbal Immediacy Behaviors Coefficients 

Uses personal examples or talks about experiences she/he has had 

outside of class. .1389 

Asks questions or encourages students to talk. .0574 

Grets into discussions based on something a student brings up even when 

this doesn't seem to be part of his/her lecture plan. -.0173 

Uses humor in class. .4084 

Addresses students by name. . 3103 

Addresses me by name. -.2052 

Gets into conversations with individual students before or after class. -.0011 

Has initiated conversations with me before or after class. .0670 

Does not refer to class as "my" class or what'T' am doing. -.0541 

Refers to class as "our" class or what 'Sve" are doing. . 1196 

Provides feedback on my individual work through comments on 

papers, oral discussions, etc. -.0030 

Does not call on students to answer questions if they have not 

indicated that they want to talk. .0498 

Asks how students feel about an assignment, due date or 

discussion topic. • 0601 

Invites students to telephone or meet with him/her outside of class if 

they have questions or want to discuss something. .1395 

Does not ask questions that have specific, correct answers. -.0431 

Asks questions that solicit viewpoints or opinions. .0200 

Praises students' work, actions or comments. 1990 

Does not criticize or point out faults in students' work, actions 

or comments. .1210 

Will have discussions about things unrelated to class with individual 

students or with the class as a whole. .0863 

Is addressed by his/her first name by the sUidents. M^ 
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Table 3.8 

Canonical Coefficients of Communicator Style Variate 1 
and Specific Communicator Styles 

Conununicator Styles Coefficients 

Friendly .3484 

Impression Leaving .2051 

Relaxed .0154 

Attentive .1687 

Precise -.0366 

Animated -.0838 

Contentious -.0753 

Dramatic .1695 

Open .2305 

Dominant .0311 

Communicator Image .1113 
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significantly meaningful. The first communicator style variate is linked to several specific 

verbal immediacy behaviors. Table 3.9 illustrates the structure coefficients and squared 

structure coefficients for the verbal immediacy behaviors and the first communicator style 

variate. Only verbal behaviors that had a structure coefficient of .30 or higher are 

meaningful (Hair et al., 1992). Using this criterion fifteen of the twenty verbal immediacy 

behaviors were found to be meaningful (see Table 3.9). 

The structure coefficients also indicate the relationship between the communicator 

styles and the canonical variates for the verbal immediacy behaviors. Only one of the 

canonical variates for verbal inunediacy behaviors was meaningful. Table 3.10 indicates 

the structure coefficients and squared structure coefficients for the communicator styles 

and verbal immediacy behaviors variate. Using the criterion of a structure coefficient .30 

or higher, nine of the eleven communicator styles were found to be meaningfiil for variate 

one (see Table 3.10). 
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Table 3.9 

Cross-loading for the Verbal Immediacy Behaviors and Communicator Style Variate 1 

Verbal Immediacy Behaviors Structure 
Coefficients 

.5790 

.5438 

.3599 

.7121 

.5734 

.4107 

.5346 

.4880 

.3983 

.3763 

.5002 

.4140 
.3652 
.6364 
4147 

Squared 
Structure 
Coefficients 

.3352 

.2957 

.1295 

.5071 

.3288 

.1687 

.2858 

.2381 

.1586 

.1416 

.2502 

.1714 

.1334 

.4050 
1720 

Uses personal examples or talks about experiences 
she/he has had outside of class. 
Asks questions or encourages students to talk. 
Gets into discussions based on something a 
student brings up even when this doesn't seem 
to be part of his/her lecture plan. 
Uses humor in class. 
Addresses students by name. 
Addresses me by name. 
Gets into conversations with individual students 
before or after class. 
Has initiated conversations with me before or 
after class. 
Refers to class as "our" class or what "we" 
are doing. 
Provides feedback on my individual work 
through comments on papers, oral discussions. 
Asks how students feel about an assignment, 
due date or discussion topic. 
Invites students to telephone or meet with 
him/her outside of class if they have questions 
or want to discuss something. 
Asks questions that solicit viewpoints or opinions. 
Praises students' work, actions or comments. 
Is addressed by his/her first name bv the students. 
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Table 3.10 

Cross-loading for the Communicator Styles and Verbal Immediacy Behaviors Variate 1 

Communicator Styles Structure 
Coefficients 

Squared 
Structure 
Coefficients 

Friendly 

Impression Leaving 

Relaxed 

Attentive 

Animated 

Dramatic 

Open 

Dominant 

Communicator Image 

.7814 

.7195 

.5048 

.7500 

.5974 

.5758 

.6954 

.3057 

7502 

.6106 

.5177 

.2548 

.5625 

.3569 

.3315 

.4836 

.0934 

•5628 
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CHAPTER rV 

DISCUSSION 

Hypothesis #1 

Hypothesis #1 predicted there would be a positive correlation between students' 

evaluation of instructors' (a) nonverbal unmediacy scores and the different communicator 

styles and (b) verbal immediacy scores and the different communicator styles. A positive 

relationship was found between the nonverbal immediacy scores and all of the 

conununicator styles, except the contentious style. Similarly, a positive relationship was 

found between verbal immediacy scores and nine of the eleven conununicator styles. 

Specifically, the dominant and contentious communicator styles were not significantly 

related with verbal immediacy scores. These results are not surprising when considering 

these specific communicator styles that have not been previously linked with nonverbal 

and/or verbal immediacy scores. 

As indicated m the literature review (Norton, 1983; Schereer et al., 1973), 

dominant individuals have an increased level of confidence and forcefulness. The 

dominant communicator is active, competitive, self-confident, self-assured, conceited, and 

businesslike. Norton (1977) found that being "not dominant" was a significant predictor 

of teacher effectiveness. Furthermore, Potter and Emanuel (1990) found that dominant 

was one of the instructors' communicator styles (ranked only higher than the contentious 

communicator style) least preferred by students. Additionally, the contentious 

communicator style is closely related to the dominant style. Norton (1983) explains that a 

contentious communicator is overly dominant and highly argumentative. Potter and 

Emanuel (1990) found that the contentious communicator style used by instructors in the 

classroom is the least preferred by students. When considering the previous research 

regarding these two communicator styles and the results of this study, one can conclude 
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that those instructors wishing to increase their immediacy and effectiveness should be 

cautious of enacting dominant or contentious communicator styles. 

Although, the current study did not specifically examine teacher effectiveness, 

some conclusions regarding effectiveness can be speculated upon. As noted in the 

literature review. Potter and Emanuel (1990) found those communicator styles grouped 

under the "human" label (fiiendly, attentive, and relaxed) were deemed most effective by 

students, while those communicator styles grouped under the "authority" label (dominant, 

contentious, and precise) were deemed least effective by students. Similarly, the results of 

this study illustrate that the fiiendly style and the attentive style had very strong 

relationships with nonverbal immediacy and verbal immediacy scores. Furthermore, those 

styles identified with the "authority" grouping (dominant, contentious, and precise) were 

either not significantly related (dominant and contentious) or had a weaker relationship in 

comparison to the other communicator styles with verbal immediacy behaviors (precise). 

As noted previously, there is some disagreement regarding the precise 

communicator style. Norton (1977) indicates that the precise communicator style does 

have a strong relationship to teacher effectiveness, while Potter and Emanuel (1990) and 

Andersen et al. (1981) indicate that it is less effective than most of the other 

communicator styles. This lower correlation may be due to the type of behaviors that 

constitute a precise communicator style. Perhaps it is possible that the precise 

communicator can be perceived both positively and negatively according to context. 

Further development of the precise communicator style is necessary in order to adequately 

address the conflicting perspectives on this style. 

The results of this hypothesis indicate that instructors can have various 

communicator styles and achieve a high degree of verbal and nonverbal immediacy. The 

one exception is clearly the contentious communicator style. Furthermore, instructors 

should be cautious of dominant and precise communicator styles until future research can 
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determine how these communicator styles specifically relate to verbal and nonverbal 

immediacy. 

Research Question #1 

Research Question #1 explored the extent to which specific nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors contribute to students' perceptions of mstructors' communicator styles. The 

purpose of this research question was to isolate the specific nonverbal immediacy 

behaviors that influenced communicator styles. Thus, identifying which behaviors predict 

communicator style should allow one to determine which behaviors should be focused on 

during training in an attempt to modify an individual's communicator style. 

Overall, nonverbal immediacy behaviors predict 37% of the variance in the 

conununicator style variate. The weights (relative importance) of specific nonverbal 

inunediacy behaviors in nonverbal immediacy variate one indicate that the majority of the 

variate is comprised of nonverbal behaviors centering around vocal expressiveness, eye 

contact, and being comfortable in fi-ont of the class. 

As noted in the results section, canonical cross-loadings are the best ways to 

examine the relationship between independent and dependent sets of variables. The 

cross-loading clarifies the overaU relationship between specific nonverbal immediacy 

variables and communicator style variate one. Communicator style variate one is 

represented by the following styles: conununicator image, relaxed, impression leaving, and 

animated. When examining the cross-loading, the squared structure coefficient mdicates 

what percent of the variance in a particular variable is accounted for by the dependent 

canonical variate. In the cross loading of conununicator style variate one and specific 

nonverbal immediacy behaviors, the two most important relationships deal with vocal 

expressiveness. Approximately 48% of the variance of the variable "uses a variety of 

vocal expressions while talking to the class" is accounted for by the communicator style 
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variate one. Likewise, 38% of the variance of the variable "does not use a monotone/dull 

voice when talking to class" is accounted for by communicator style variate one. Thus, of 

the nonverbal immediacy behaviors examined, vocal expressiveness appears to have the 

greatest impact on conununicator style. 

The next two nonverbal inunediacy variables also fall into a group. Approximately 

38% of the variance of the variable 'lias a very relaxed body position while talking to 

class" and 27% of the variable "does not have a very tense body position while talking to 

the class" are accounted for by communicator style variate one. So being relaxed appears 

to have a large impact on communicator style. The next group of importance deals with 

smiling. Approximately 22% of the variance of the variable "smiles at the class as a 

whole, not just individual students" and 20% of the variable "smiles at individual students 

in class" are accounted for by the communicator style variate one. So for the purpose of 

training that would increase unmediacy, it would appear that the top three nonverbal 

immediacy behaviors on which to focus would be vocal expressiveness, being relaxed, and 

smiling. 

It is important to note that not all of the nonverbal immediacy behaviors on the 

nonverbal inunediacy scale were found to be meaningfijl in the canonical cross-loading. 

Thus, the behaviors which have little to no influence on the Communicator style variate 1 

include: "does not sit behind desk while teaching," "touches students in class," "does not 

sit on a desk or in a chair while teaching," and "does not stand behind podium or desk 

while teaching." These results question whether behaviors regarding the posture and body 

placement are important to students' perceptions of teacher immediacy. It would seem 

that students are more concerned with having a relaxed instructor than one that never sits 

down or chooses to use a podium. This is an important indicator for training, because it is 

more important for the instructor to be relaxed. So if sitting on a desk at the fi-ont of the 

room helps the instructor be relaxed, it would most likely not be perceived as being as 
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noninunediate as the current measurement would indicate. Future research should clarify 

this point before removing this behavior fi-om the nonverbal immediacy scale. A study that 

would examine both student perceptions and direct observation would need to be done in 

order to clarify this specific relationship. 

As noted earlier, the intent of Research Question #1 was to examine the extent to 

which specific nonverbal immediacy behaviors contribute to students' perceptions of 

instructors' communicator styles. Thus far, specific nonverbal immediacy behaviors that 

had the greatest influence on communicator styles have been explored. As presented in 

the rationale, the purpose of this question is to identify instructor behaviors that can be 

modified to adjust communicator styles. Scott and Nussbaum (1981) note that 

communication behaviors are learned. Those behaviors associated with higher student 

learning and higher instructor evaluations are teachable. 

When considering which communicator styles to modify, only three communicator 

styles (precise, dominant, and contentious) need to be addressed. As indicated in the 

discussion of Hypothesis #1 there are specific reasons to be concerned with each of these 

communicator styles, especially if any one these three styles is the primary communicator 

style. The concerns regarding these specific styles do not necessarily mean that precise, 

dominant, and contentious are bad communicator styles, but that those individual 

behaviors that contribute to those styles may be perceived positively or negatively, 

depending on surrounding context. Research regarding this specific aspect of 

communicator style has not been fully explored. However, we can speculate that other 

factors, such as an individual's secondary styles, could cause the perceptions of behaviors 

to be dramatically different. The communicator style measure is similar to a personality 

test. In most personality tests you are assigned a main personality (the category with the 

highest score) and then you may have two or even three categories very close behind that 

one. These aspects inform your overall personality. Thus, an individuals' primary 
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communicator style could be dominant and their secondary styles could be open and 

fiiendly. This individual's "negative" dominant behaviors may not be perceived to be as 

"negative" as an individual with a primary dominant communicator style and secondary 

styles of contentious and dramatic. This combination may allow students to marginalize 

certain behaviors in a similar manner that misbehaviors are dealt with in the previously 

indicated immediacy research (Thweat & McCroskey, 1998). Therefore, in a training 

situation if the precise, dominant, and/or contentious communicator style is present, 

specific nonverbal and verbal immediacy behavior training could attempt to modify teacher 

behaviors so that the behaviors are not perceived as "negative" or modify the 

communicator style. 

Research Question #2 

Research Question #2 examined the extent to which specific verbal immediacy 

behaviors contribute to students' perceptions of instructors' communicator styles. The 

purpose of this research question was to isolate specific verbal immediacy behaviors that 

influence communicator styles. This would identify what verbal immediacy behaviors 

should be focused on during training in an attempt to modify an individual's communicator 

style. Overall, verbal immediacy behaviors predict 35% of the variance in the 

communicator style variates. As noted in the results section, four verbal immediacy 

variates were derived with the canonical correlation, but only one of these four account 

for enough variance to warrant exploration. 

The first verbal immediacy variate predicts 35% of the variance in the 

communicator style variates. The weights (relative importance) of the first verbal 

immediacy variate and specific verbal immediacy behaviors indicate that the variate is 

largely comprised of behaviors related to humor, praising students' work, addressing 

students by name, using personal examples, and encouraging out-of-class contact. It is 
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interesting to note that the verbal immediacy behavior "addresses students by name" was 

one of the behaviors contributing to this variate, while the verbal immediacy behavior 

"addresses me by name" did not contribute to this variate. A possible explanation of this 

is that knowing the name of many students may have a greater influence on perceived 

verbal immediacy than knowing one individual's name. For example, knowing twenty-five 

or thirty names may be more impressive to students than knowing one name. For the 

purpose of this study it is clear that addressing multiple students by name has a greater 

connection with communicator styles than address a single student by name. 

By examining the canonical cross-loading, the relationship between verbal 

immediacy behaviors and communicator style should be clarified. As previously noted, 

canonical cross loadings are the best ways to examine the relationship between 

independent and dependent variables. This cross-loading clarifies the overall relationship 

between specific verbal immediacy behaviors and communicator style variate one. In this 

canonical correlation, communicator style variate one is most represented by the fiiendly, 

open, impression leaving, dramatic, and attentive communicator styles. 

As noted earlier, when examining the cross-loading, the squared coefficient 

indicates what percent of the variance in a particular variable is accounted for by the 

dependent canonical variate. In the cross-loading of communicator style variate one and 

specific verbal immediacy behaviors the most important relationship deals with the use of 

humor. Approximately 51% of the variance of the variable "uses humor in class" is 

accounted for by the communicator style variate one. Humor is an important aspect of 

verbal immediacy and has been studied in depth by Gorham and Christophel (1990) who 

examined humor, verbal immediacy, and student learning. They determined that humor 

with higher levels of verbal immediacy can have a positive affect on student learning. 

However, it is important to note it is not the quantity of humor, but rather the quality that 

matters. As Gorham and Christophel (1990) explain: "On the whole, we would suggest 
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that more immediate teachers do use more humor and do engender more learning; 

however, the volume of humor alone is not as important as the composite of the humor 

used" (p. 60). Additionally, they determined that instructors with very low verbal 

immediacy may not necessarily benefit fi-om increased humor if the other immediacy 

behaviors are not increased. Furthermore, instructors with very high verbal immediacy 

may not benefit fi-om increased humor because "overkill" might occur. So for the purpose 

of this study it is important to recognize that humor does play a large role in determinmg 

an instructor's style, but that training regarding humor in the future should be addressed 

carefully with the findings of Gorham and Christophel (1990) in mind. 

Five other specific verbal immediacy behaviors have strong relationships with 

communicator style variate one. Forty-one percent of the variance in the variable "praises 

students' work, actions, or comments" is accounted for by the communicator style variate 

one. Furthermore, 34% and 33% of the variance of the variables "uses personal examples 

or talks about experiences she/he has had outside of class" and "addresses students by 

name" is accounted for by the communicator style variate one. Additionally, 30% and 

29% of the variance of the variables "asks questions or encourages students to talk" and 

"gets into conversations with individual students before or after class" is accounted for by 

the communicator style variate one. 

Many studies have already addressed some of these specific verbal immediacy 

behaviors. The variable **uses personal examples or talks about experiences she/he has had 

outside of class" is a self-disclosure behavior. A great deal of research has been done 

regarding instructors' self-disclosure in the classroom. Sorensen (1989) indicates that 

self-disclosure in the classroom provides students with information that they can not get 

anywhere else. When disclosing, instructors will often supply information regarding their 

families and fiiends and share their beliefs and opinions (Downs, Javidi, & Nussbaum, 

1988; Javidi, Downs, & Nussbaum, 1988; Nussbaum, Comadena, & Holladay, 1987). 
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Additionally, during self-disclosure instructors will clarify course content and maintain 

student interest (Downs et al., (1988). Self-disclosure has also been positively related to 

affective learning (Sorensen, 1989). Furthermore, Sorensen found that positively worded 

disclosures expressed caring and thus instructors had higher student evaluations. 

The connections to perceived caring are important in light of more recent research 

by Teven and McCroskey (1996) and Thweatt and McCroskey (1998). Perceived caring 

can be understood by looking at three factors: empathy, understanding, and 

responsiveness. Teven and McCroskey noted that instructors' empathy towards students 

is illustrated through self-disclosure. Understanding occurs when the instructor 

comprehends anothers' ideas, feelings and needs, and responsiveness is marked by 

instructors' inunediate reactions to student problems and needs. An instructor who is 

perceived to be caring also is perceived to be more attentive (Teven & McCroskey). 

Furthermore, a caring teacher will modify his or her behavior throughout class depending 

upon student reactions. Teven and McCroskey established that perceived caring is 

positively related to teacher evaluations and positively influences levels of affective and 

cognitive learning. Thweatt and McCroskey discovered that increased levels of 

inunediacy (both verbal and nonverbal) lead to an increase in students' perceptions of 

caring. Additionally, they determined that an increase in perceptions of caring mitigated 

occasional instructor misbehaviors. Thus, an instructor who utilizes verbally immediate 

behaviors, such as self-disclosure, will be perceived to be more caring than instruaors 

who do not use verbally immediate behaviors. 

Frymier (1994) specifically looked at nonverbal and verbal immediacy behaviors 

and self disclosure. In general, increased levels of nonverbal and verbal immediacy lead to 

increased student satisfaction and thus increased student motivation. She specifically 

isolated self disclosure and determined that an increased level of self-disclosure allows 

instructors to gain their students' attention and increases student satisfaction. Thus, 
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increased self disclosure has been linked to increased student motivation through increased 

student satisfaction. Additionally, Frjmiier indicates that future research should explore 

the dramatic communicator style as a specific style that may lead to increased levels of 

student satisfaction. For the purpose of this study it is important to understand the self 

disclosure aspect of verbal immediacy. 

The purpose of the verbal immediacy behavior "asks questions or encourages 

students to talk" is an attempt to get students to communicate in the classroom. Menzel 

and Carrell (1999) focused specifically on the relationship between immediacy and 

students' willingness to talk. They discovered that high levels of instructor verbal 

immediacy positively increased students' willingness to talk. Additionally, Christophel and 

Gorham (1995) examined verbal immediacy and student motivation. They determined that 

students' perceptions of the specific verbal inunediacy behaviors "asks questions or 

encourages students to talk," "gets into conversations with individual students before or 

after class," "addresses students by name," and "praises students' work, actions, or 

comments" produced a positive increase in student satisfaction, participation, and 

motivation. Thus, these specific behaviors have been shown to specifically influence 

student outcomes. The results of the current study further indicate that the willingness to 

talk behaviors represented on the verbal inunediacy scale are important in understanding 

communicator style. For example, a communicator with a contentious style would most 

likely not be enacting these specific verbal immediacy behaviors. Thus, instructors with 

certain conununicator styles are unlikely to foster in-class environments that increase 

students' willingness to talk, because they are not viewed as approachable. The 

connection between communicator style and students' willingness to communicate are 

only connected through verbal immediacy m the current study. A clearer relationship 

between communicator styles and students' willingness to communicate could be 

established in future research by examining these constructs together. 
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In addition, the verbal immediacy behavior "gets into conversations with individual 

students before or after class" is concerned with out-of-class contact. Jaasma and Koper 

(1999) conducted a study that focuses on two types of out-of-class contact: informal and 

formal. Informal contact occurs in a social setting away fi-om the university setting, while 

formal contact is contact on campus and specifically during office hours or before or after 

class. The specific verbal immediacy behavior in this study is an out-of- class contact in 

the formal setting. Jaasma and Koper concluded that an instructor with a high level of 

verbal immediacy engages the students, thus creating a rapport. Specifically, the 

out-of-class contacts resulting from this rapport had a positive influence on student 

motivation. As the frequency of contact and length of specific office visits increased, 

student motivation was positively influenced. Thus, the direct link between out-of-class 

contact and student motivation explains some variance in the communicator style variate. 

So what does this all mean for the current study? These five verbal immediacy 

behaviors are already being studied in depth by communication and education researchers. 

The results of this project indicate that the previous and current research being conducted 

in the field is consistently identifying these verbal immediacy behaviors as the ones that 

matter the most to student outcomes, such as motivation and affective learning. This 

conclusion is further supported by the one study that has conducted verbal inunediacy 

training (Jensen, 1999). 

Jensen (1999) conducted a training study that utilized a combination of student 

perceptions, self-evaluation, and direct observation. During the fifth week of the semester 

(Tl) Jensen collected data from individual instructors (faculty participants), their current 

students (student participants), and audio recordings of their classes. During the sixth 

week of the semester, a training seminar on verbal inunediacy was conducted. Jensen 

focused on the history of verbal immediacy, the results of previous studies, and 

suggestions on how to incorporate verbal immediacy behaviors into one's teaching. 
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Additionally, faculty participants were encouraged to ask questions at any point in the 

training and a role-playing activity was provided. Following this seminar the faculty 

participants were provided with a list of verbal immediacy behaviors and were asked to 

incorporate verbal immediacy behaviors into their teaching at their own pace through 

self-monitoring. During the fifteenth and sixteenth weeks of the semester (T2) data was 

collected from faculty participants, their students, and the classes were again recorded. 

Students' perceived a significant increase in their instructors' verbal immediacy 

behaviors. Specifically, five verbal immediacy behaviors were significantly higher during 

T2. Those behaviors that were perceived as significantly increased include: "uses personal 

examples or talks about experiences she/he has had outside of class," "addresses students 

by name," "addresses me by name," "has initiated conversations with me before or after 

class," and "asks how students feel about an assignment due date or discussion topic." 

Furthermore, the transcripts of the audio recordings indicate that seven verbal immediacy 

behaviors were significantly higher during T2. Those behaviors that were found to be 

significantly increased include: "uses personal examples or talks about experiences she/he 

had outside of class," "asks questions or encourages students to talk," "uses humor in 

class," "refers to 'our' class or what 'we' are doing," "praises students' work, actions, or 

comments," "asks how students feel about an assignment due date or discussion topic," 

and "addresses students by name." 

Jensen (1998) confirmed previous findings by Scott and Nussbaum (1981) and 

Gorham and Zakahi (1990) that instructors are capable of accurately self-monitoring their 

own immediacy. Moreover, Jensen's findings indicate that teachers can be taught how to 

self-prescribe and thus modify their own behaviors accordingly. The training conducted 

led to an increased level of reflection of the faculty participants. As Schon (1983) notes 

consciously reflecting on actions is vital for professional development. Thus, training 
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empowers instructors by giving them the tools to customize their individualized teaching 

style. 

Once again it is important to remember that the purpose of this research question 

is to understand to what extent specific verî al immediacy behaviors influence 

communicator style. As noted in the discussion section for Research Question #2, only 

three communicator styles (precise, dominant, and contentious) need to be addressed. If a 

precise, dominant, and/or contentious communicator style is the primary communicator 

style that a teacher uses then his or her students may not perceive him/her to be immediate 

and thus they perceived teachers as less effective. Therefore, the conclusion is the same 

for Research Question #1 and #2: in a training situation, if one of these styles is present, 

specific nonverbal and verbal immediacy behavior training could attempt to modify teacher 

behaviors and thus modify communicator styles. 

Conclusion 

Conununicator style and immediacy are closely related and help to illustrate 

different ways of addressing teacher effectiveness. This study has demonstrated that most 

communicator styles can be immediate styles and thus effective in the classroom setting. 

Limitations 

The primary limitation of this study was a basic design problem. A measure of 

teacher effectiveness and an affective or behavioral learning measure would have made the 

results of this study and the connection to teacher effectiveness clearer. Either of these 

measures would have strengthened the importance of the results of this study. Although 

the link between teacher effectiveness and conununicator styles and teacher effectiveness 

and immediacy has already been established, it would have been beneficial due to the 

disagreement regarding the precise communicator style as discussed earlier. 
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Additionally, it is important to note that this study was conducted on a traditional 

student population and student populations from junior colleges or largely nontraditional 

campuses may have differing perspectives on particular conununicator styles and 

immediacy behaviors. Thus, the results are only generalizable to university populations 

similar to those described in this study. 

Finally, the collection time of the data may have some influence on the results of 

the study. Future research should vary collection time so that it can be determined if time 

plays a factor in establishing acceptance of a particular communicator style or to establish 

immediacy. 

Future Research 

Future research regarding communicator styles, immediacy, and training are clearly 

indicated throughout the discussion. One possible area of future research should focus on 

isolating specific teacher behaviors that contribute to students' perceptions of dominant, 

precise, and contentious communicator styles, so that those behaviors can be avoided or 

modified to produce positive student perceptions. For training it is important, to 

understand which instructor behaviors indicate the presence of these styles. Not all 

behaviors associated with these three styles are unfavorable as indicated in Norton's 

(1983) research. So the research must specifically focus on the behaviors. Perhaps a 

specialized sub-scale similar to those developed by Norton (1983) for dramatic, open, and 

attentive would be a starting place for this research. Additionally, the vague connection 

between contentiousness and argumentativeness, as mentioned in the literature review, 

needs further development and explanation. 

Additionally, future research should revisit nonverbal and verbal inunediacy, 

conununicator style, teacher effectiveness, student motivation, and affective and cognitive 

learning to further clarify the relationships among immediacy, communicator style, and 
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student outcomes. Furthermore, the connection between conununicator style and 

students' willingness to communicate are only connected through verbal inunediacy in the 

current study. A clearer relationship between communicator styles and students' 

willingness to communicate could be established in future research by examining these 

constructs together. 

Implications for Practice 

As noted in the rationale, the purpose of this study was to clarify the relationship 

between conununicator styles and immediacy, to establish the ground work for instructor 

training. Several important factors that affect training have been illuminated through this 

study. Some verbal and nonverbal behaviors seem to be of more relative importance in 

developing communicator styles and other aspects of effective instruction as detailed in 

the discussion of Research Question #1 and #2. The current training research briefly 

introduced in the discussion indicates that the role of instructional communication 

researchers is to empower instructors so that they may self-prescribe behaviors (Jensen, 

1998) and self-monitor their progress (Gorham & Zakahi, 1990; Jensen, 1999; Scott & 

Nussbaum, 1981). In addition to self-monitoring, student monitoring has been found to be 

accurate when analyzed in comparison with direct observation (Jensen, 1999; Moore et 

al., 1996). As indicated in the literature review, the majority of the studies regarding 

immediacy are based on student perceptions, while few studies are based on self-

perceptions, direct observation, or full experimental design. For the purposes of training, 

Jensen's three-prong data collection appears promising. By combining all three levels of 

data, a complete view of the classroom can be provided. Thus, allowing instructors to 

self-prescribe, while taking into account student perceptions. Additionally, any possible 

misunderstandings on the part of the instructors participating in the study would be noted 

during the second direct observations. 
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The goal of any training program is to influence student outcomes, such as 

motivation and affective and cognitive learning. The results of this study indicate that 

communicator style is an important construct to consider prior to training, because 

communicator styles that are perceived to be unfavorable can be identified and specific 

training to address these negative behaviors can be administered. Thus, fiiture training 

research needs to not only focus on the role of nonverbal and verbal immediacy behaviors, 

but those behaviors that are perceived negatively by students. Specialized training for 

dominant, precise, and contentious communicators should combat negatively perceived 

teacher behaviors. We know from the current research that, for the most part, teachers 

can continue to operate in their preferred communicator styles and still be deemed 

effective teachers. 
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Thank you for your voluntary participation in this project. All of your answers will remain 
anonymous and confidential. Please try to answer all of the following questions as 
truthfully as possible. There are no right or wrong answers. If you have any questions or 
concerns regarding this survey please contact Karen Anderson or Dr. Karla Kay Jensen 
(806-742-3913) in the Communication Studies Department. Thank you again for your 
time. 
1. Sex: Female Male 

2. Classification: First year student 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 
Other 

3. Age: ^Under 25 25 and over 

Please evaluate the instructor you had for the class immediately before this class. 
Please mark the correct item to describe the instructor and the course that you are 
evaluating: 
4. Your Instructor's Sex: Female Male 
5. Your instructor is a: 

Professor Teaching Assistant 
Lecturer/Other Faculty Don't Know 

6. Please estimate the number of students in the course you are evaluating: 
1-25 26-50 5 land up 

Using the following scale, please evaluate the instructor you had before this class. Please 
circle the number for each item that best represents your feelings. 

1= Agree 2= Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree 

My instructor: 

7. Sits behind desk while teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Gestures while talking to class. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Uses monotone/dull voice when talking to class. 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Looks at class while talking. 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Smiles at the class as a whole, not just individual students. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Has a very tense body position while talking to the class. 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Touches students in the class. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Moves around the classroom while teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Sits on a desk or in a chair while teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Looks at the board or notes while talking to the class. 1 2 3 4 5 

76 



1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree 

My instructor-
17. Stands behmd podium or desk while teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 
18. Has a very relaxed body position while talking to the class. 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Smiles at individual students in the class. 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Uses a variety of vocal expressions while talking to the class. 1 2 3 4 5 
21. Uses personal examples or talks about experiences 1 2 3 4 5 
she/he has had outside of class. 
22. Asks questions or encourages students to talk. 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Gets into discussions based on something a student brings 1 2 3 4 5 
up even when this doesn't seem to be part of his/her lecture plan. 
24. Uses humor in class. 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Addresses students by name. 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Addresses me by name. 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Gets into conversations with individual students before 1 2 3 4 5 
or after class. 
28. Has initiated conversations with me before or after class. 1 2 3 4 5 
29. Refers to class as "my" class or what'T' am doing. 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Refers to class as "our" class or what '*we" are doing. 1 2 3 4 5 
31. Provides feedback on my individual work through 1 2 3 4 5 
comments on papers, oral discussions, etc. 
32. Calls on students to answer questions even if they have 1 2 3 4 5 
not indicated that they want to talk. 
33. Asks how students feel about an assignment, due date or 1 2 3 4 5 
discussion topic. 
34. Invites students to telephone or meet with him/her outside 1 2 3 4 5 
of class if they have questions or want to discuss something. 
35. Asks questions that have specific, correct answers. 1 2 3 4 5 
36. Asks questions that solicit viewpoints or opinions. 1 2 3 4 5 
37. Praises students' work, actions or comments. 1 2 3 4 5 
38. Criticizes or points out faults in students'work, actions 1 2 3 4 5 
or comments. 
39. Will have discussions about things unrelated to class with 1 2 3 4 5 
individual students or with the class as a whole. 
40. Is addressed by his/her first name by the students. 1 2 3 4 5 
41. Is comfortable with all varieties of people. 1 2 3 4 5 
42. Laughs easily. 1 2 3 4 5 
43. Readily expresses admiration for others. 1 2 3 4 5 
44. Leaves an impression on people. 1 2 3 4 5 
45. Leaves people with an impression that they remember. 1 2 3 4 5 
46. Is friendly, and acknowledges verbally other's contributions. 1 2 3 4 5 
47. Is a very good communicator. 1 2 3 4 5 
48. Has some nervous mannerisms when he or she speaks. 1 2 3 4 5 
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1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree 

My instructor: 
49. Is a very relaxed communicator. 1 2 3 4 5 
50. Is quick to challenge people he or she disagrees with. 1 2 3 4 5 
51. Can repeat back to someone exactly what was meant. 1 2 3 4 5 
52. Has a voice that is very easy to recognize. 1 2 3 4 5 
53. Is a very precise communicator. 1 2 3 4 5 
54. Leaves a definite impression on people. 1 2 3 4 5 
55. Is sometimes affected by his or her nervousness. 1 2 3 4 5 
56. Comes across as a relaxed speaker under pressure. 1 2 3 4 5 
57. Has eyes that reflect exactly what he or she is feeling when 1 2 3 4 5 
he or she communicates. 
58. Dramatizes a lot. 1 2 3 4 5 
59. Always finds it very easy to communicate on a one-to-one 1 2 3 4 5 
basis with strangers. 
60. Usually, deliberately reacts in such a what that 1 2 3 4 5 
people know that he or she is listening to them. 
61. Usually, does not tell people much about themselves 1 2 3 4 5 
until he or she gets to know them well. 
62. Regularly tells jokes, anecdotes and stories when 1 2 3 4 5 
he or she communicates. 
63. Tends to constantly gesture when he or she communicates. 1 2 3 4 5 
64. Is an extremely open communicator. 1 2 3 4 5 
65. Is vocally a loud communicator. 1 2 3 4 5 
66. Is a very good communicator with strangers. 1 2 3 4 5 
67. Insists on precise definitions during arguments. 1 2 3 4 5 
68. Speaks fi-equently in most social situations. 1 2 3 4 5 
69. Finds it easy to maintain a conversation with a 1 2 3 4 5 
member of the opposite sex whom he or she has just met. 
70. Likes to be strictly accurate when he or she communicates. 1 2 3 4 5 
71. Has a loud voice and could easily break into conversations. 1 2 3 4 5 
72. Often physically and vocally acts out what he or she wants 1 2 3 4 5 
to communicate. 
73. Has an assertive voice. 1 2 3 4 5 
74. Readily reveals personal things about him/herself 1 2 3 4 5 
75. Is dominant in social situations. 1 2 3 4 5 
76. Is very argumentative. 1 2 3 4 5 
77. Has a hard time stopping him/herself when he or she 1 2 3 4 5 
gets wound up in a heated discussion. 
78. Is always an extremely fiiendly communicator. 1 2 3 4 5 
79. Really likes to listen. 1 2 3 4 5 
80. Often insists that other people document or present some 1 2 3 4 5 
kind of proof for what they are arguing. 
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1= Strongly Disagree 2= Disagree 3= Neutral 4= Agree 5= Strongly Agree 

My instnictor-
81. Trys to take charge of things. 1 2 3 4 5 
82. Is bothered when he or she must drop an argument that is not 1 2 3 4 5 
resolved. 
83. Tends to come on strong 1 2 3 4 5 
84. Is very expressive nonverbally 1 2 3 4 5 
85. Usually, leaves an impression on people. 1 2 3 4 5 
86. Tends to be encouraging to people when he or she 1 2 3 4 5 
communicates. 
87. Actively uses a lot of facial expressions when he or she 1 2 3 4 5 
communicates. 
88. Very frequently verbally exaggerates to emphasize a point. 1 2 3 4 5 
89. Is an extremely attentive communicator. 1 2 3 4 5 
90. Almost always openly expresses his or her feelings and 1 2 3 4 5 
emotions. 

91. Out of a random group of sk people, including your instructor, he or she would 
probably have a better communicator style than (circle one choice) 

5 of 
them 

4 of 
them 

3 of 
them 

2 of 
them 

l o f 
them 

None of 
them 
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