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Abstract

Clear and effective communication is essentiabdat/’s society (Smith &
Cotten, 1980; Smith & Land, 1981). Nonverbal comination specifically has a vital
role in communication. There is inconsistent datahe effect of nonverbal
communication used by instructors and the impactodent learning within the higher
education environment. This research study souagimd distinct correlations between
instructors’ nonverbal communication and a vargdtglements related to student
learning.

This study examined (1) the relationship betweanddrdized measurements of
student learning and instructors’ nonverbal commatnon, (2) the relationship between
students’ perceptions of their learning and ingbret nonverbal communication, (3) the
relationship between students’ perceptions of ucstr credibility based on the
instructors’ nonverbal communication, and (4) tlationship between students’ gender
and instructors’ nonverbal communication.

Based on quantitative and qualitative data, colkgdents (N=85) from a
midsize Midwestern university reported distincidiimgs that progressed the study of
nonverbal communication. Students attended clésomne of two variable instructor-
lecturing types: utilizing effective nonverbal comnication (good eye contact, arm
movement, facial expression, voice fluctuation, paosition in the classroom), or poor
nonverbal communication (poor eye contact, arm nreere, facial expression, voice
fluctuation, and position in the classroom). Tihgtiuctors lectured the exact same

material from a script. Students provided dataugh tests, surveys, and focus groups



that delivered substantial evidence of the relatigm between instructors’ nonverbal
communication and student learning.

Findings in the research study suggest that ictrs’ nonverbal communication
is beneficial to students’ academic success. Sty outlined which elements of
nonverbal communication an instructor could uskemoefit student learning. Using the
results of this study, university administratoes;ulty, and professional development

officials could find beneficial information for threuccess of higher education instruction.

Vi
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Chapter One: Introduction

Effective higher education instructors’ lectures key to an enriching student
learning environment (Leathers & Eaves, 2008).sésinstructors are responsible for
communicating clearly and effectively to their stuts. Research has been conducted to
examine what effect instructors’ communication bastudents’ in-class behaviors
(Adalsteinsdottir, 2004; Anderman & Kaplan, 200&afney, Plax, Richmond, &
McCroskey, 1984; Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-Wasco, 13&athers & Eaves, 2008;
Mackay, 2006; Sime, 2006).

Significant research has been conducted to ceeralaacademically beneficial
bond between students and instructors throughgbeftiverbal communication
(Comadena, Hunt, & Simonds, 2007; Galloway, 19&mite, 2002; McCroskey, 2002;
Richmond, McCroskey, & Johnson, 2003). This rede&as propelled theories of
students’ academic success through the use ofywoiords. An experiment conducted
by Wright and Nuthall (1970) showed a relationgbgtween instructors’ use of words
like “good” following a student’s in-class answerdathat same student’s achievement on
later graded material.

Based on this finding, the verbal communicatiotwieen an instructor and
student is crucial for academic success; the glafithe instructors’ words impact the
learning environment. Nonverbal communication hy instructor can help provide
clarity and help students interpret the instructeesbal communication (Burgoon, 1980;
Burgoon & Saine, 1978; Chesebro, 1999, 2003; Hofidenymier, 2009; Mehrabian,

1981; Wiener & Mehrabian, 1968). Thus, one cawotilze that utilizing not only
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effective verbal communication, but also effectnverbal communication fosters a
more enriching learning environment.

This study addressed inconsistent data regardangfflect of instructors’
nonverbal communication on student learning. MpBeebe, Raffeld, and Paulsel
(2004) stated, “Verbal messages function to corlkeycontent of the message whereas
nonverbal messages function to establish the oelstiip” (p. 29). Previous literature
(Andersen, 1979; Folwell, 2000; Frechette & More2@10) has cast doubt on the
correlation between the relationship built from werbal communication and student
learning, while other literature promotes its efifeeness (Burroughs, 2007; Comadena et
al., 2007; Daniel, 2000; Eadie, 1996).

Background of the Study

In order to study nonverbal communication, it3sential to offer a specific
definition. Ellyson and Dovidio (1985) defined nanbal communication as “behavior
that is not part of formal, verbal language” (p. This definition encompassed a wide
variety of messages a student may receive witlslassroom. This would include
aspects such as classroom temperature, instrutter ame of day, etc. Another
definition of nonverbal communication was statecdHgnley (1977), “how we say things
with our body postures and movements, facial exgioes, gestures, touching, eye
contact, use of space, and so on” (p. 2). Fopthpose of this study, the definition of
nonverbal communication included instructors’ egatact, hand and arm motions, facial
expressions, voice fluctuation, and moving arounaftont of the classroom while never

behind a podium or other barrier.
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The question must be asked: how much of commuaica nonverbal? A
number of studies tried to pinpoint an exact peag® Mehrabian (1981) theorized that
one-half of communication falls under the nonvedazakegory, which is the lowest
percentage accumulated from such a study. BarmahWéolniansky's (1989) findings
suggest 70% is nonverbal while Fromkin and Rodmgi®83) findings state that 90% is
nonverbal communication. A more recent study bgseeand Pease (2004) found that
83% of communication comes from nonverbal commurdna According to these
authors, there is a consensus that nonverbal comatiom accounts for over half of
communication.

Past research focused primarily on two areas edlsgrs’ nonverbal
communication. The first area of study that reediattention is the speakers’ facial
expressions (Atkinson, 2002; Garau, Slater, BeBa&se, 2001; Mitrovic & Suraweera,
2000). The second area of nonverbal study centr@ehd hand and arm motions
(Craig, Gholson, & Driscoll, 2002; van Mulken, Aredi& Muller, 1998). Although both
areas were found to demonstrate qualities of tealsgr, the two differed. Emotions
have been correlated to the face (Atkinson, 200Bjle clarity has been associated with
hands and arms (Craig et al., 2002).

This nonverbal communication research has beanpocated into the classroom
setting for over three decades. Numerous studessepted data relating instructors’
effective nonverbal communication with studentgid@mic success in some context
(Allen, Witt, & Wheeless, 2006; Andersen, 1979; Arekn, Norton, & Nussbaum, 1981,
Burroughs, 2007; Chesebro, 2003; Christophel, 18@0ham, 1988; Gorham & Zakahi,

1990; Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-Wasco, 1985; King &tW2009; Plax, Kearney,
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McCroskey, & Richmond, 1986; Powell & Harville, I®Richmond, 1990; Richmond,
Gorham, & McCroskey, 1987; Sanders & Wiseman, 19%8worth, 2001).

While research has been plentiful, there have bemmber of inconsistencies in
the findings. In the following sections, | willadtify the purpose of this study, and how
it will add to the literature.

Purpose of the Study

Maximizing students’ academic achievement is thieary goal for any educator.
With this being the goal, instructional communioatis an area that can benefit any
instructor in the classroom. Although many studesearched the area of instructional
communication, further data may shed light ontodtiect of nonverbal communication
in the classroom.

Few studies have investigated potential corratatizetween instructors’
nonverbal communication and true student learningorder to supply instructors in the
higher education environment with information abefiiéctive lecture practices, further
research is needed to define the effectivenessrfarbal communication in the
classroom at the college level. This researchystuovided documentation of a
correlation between instructors’ nonverbal commatian and student performance on
standardized measurement of learning. This doctiaiso adds to literature the
relationship instructors’ nonverbal communicati@s fon other areas of students’
learning.

Instructional communication supports the clarityacademic messages. Past
studies found a strong correlation between instrudearness and increased student

academic achievement (Alexander, Frankiewicz, &Mms, 1979; Burgoon, 1980;
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Burgoon & Saine, 1978; Chesebro, 1999, 2003; HiGesickshank, & Kennedy, 1985;
Houser & Frymier, 2009; Mehrabian, 1981; Smith &i#€n, 1980; Smith & Land, 1981,
Wiener & Mehrabian, 1968). Further studies on mmaverbal communication can
support the clarity of educational messages amnéasfor student success.
This was a mixed method study, utilizing both giagéive and quantitative forms
of data gathering. The purpose of this project twaavestigate:
e The relationship between instructors’ nonverbal camication and
student learning, using posttest scores from twdesit cohorts
e The relationship between nonverbal communicatieepgon and student
gender
e The relationship between nonverbal communicatieepgon and
perceived instructor credibility
e The perceptions of students’ learning related struttors’ nonverbal
communication
e The relationship between students assigned tosa elad those from a

participant pool.

The primary goal of this study was to determingnére was a relationship
between the effectiveness of instructors’ nonvecbaimunication and student learning,
as opposed to how students feel about their legrrifrior studies reported a correlation
between instructors using effective nonverbal comication and students enjoying that
instructor’s lecture (Allen et al., 2006; Anders&879; Andersen et al., 1981; Burroughs,
2007; Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-Wasco, 1985; Rocca &Nbskey, 1999; Rodgers &

McCroskey, 1984). Although students like the instor more when he/she uses
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effective nonverbal communication, are the studentg learning more, or are they
enjoying the learning experience more? This resesiudy sought to answer this
guestion.

Kelly and Kelly (1982) stated that award-winningdhers compared their
instructing to a theatrical performance. Thesegazed teachers obviously held
nonverbal communication to be essential just esviiith theatrical performances. This
analogy infers there truly was a relationship betmvmstructors’ effective nonverbal
communication and students’ academic success.oirglthis further, this researcher
felt this was an area where findings could bertb&thigher education environment.

Sims and Sims (1995) stated, “Institutions of higkgducation are always looking
for ways to make their educational initiative mefeective. Higher education
administrators and instructors at all levels anmestantly under pressure to provide more
effective and efficient services” (p. 1). Thisadyusought to provide higher educational
instructors with data to improve student learningr live lectures.

Research Problem

Friedrich (1978) stated, “For seventy years, teexhave interacted with their
students using a relatively consistent patternt after thousands of research studies, we
are unable to say that those interactions havenapgct on learning” (p. 16). This holds
true today; current research must specifically ptmward student academic success or
the lack thereof. The research problem detaild@digstudy is the lack of data
correlating instructors’ nonverbal communicatiorstadents’ learning.

Although verbal communication in the classroom Ieesn studied for over a half-

century, nonverbal communication studies receiesearch since the 1970s. There have
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been numerous studies in the last 40 years theglate instructors’ nonverbal
communication with student learning (Andersen, 19889; Andersen, Andersen,
Murphy, & Wendt-Wasco, 1985; Beebe, 1980; Breed11Burroughs, 2007; Comadena
et al., 2007; Daniel, 2000; Eadie, 1996; Grant &Hhlags, 1971; Kearney, Plax, &
Wendt-Wasco, 1985; Richmond et al., 1987; Smiti791¥ictoria, 1970; Weineke,
1981), but further research is needed to sortrmansistent findings.

Even within the communication field, professionstisted nonverbal
communication needed more research. Pettit (1f®0B)d that communication research
primarily involved writing and theory, but neededna exploration in the field of
nonverbal communication.

There has been significant skepticism about ndralerommunication’s role in
student learning (Andersen et al., 1981). A pastysby Andersen (1979) found no
major relationship between nonverbal communicasiod tested student learning, while
McDowell, McDowell, and Hyerdahl (1980) utilizedetlsame exact study one year later
and found a positive relationship between instngttoonverbal communication and
students’ grades. | will discuss in Chapter Twavhbis inconsistency has continually
occurred since then. This is an area that neetisefunvestigation to bring validity to
the claim of nonverbal communication’s effect omd&nt learning.

There have been numerous other limitations in rgsstarch about instructors’
nonverbal communication and student learning. ikstance, some studies utilized taped
video of instructors (Folwell, 2000; Frechette & iMoo, 2010). The researchers

believed the usage of videotape took away manytipesffects nonverbal
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communication has on in-class instruction. In cast{ the current study utilized live
instructor presentations.

Another issue from past research includes un-ditestirveys about instructors’
nonverbal communication. Some researchers diseiibsurveys to a number of
classroom students, which asked them to rate pinefessor according to a nonverbal
communication scale but did not test the studdtaslie, 1996; Folwell, 2000; Plax et al.,
1986; Richmond et al., 1987). The survey questasked the students what they thought
of their instructors’ nonverbal communication armdvimuch they thought they learned
from that instructor.

Variables to be considered from this past research:

1. The researchers limited their study to studentgeion of what they learned.
The researchers did not measure if students tealyned more from an instructor
who utilized effective nonverbal communication Ekdompared to one who
utilized poor nonverbal communication skills thrbaugsting.

2. Survey answers could have been influenced by pusvitstructor-student
connections. Examples of this could include presiolasses with the instructor
or an adviser/advisee relationship. This previoumection the students may
have had with the instructor could have changed they view their perceived
learning from that instructor. In this study, stats’ first encounter with the
instructor utilizing effective or poor nonverbalmmunication skills was the same
day as the tests and survey. This decreased ertrarvariables on this study’s

data.
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The relationship between instructors’ nonverbal camication and students’
perceived credibility of the instructor was alsoaswred as part of this study. Past
research considered perceived credibility of tistructor (Pogue & AhYun, 2006). This
study gave no explanation of the instructors’ cabaekground.

Results from students in a structured course irctieent study were compared to
those from a participant pool. This determineithd added importance of a perceived
class grade had an effect on the level of actiamliag. As the participant pool had no
perception of a class environment, differences wezasured. No literature was found
that studied this relationship.

Nonverbal communication experiments, such as tleamthis study, bolster the
data credibility compared to research that criésithe positive effect of nonverbal
communication (Hess, Smythe, & Communication 48013. This research is valuable
to university deans and higher education instrsdihelp increase students’ academic
success.

Hypotheses

The purpose of this research study was to exatheeelationship between
instructors’ nonverbal communication and studeatrieng. This empirical research was
conducted during the spring 2013 semester. Althdhg primary purpose of this study
was to compare students’ standardized measuremieletsning affected by instructors’
nonverbal communication, this study adds dataedothdy of literature on a number of
other aspects of nonverbal communication in thesctaeom. Quantitative data were
collected through the use of tests and surveysvestigate a number of hypotheses.

The hypotheses for this mixed methods study afellasvs:
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Hypothesis #1:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gez&knowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeittrained for purposes of this study, as
measured by posttest scores.

Hypothesis #2:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gez&knowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeiltrained for purposes of this study, as
measured by comparison of pretest and posttestscor

Hypothesis #3:Female students in the class taught by the irtstrueho have
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatiahivave greater knowledge retention
than male students, as measured by gain in ptetpsisttest scores.

Hypothesis #4:Female students in the class taught by the irtstruého hasiot
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatiahivave greater knowledge retention
than male students, as measured by gain in ptetpsisttest scores.

Hypothesis #5:There will be a relationship between the typeaiverbal
communication delivered and knowledge gained asured by posttest scores.

Hypothesis #6:Students will report they learn more from an iastor trained in
effective nonverbal communication compared to atructor not trained in effective
nonverbal communication, as measured by percentfaggreement with prompts on
perception survey results.

Hypothesis #7:The observation of effective versus non-effectisaverbal
communication will affect how knowledgeable studgmerceive the instructor to be, as

measured by percentage of agreement with prompp&@eption survey results.
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Research Questions

Along with the quantitative data derived from thgbtheses, research questions
were developed to add qualitative data. The catalé data were collected through the
use of focus groups.

The research questions | examined for this mixethaus study are as follows:
Research Question #1What is the relationship between instructors’ oseonverbal
communication and students’ perception of how muelor she has learned as measured
by responses during focus group discussion?

Research Question #2What is the relationship between instructors’ oseonverbal
communication and students’ perception of the utstirs’ knowledge about the lectured
subject as measured by responses during focus giscyssion?

Definition of Terms

In this section, terms were defined that were ubsalighout the study. Terms, or
variations of terms, were used throughout the fefldonverbal communication
education. Although some terms do not have a sterdiusage in the field’s studies,
terms backed by literature were chosen and useddhout the research document.

1. Nonverbal Communication The use of hand gestures, vocal variety, eye

contact with students, positive facial expressioelsxed body posture while

walking around the classroom, removed barriers eetwstudents and instructor

(Eadie, 1996; Frechette, & Moreno, 2010; Moore kdan, & Stacks, 2010; Teel,

2011; Woolfolk, 1978).
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2. Proxemics—The study of how space is used by individualsotmmunicate
(Devito, 2009; Leathers & Eaves, 2008; Moore, Hiocks& Stacks, 2010; Prabhu,
2010; Smeltzer, Waltman, & Leonard, 1999; Teel,1301

3. Paralanguage-The vocal cues such as pitch, tempo, volumegatitins,
pauses, vocalizations, and silence (Argyle, 19@Sjkar & Flatley, 2005; Moore
et al., 2010; Semic, 1999).

4. Kinetics —Facial expressions and body movements (Leathé&taks, 2008;
Moore et al., 2010).

4. Immediacy—The physical and psychological closeness a stddels with
his/her instructor. Non-immediate instructors igngistance and detachment
from their students (Andersen, 1979; Mehrabian119671, 1981). Nonverbal
immediacy techniques include body lean, eye consaciling, physical closeness,
head nods, hand gestures, and vocal expressiv@xadsrsen, 1979; Andersen,
Andersen, & Jensen, 1979; Burgoon, Buller, Hal@le&Turck, 1984; King &
Witt, 2009; Knapp & Hall, 2010; Patterson, 1973elT&011; Witt & Schrodt,
2006).

5. Perceptions of Learning:How students think they are learning from the
instructor (Andersen et al., 1981; Burroughs, 2@adie, 1996; Richmond,
McCroskey, Plax, & Kearney, 1986; Rodriguez, P&aXearney, 1996). This is
not truly how much students have learned, but tryr feelings toward their
own learning.

6. Standardized Measurements of LearningHow much students truly learn

from the instructor according to standardized mesmments of learning, as
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opposed to the student’s perceptions of how mueh lkarned (Andersen et al.,
1981; Burroughs, 2007; Eadie, 1996).
Assumptions

It should be noted that | began this study with @assumption that nonverbal
communication has a strong impact on communicatMg.professional background in
communication led me to build opinions about therggth of nonverbal
communication’s impact on social behaviors. Howeaethe time of this study, | was
new to the higher education environment, and tlaasrtot made strong personal theories
about the relationship between instructors’ nonakecbmmunication and student
learning.

Because | was aware of my own assumptions regatdis study, | purposefully
included a number of steps to maximize the validitthe data collected. For instance, |
was not the only instructor that lectured in thpexment. | also brought in an additional
instructor to make sure the methodology would matysdata results in a favorable
direction. The tests, survey, and focus group answere also graded/identified by
three other raters beyond my own grading/identificain order to support the validity of
the final data.

Another assumption was that students answeredstigpraad consistently to
survey and focus group questions. To facilitaig, thstructors left the room while
students completed their assessments.

Summary
Chapter One provided an introduction to this studfered some background

information about nonverbal communication in ediocgt! environments, and described
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the purpose of this study. | also outlined theaesh problems that this study
specifically targeted. The hypotheses and resegrektions found in Chapter One gave
clear objectives that guided the methodology ingiéaThree. This chapter also defined
key terms that were utilized throughout this resleatudy. Chapter One contained an
overview of my previous experience with nonverb@hemunication and steps that were
taken to counteract any biases.

This study aimed to contribute to current literatin the field of nonverbal
communication in the college classrooms. Highercaton deans, professors, academic
scholars, and nonverbal communication professianalg gain valuable information
from this study in relation to the power of nonv@rbommunication when presenting to
inform an audience.

Conclusion

Nonverbal communication is a powerful tool in gtgi As so, this study was
conducted to look at the relationship between atructor’'s nonverbal communication
and student learning, specifically in the highemation environment. This current study
contributed to the body of research surroundingruicsors’ nonverbal communication.

This dissertation is divided into five chaptersiapter One provided the framing
of this study including the purpose and how it cidmitted to the current literature.
Chapter Two consists of a well-researched liteeataview over nonverbal
communication specifically, and its role in edueati Chapter Three outlines the
methodology of this study including research insteats. Chapter Four identifies the
data that were collected from the methodology. pfdraFive includes a discussion about

this study and recommendations for future studidhis field.



NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION 15

The following chapter reviews literature involvirtgstory of nonverbal
communication and student learning, nonverbal comaation’s effect on perceptions of
learning and standardized measurements of learnary,erbal communication’s effect
on instructors’ perceived credibility, differendesachievement by gender correlated to

instructor nonverbal communication, and learnirfgaive nonverbal communication.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to provide instrigctorhigher education with
empirical evidence concerning the impact nonvecbaimunication has on student
learning. Research in the area of nonverbal conncation and student learning will be
reviewed.

Areas discussed in Chapter Two include: historgafverbal communication and
student learning, nonverbal communication’s eftecperceptions of learning and
standardized measurements of learning, nonverlatnzmication’s effect on instructors’
perceived credibility, differences in achievemeasdd on gender correlated to instructor
nonverbal communication, and learning effectivevashal communication.

The literature review begins with a historicalgpctive of research between
nonverbal communication and student learning. mvféed, Chapter Three will outline
the methodology of this empirical research to obxséhne relationship between nonverbal
communication and student learning.

Nonverbal Communication and Student Learning, a Higorical Perspective

Since the early 1970s, there has been researchshte the role of instructors’
nonverbal communication on student learning (Andear& Kaplan, 2008; Andersen,
1979; Andersen et al., 1981; Christophel, 1990¢clkede & Moreno, 2010; Gorham,
1988; Gorham & Zakahi, 1990; Kearney, Plax, & WeWt#sco, 1985; Leathers &
Eaves, 2008; Mackay, 2006; Plax et al., 1986; Plaswelarville, 1990; Richmond, 1990;
Richmond et al., 1987; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990eS#006; Teel, 2011; Woolfolk,

1978). There are two founding researchers whorbdgatrend of nonverbal
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communication in education. Mehrabian (1961) vinasfirst to study the significance of
nonverbal communication in the classroom. Ande(48i@8) took Mehrabian’s findings
and further associated them to the instructorsSeumeation style.

The two researchers coined the term immediacy, widescribes physical and
psychological closeness a student feels with anuct®r. Nonverbal communication
immediacy techniques include body lean, eye consaciling, physical closeness, head
nods, hand gestures, and vocal expressiveness i@amle979; Andersen et al., 1979;
Burgoon et al., 1984; King & Witt, 2009; Knapp & H&2010; Patterson, 1973; Teel,
2011; Witt & Schrodt, 2006).

Merabian (1961) and Andersen (1978) felt nonvecbahmunication immediacy
played an integral role in the classroom envirorimdine researchers felt students held a
more positive perception of their instructor ane thass.

Using a variety of definitions from Frechette andrigho (2010), Woolfolk
(1978), and Eadie (1996), the definition of nonatidmmunication immediacy in this
study included several components. Backed by pemearch, nonverbal communication
strategies were identified as hand gestures, wa@radty, eye contact with students,
positive facial expressions, relaxed body postungemvalking around the classroom,
and removed barriers between students and instructo

Data collected from a study by Burgoon and Hoo(#2602) found five important
nonverbal encoding and decoding skills that peetito interpersonal communication:

1. Nonverbal communication encoding and decodingsskile correlated

to personal popularity, attraction, and psychodaeel-being.
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2. Nonverbally skilled communication senders are nsmecessful in

influencing and deceiving other people.

3. Encoding and decoding nonverbal communicationskilé related to
gender.
4. Encoding and decoding nonverbal communicationsskile not related

to race, education, and intelligence, while ocagpatraining, and age
are related.

5. There is a modest relationship between sendersandhgood at
encoding nonverbal communication also being goattabding.

(p. 241)

Hybels and Weaver (2004) outlined four functiongofiverbal communication.
First, nonverbal communication is unique to culfyrerception of nonverbal
communication can differ between cultures whereattias present (Hybels & Weaver,
2004, p. 171). Next, verbal and nonverbal commatioo messages may conflict with
each other; positive word choices can be contradiby negative nonverbal
communication (Hybels & Weaver, 2004, p. 172). t\&xe majority of nonverbal
communication operates at a subconscious levepleadten to not consciously control
their nonverbal communication actions (Hybels & W&xa2004, p. 174). Finally,
nonverbal communication reflects feelings andwadtt; nonverbal communication can
describe the sender’s feeling in a message batardpoken words (Hybels & Weaver,
2004, p. 175).

While considering these four functions of nonvédmmmunication, there are

poor nonverbal communication elements that higdacation instructors need to be
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mindful of (Kroehnert, 2006). Kroehnert (2006) rtiened five nonverbal
communication errors by instructors:

1. Poor personal habits

2. Always stiff

3. Blocking or touching their face

4. Over-exaggerated hand gestures

5. Tapping or shaking legs and hands (pp. 151-153).

Instructors’ nonverbal communication has been tated to stronger student
perception in a number of other studies. Nort§gh%/7) research concluded that
perceived instructor effectiveness and the insbnetommunication style were strongly
correlated. Utilizing proxemics (use of space) paralanguage (use of voice
fluctuation) positively affected nonverbal commuation.

Lesikar and Flatley (2005) stated:

Paralanguage is the communication effect of thedpepitch, volume, and

connectivity of spoken words. Are they fast omg?o Are they high pitched or

deep? Are they loud and forceful or barely audibkre they smooth or
disjointed? These questions are examples of ghesstyou would ask to analyze
the nonverbal symbols of paralanguage. The syntimieme a part of the
meaning that is filtered from a spoken message...bdipg on the circumstance,

a person’s voice may or may not be consistent thighintended word meanings.

But you should make every effort to avoid incoresisies that will send a

confusing message. Consistency among the wordshmase and how you

deliver them to create clear meaning should be goat. (pp. 425-427)
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In another study, attractive voices caused listeteperceive the speaker as
likeable, dominant, and competent (Tubbs & Mos$630

Researchers believe proxemics is another powerfliin nonverbal
communication (Anderson, 1999; DeFleur, Kearneyl&x, 1998; Devito, 2009;
Leathers & Eaves, 2008; Miller, 1998; Richmond &Gfoskey, 2004). Miller (1998)
stated:

The most advanced curriculum and the highest hbaes little chance of success

without a supportive physical learning environmeint.order to foster productive

communication in the classroom, teachers must ditoilexible changes that are

beneficial for group interaction. It should beedthowever, the appropriate

spatial distances and arrangements are limitedrbyraad of variables, including

the conversational topic, the nature of the refeiop, and the physical

constraints present in the classroom. (p. 11)

Proxemic distance was studied by Devito (2009) wdtegorized four types of
space in relationship to communication in the Uuce.

1. Close relationships range from touch to 18 ische

2. Personal distance ranges from 18 inches tot4 fee

3. Social distance ranges from 4 feet to 12 feet.

4. Public distance ranges from 12 feet to more 2tafeet. (p. 68)

Another element that proved to encourage effectoreverbal communication
was specific facial expressions, otherwise knowki@atics. Research demonstrated that
facial expressions are the most important typeoofverbal communication (Tubbs &

Moss, 2006), which make facial expressions keysteriers’ perception of the speaker.
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Further information regarding studies on faciatdiees is described later in this chapter.
Proxemics, paralanguage, and kinetics all reswdtstronger connection between speaker
and receiver if used effectively.

Hand and arm gestures are also defined as kinetitsough hand and arm
gestures received much less empirical researchféicégadl and vocal expressions,
research has found hand and arm gestures to beeidi® component of effective
nonverbal communication (Hietanen, Leppénen, & debh, 2004).This connection is
essential for a successful learning environmertesgbro et al. (1992) stated, “effective
communication between teachers and students esence of effective instruction” (p.
354). As previously mentioned, nonverbal commuioceaccounted for over half of
instructors’ messages (Barnum & Wolniansky, 1988ntkin & Rodman, 1983;
Mehrabian, 1981; Pease & Pease, 2004). Therefneegan theorize that this effective
communication must involve a high number of nonaédommunication elements
(Chesebro et al., 1992).

Miller (1998) stated:

Body postures and movements are frequently indisatbself-confidence,

energy, fatigue, or status. In the classroom, stisdesen to receive body

messages of enthusiasm and boredom about the soig#er being taught can

sense confidence or frustration from the unconscbmhavior of the teachers. (p.

18)

A study conducted by Hogan and Stubbs (2003) asketbknts at a university
how likeable their professor was after a few sesafdhe first impression. Students

who found the professor congenial in the first f@eonds found the entire class
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throughout the semester more enjoyable than didttlgents who stated they did not like
the professor after the first impression.

Burroughs (2007) described an instructor usingzedsal communication
immediacy as one, “who seems relaxed, animatedacally expressive during class
lectures and discussion, moreover, this teachdesiimtequently, engages in a lot of eye
contact and is generally perceived as friendly @molroachable” (p. 456). Contrary to
this type of instruction is the poor nonverbal conmmgation instructor. Burroughs
(2007) defined this instructor as one “who seemsdereserved, and vocally
unexpressive during class lectures and discussibloseover, the teacher seldom smiles,
avoids looking directly at students and is gengnadirceived as remote, aloof and
unapproachable” (p. 456).

Leathers and Eaves (2008) studied the preserebafrier between the instructor
and students. The researchers found that remavpiysical barrier such as a podium or
desk can positively affect communication with studereferred to as proxemics.
Proxemics is the study of how individuals use spaadfectively communicate
(Leathers & Eaves, 2008; Moore et al., 2010; Sreekt al., 1999).

Research has been conducted to study the effetttese nonverbal
communication elements as they pertained to stadacademic achievement. Instructor
smiles, head nods, and eye contact have been at&sbuiith students seeking further
information about the lectured topic (Myers & Kn@901). Research shows that even
though students received the same amount of intommdepending on the level of

instructors’ nonverbal communication, students tibakpon themselves to learn outside
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of the classroom if they felt a stronger connectioth the instructor (Myers & Knox,
2001).

These nonverbal communication elements from thuntor have also been
associated with students communicating more duliass (Fusani, 1994). Class
engagement can be infectious, thus encouragingstsigdvho would not regularly
participate in class to join the conversation. sTihstructor-student connection has been
studied in correlation to two learning ideas: stideperception of learning, and
standardized measurements of learning (Fusani,)1994
Nonverbal Communication’s Effect on Perceptions oLearning

In this section, the relationship between instrigtoonverbal communication
and students’ perceptions of learning are outlin&dain, this study has defined
perceptions of learning as how significantly studehink they are learning from the
instructor (Allen et al., 2006; Andersen et al.819Burroughs, 2007; Chesebro, 2003;
Eadie, 1996; King & Witt, 2009; Richmond et al. 889 Rodriguez et al., 1996; Teel,
2011).

There have been numerous research studies tkatlgicorrelated teachers’
immediacy of nonverbal communication with buildagositive instructor/student
relationship in the secondary and college enviramts@Andersen, 1979; Andersen et al.,
1981; Burroughs, 2007; Cheesebro, 2003; CheselvMz@roskey, 2001; Comadena et
al., 2007; Eadie, 1996; Kearney, Plax, & Wendt-V#ad®85; Mackay, 2006; McDowell
et al., 1980; Richmond & McCroskey, 1984; Richmendl., 1986; Rodriguez et al.,

1996; Teel, 2011).
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Mehrabian (1971) stated that nonverbal commuisicatnmediacy has a strong
relationship between interpersonal relationshipPgdple are drawn towards persons and
things they like, evaluate highly, and prefer; #mely avoid or move away from things
they dislike, evaluate negatively, or do not prefpr 1). Mehrabian’s concept pertained
to the classroom environment.

Instructors who build a strong class relationshightheir students motivate those
students to spend more time on class tasks, whakases their perception that they
learned more (Rodrigeuz et al., 1996). Richmoiid22 stated that students feel much
closer to an immediate nonverbal communicatiorriiesdr which promotes a positive
instructor-student relationship.

Instructors’ nonverbal communication immediacy hasn found to produce four
results (Mackay, 2006, p. 54). First, nonverbahpmnication was the primary indicator
of the lesson’s mood for the day. This study stétat this mood was established within
the first few minutes. Second, after the mood established, the instructor’s nonverbal
communication provided a context to how studentaikhact with each other and the
instructor. Next, Mackay (2006) found that the instor’'s proxemics, paralanguages,
and kinetics convey their amount of confidence eomtrol over the classroom. Finally,
as students became familiar with the mood of thes;ltheir attitudes toward that class or
instructor did not change unless changes occuroed the instructor. This research
specifically predicted a positive correlation betwenstructors’ nonverbal
communication and positive student change, butitisesacurred over time. This
research study examined the effects of instructavaverbal communication in relation

to students’ learning within the first hour of iodiuction.
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Another study conducted by Houser and Frymier 92@pecifically studied the
personal perceptions students felt when presenitédaw instructor with effective and
poor nonverbal communication. These researchergdfa relationship between the
instructors’ effective nonverbal communication ataidents’ sense of confidence in the
subject area; conversely, instructors’ poor nonaecbommunication lead to students’
uncertainty about the subject area (Houser & Fryn@i@09). Students’ confidence
toward the classroom environment increased pexepdf their own learning. |If
students feel confident about the subject mattealrse they formed a strong bond with
the instructor, the students in turn feel as iftlearned substantially more (Houser &
Frymier, 2009).

The idea that students believe they learn moma fideacher they personally like
is not a new premise. Mehrabian (1981) statedygfgeapproach what they like and
avoid what they don't like” (p. 22). One reasondgnts believe they are learning more
from an immediate nonverbal communication instruddhe link to student
apprehension (Chesebro & McCroskey, 1998, 200fydedits who do not feel anxiety
toward a subject felt as if they would achieve &raid success, thus if students feel
comfortable in the learning environment, their p@ton of their own learning is greater
(Chesebro & McCroskey, 1998).

A study conducted by Andersen et al. (1981) fomotdworthy information about
perceptions of learning. In their study, 13 instous taught 198 college students in
separate classes; in each class, three trainedvebseated the instructors’ nonverbal
communication immediacy. Following the lecturdadents completed a survey on the

instructors’ communication style and an exam oliertested material. The survey data
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showed a strong correlation between effective ndratlecommunication and students’
perception of learning. However, their study founadsignificant correlation between
nonverbal communication and standardized measutsrméfearning.

Some researchers (Eadie, 1996; Holden, 1997) dhgiiénstructors’ nonverbal
communication immediacy is solely connected to estiisl perception of learning but has
no relationship with standardized measurementsarhing. Eadie (1996) stated:

Teachers who use nonverbal immediacy behaviorsttehdild good feeling

between themselves and their students, which ntes\s&tudents to spend more

time on the learning tasks, which, in turn, caistedents to perceive that they

have learned something significant. (p. 13)

Additionally, Holden (1997) researched the relasiup between instructors’
nonverbal communication and students’ perceptidisaoning and standardized
measurements of learning. He taught the same ebesst with two student cohorts; one
class was taught for the entire semester with poarerbal communication behaviors
while the second class was taught using effectorevarbal communication behaviors.

At the end of the semester, when students werelag&esurvey how much they
felt they had learned from the class, results dagieatly (Holden, 1997). On a scale
with 5 being the greatest, the poor nonverbal comaation class survey averaged 2.93,
while the effective nonverbal class averaged 4.D&is is consistent with the literature
on students’ perceptions of learning.

Notably, there was no significant change in ficlass GPA between these two
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cohorts. The study in this research document waias to Holden’s (1997) work with
two major changes: the lecture was only one day tla@re was no past relationship
between the instructors and the students.

Although research has agreed that nonverbal conuation affects how students
perceive their own education, there is a lack ofsemsus regarding a relationship
between nonverbal communication and standardizegunements of learning.
Nonverbal Communication’s Effect on Standardized Masurements of Learning

In this section, the relationship between instrigtoonverbal communication
and students’ standardized measurement of leaamgngutlined. Again, this study has
defined standardized measurements of learningwsrhech students truly learn from
their instructor (Andersen et al., 1981; Burrou@®)7; Comadena et al., 2007; Daniel,
2000; Eadie, 1996). Researchers studied theaekdtip between instructors’ nonverbal
communication and tested student learning. Tlaa af the literature does not support a
unified idea as opposed to student perceptionashlag.

Christophel (1990) stated, “teachers can be aements within the educational
environment, capable of stimulating the developnoéistudent motivation toward
learning” (p. 324). Christophel (1990) definedgéective agents as instructors who
utilize effective nonverbal communication immediacyheir classrooms. This theory is
supported by a number of researchers including€éP000) who stated, “teacher’s
nonverbal immediacy and cognitive and affectiveriesy are related” (p. 64). Daniel
(2000) defined perceptions of learning as cognieaening, and standardized

measurements of learning as affective learning.
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Additionally, research conducted by Sime (200&inib a relationship between
instructors’ nonverbal communication and three Hjgegreas:

1. Nonverbal communication can reinforce standardimedsurements of learning.
2. Nonverbal communication supports instructor-studemniections.
3. Nonverbal communication sets a tone for the clasgrms of classroom

management. (p. 112)

Unlike the studies by Andersen et al. (1981) anttelo (1997), Sime (2006) did
find a positive correlation between instructorshmerbal communication and students’
standardized measurements of learning. One notladdey for this positive relationship
was presented by Rocca (2004) which found thatesiisticlass attendance increased
when the instructor utilized effective nonverbaimrounication. This increased amount
of class time could result in positive standardizeshsurements of learning.

Another positive correlation between instructorshwerbal behavior and
standardized measurements of learning came frorskidusn and Scott (1979) who
found that a strong interpersonal relationship leetwan instructor and a student is a
significant predictor of learning. If researchegg that nonverbal communication
immediacy positively affects instructor/studentt&nships, one can see the correlation
between that relationship and a predictor of leani

Richmond et al. (1987) conducted a study that stpgddhe theory that
instructors’ nonverbal communication affects studestandardized measurements of
learning. Following two studies of a combined Th@ergraduate students, the study
found that instructor paralanguages, facial expoassand a relaxed body posture had

the strongest impact on learning.
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Richmond and his colleagues (1987) determineditisatuctors’ moderate
nonverbal communication immediacy positively aféetstudents’ standardized
measurements of learning compared to instructdrsing poor nonverbal
communication immediacy. Notably, instructors’ recate nonverbal communication
immediacy and instructors’ high nonverbal commutnacaimmediacy produced similar
results.

Similarly, Miller (1998) studied the positive assimn between instructors’
nonverbal communication and student success. Mil@98) said:

Teachers express enthusiasm, warmth, assertiveroesglence, or displeasure

through their facial expression, vocal intonatigestures, and use of space.

When teachers exhibit verbal messages that comfitbtnonverbal messages,

students become confused, and this confusion affents their attitudes and

learning. (p. 6)

A notable study conducted by Kelley and Gorham 8 @®rrelated students’
standardized measurements of learning with insiraceye contact and physical
positioning. This experiment utilized four diffeteconditions for the instructor, which
included:

1. Leaning forward in a chair with no barrier betwélea instructor and students

while performing positive head nods and eye contact

2. Leaning forward in a chair with no barrier betwelea instructor and students

while performing positive head nods and no eyeaxnt

3. Leaning back in a chair, holding a notebook to ter@sbarrier between the

instructor and students, performing no positivedheads but keeping eye contact
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4. Leaning back in a chair, holding a notebook to ter@abarrier between the
instructor and students, performing no positivedheads or eye contact. (p. 203)
Schonwetter (1993) found that instructors’ effeethonverbal communication

improved students’ selective attention to the ingtirs’ presentation. This selective
attention could then be targeted toward the legraljectives of the lecture.

Additionally, Burroughs’ (2007) study sought todia correlation between
instructors’ nonverbal communication and studesiishdardized measurements of
learning. His study recruited 564 undergraduatdesits from a mid-Atlantic university;
these students completed a survey regarding pé&oepif learning, which included two
guestions to assess standardized measuremengsrohtg (Burroughs, 2007).

The data derived from Burroughs’ (2007) study d&héd that instructors’
nonverbal communication was related to both peroegtof learning and standardized
measurements of learning. This current studyzetlia larger test with broader content
to measure standardized measurements of learniorglén to add strong data to the
literature.

In another study, an instructor discussed sixstenring a short lecture (Kelley &
Gorham, 1998). Following the lecture, a test wasmgto students, which required them
to recall the six items. Kelley and Gorham'’s (1p88&ta found that the high nonverbal
communication immediacy instructor received théhbg} average test score. A similar
methodology was used in this study, but includedenmonverbal elements.

One study conducted by Comadena et al. (2007)faqlyi looked at the
psychological attachment that was created betweeamsé&ructor and the student based on

nonverbal communication immediacy. This study fbtimat nonverbal communication
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by an instructor in the classroom creates an irtértearning environment. Comadena et
al. (2007) concluded that the intimate learningiemment built from nonverbal
immediacy resulted in student development of ovaeddemic performance.

Allen et al. (2006) found similar results. Lik#her researchers, they found that
instructors’ nonverbal communication immediacy pesly affected students’
perceptions of learning. Allen and his colleagiugther analyzed students’ feelings
about their own learning, and actual learning. s®tudy concluded that effective
nonverbal communication from the instructor inlyalesulted in an increased student
perception of learning, which led to improved stized measurements of learning
(Allen et al., 2006).

A study conducted by Zekia (2009) also found diag¢é supported the theory that
instructors’ nonverbal communication positivelyesffed students’ standardized
measurement of learning. A total of 67 studenteevdévided into two classrooms. One
instructor used effective eye contact, mimics, gestures, while the other instructor did
not. Students were told to write a reflection métach class for two months. The results
found that the instructors’ nonverbal communicatias related to student motivation
and concentration toward class material. Studerttse effective nonverbal
communication class exemplified higher successandardized measurements of
learning compared to the poor nonverbal commuminatiass (Zekia, 2009).

Although there have been numerous studies thatestha positive relationship
between instructors’ nonverbal communication andents’ standardized measurements
of learning, there have also been studies critigizhe correlation (Andersen et al., 1981,

Holden, 1997; Woolfork, 1978).
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Kashinsky and Wiener (1969) found no correlatiotween vocal fluctuation of
instructors and the academic performance of fivee~gds. This research studied
instructors’ use of voice fluctuation in the higleglucation environment 44 years later.

Andersen’s (1979) research showed no significdietebf nonverbal
communication on standardized measurements ofitegrwhile having 18- 46%
variance on students’ perception of learning. Adow to Andersen (1979), his lack of
correlation between effective nonverbal communaratind standardized measurements
of learning may have been due to the type of ¢tasgich the study was conducted.
The testing sample was composed of communicatigarraaudents who had already
been exposed to the relevance of nonverbal commtioic(Andersen, 1979).

Additionally, Chesebro (2003) researched the cati@t between instructors’
nonverbal communication immediacy and studentggaions of learning. The study
was conducted with 196 undergraduate students értarge mid-Atlantic university. In
this study, two variations of instructors’ nonvdrbammunication immediacy were
presented to students via videotapes. One variatmuded the instructor lecturing
while making eye contact with the camera, usingaive paralanguage, and kinetics.
The other variation included the same instructotueng without making eye contact
with the camera, not using effective paralanguagd,poor kinetics. The lecture was
over a topic not covered previously in the class.

The results of this study showed a positive cati@h between instructors’
nonverbal communication immediacy and studentggions of learning. However,
the data showed no correlation between instructasterbal immediacy and students’

performance on standardized measurements of lgaf@imesebro, 2003).
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Similarly, a study conducted by Frechette and Mor@010) looked at the
relationship between instructors’ nonverbal commaton within the online
environment at a southwestern American universitycohort of 93 college students
watched one of five lectures about the same méatatia computer screen with one of
these five instructor elements:

1. No instructor, just lecture audio

2. A non-animated instructor with audio

3. An instructor with effective facial nonverbalmmunication that lip-synched

the lecture and utilized varied facial expressions

4. An instructor that only utilized hand and arnstgees, but did not fluctuate

facial expressions or lip-synched

5. An instructor that utilized hand and arm movetsgas well as lip-synched the

lecture and used facial expressions. (p. 66)

Students then completed a pretest and a posttestlm/presented material.

The results from this study showed no significgrnges in standardized
measurements of learning. Since the instructornsaghysically in the room suggests a
positive relationship between instructor nonvedmhmunication and standardized
measurements of learning was lost in the absenagbfysical instructor (Frechette &
Moreno, 2010).

This literature review addressed inconclusive déthe relationship between
instructors’ nonverbal communication and studesiishdardized measurements of

learning. While the review in the previous sectitaited an agreement within the
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literature about nonverbal immediacy’s effect osipwe student perception of learning,
no such agreement is currently held for standaddmmeasurements of learning.

The primary goal of the current study was to dlyeadd to this literature. The
methodology outlined in Chapter Three was spedificaganized and delivered in order
to shed light on the relationship between instmgttoonverbal communication and
students’ performance on standardized measurerokl@sarning, as well other student
learning elements. One of those learning elemantsded the perception of instructor
credibility students derived from instructors’ n@nlval communication.

Nonverbal Communication’s Effect on Perceived Crediility

In this section, a literature review concerninglstuts’ perception of instructors’
credibility by their nonverbal communication immady will be covered. This research
document set forth to add data to the literatumthonverbal communication’s impact
on perceived credibility.

Perceived instructor credibility by the studenamsimportant element of that
student’s likelihood of learning. Researchers MBey and Young (1981) concluded,
“Research generally has supported the propositiansource credibility is a very
important element in the communication process,tdrehe goal of the communication
effort be persuasion or the generation of undedstagsi (p. 57). As instructors actively
pursue student understanding of course matergingtructor’'s perceived credibility
should be highlighted. Although verbally explamione’s own credentials assists with
building credibility, nonverbal communication thghout the instructor-student
relationship may build a stronger confidence fréwa $tudent toward the learning

objectives (Pogue & AhYun, 2006).
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Researchers studied the relationship betweenrstsdecess and instructors’
perceived credibility according to their studerAadersen, 1973; Pogue & AhYun,
2006; Teven & McCroskey, 1996). Research hasfalsad a positive relationship
between instructors’ communication and studentgiqgation of those instructors’
credibility (Chamberlin, 2000; Jaasma & Koper, 1988ven & Hanson, 2004; Teven &
McCroskey, 1996; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1988).

However, more data need to be collected regaftingnonverbal
communication specifically affects perceived crddib Past research has found
positive correlations between students’ perceivedibility of their instructor and verbal
communication (Beatty & Behnke, 1980). For examjpistructors who consistently use
positive word choices like “good” or continuallyauthe same industry terminology are
seen as more credible (Beatty & Behnke, 1980).

This correlation posed enlightening informatidgffective nonverbal
communication’s role in instructors’ perceived ¢bélity could ultimately increase
student achievement (Kelley & Gorham, 1988; Nussb&uScott, 1979; Richmond et al,
1987; Schonwetter, 1993; Sime, 2006). A study lartM, Chesebro, and Mottet (1997)
found that high instructor’s perceived credibiligsulted in higher amounts of student
motivation in the classroom. A study also found thatructors’ perceived credibility
caused students to rate the instructor and cougberhon evaluations (Beatty & Zahn,
1990). Notably, low amount of vocal variations liad most negatively impactful results

on speakers’ perceived credibility (Addington, 1971
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Gender Differences in Response to Nonverbal Commuzation

In this section, studies concerning instructomiverbal communication’s
relationship with students’ gender are outlinedm® studies state that women are more
perceptive of nonverbal communication than menr{8a Rosenthal, Snodgrass,
Depaulo, & Zuckerman, 1981; Hall, 1978; Isenha®8d). A notable research study by
Hall (1978) compiled and analyzed 75 different stadhat measured the results of male
and female participants decoding nonverbal comnatioic. Hall’'s research found that
female participants were better at analyzing ndmelecommunication than their male
counterparts. Hall also stated that results didvaoy by the gender of the speaker.

Because the current study’s methodology did nduae a female instructor, an
extensive literature review was conducted for paglies that found differences in
instructors’ nonverbal communication behavior bpdgr.

The act of smiling has been shown to produce a moséive response for
women than for men (Deutsch, LeBaron, & Fryer, 19841l & Halberstadt, 1986;
Henley, 1977). Deutsch et al. (1987) showed pastwf smiling and non-smiling males
and females to participants in their study. “Winet smiling, women were perceived as
less happy, less carefree and less relaxed thaamen” (Deutsch et al., 1987, p. 341).
This research concluded that women are “evaluata@ tmarshly than men” (Deutsch et
al., 1987, p. 341). This research could correlatie relationship between a female
instructor and her students.

Research suggested that a negative perceptiomaléanstructors could directly
affect students’ perception of learning. RestaMehrabian’s (1981) theory, “people

approach what they like and avoid what they daké&”l(p. 22). One could hypothesize
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that nonverbal communication is more importantféonale instructors than male
instructors in order to build positive instructaudent relationships.

Research has shown that females smile more thagsr(tdall & Halberstadt,
1986). Combining these two theories, one can thedhat a woman smiling more than a
man not only happens in society, but also is ingodrtor instructor-student bonding.

Lindon and Lindon (2008) stated:

The muscles in the face are used, more or lesciousdy, to produce smiles,

frowns, or puzzled or doubtful expressions. Yaaef can look more or less

welcoming, open or closed. A smile is a typicalogene. An immoveable, fixed
expression seems uninviting and lacking emotion.tl@ other hand, marked
frequent changes in facial expression can be distgafor clients, who focus on
the messages passing across your face than amgtedu what they wish to say.

You need to aim for a calm and alert expressiohighaot wooden and adjusts

appropriately to what clients say to you. (p. 62)

A number of other nonverbal communication differenbetween males and
females have been researched in the literaturele€1977) stated, “Women tend to
smile more frequently, have more eye contact, akd tip less space in proportion to
their body size than men, while men initiate toaadk interrupt more often than women”
(p. 57).

Eye contact has also been a strong area of réskatween the two genders.
Females “maintain more eye contact than males dégss of the other person’s sex”
(Baird, 1976, p. 182). Exline, Gray, and Schug@65) also found that “among same-

sex communicators that females generally had mgeeentact with each other than did
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males” (p. 10). Because instructors’ eye contastlieen associated with students
seeking further information about the class maltemnaheir own, eye contact regardless
of the instructor’'s gender, is an effective comneation strategy (Myers & Knox, 2001).

Eye contact by both genders of instructors has bmend to increase nonverbal
communication immediacy. Richmond (1990) stated #m instructor who does not
effectively use eye contact with students is p&extias unapproachable, uninterested,
and discourages student interaction.

Although research states that women are betteraterbal communication,
research has also found that males find womerzimgjidominant nonverbal behaviors to
be less likeable, less influential, and more thaeiaig compared to men utilizing the
same behavior (Carli, LaFleur, & Loeber, 1995).

Other researchers found similar results; men shgp@aminant nonverbal
behaviors similar to those required to lead a ctess are more effective at influencing
individuals than women, especially with a male ande (Driskell, Olmstead, & Salas,
1993; Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Henley &arinon, 1985; Keating, 1985; Lee
& Ofshe, 1981; Petty & Lee, 1975; Rosen & Jerd®&3). Notably, past research has
found differences between the audience’s gendenwbksociated to the speakers’
nonverbal communication.

Rosenthal and DePaulo (1979) concluded that fenfiades more attention to a
speaker’s face than do their male counterpartss, @long with the research that states
women are better at nonverbal communication tham, nveuld suggest female students
would be more perception of differing nonverbal éabrs. Although this information

implied females would rate higher in perceived maag, this study did not answer the
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guestion of whether or not instructors’ nonverk@hemunication affects students’
standardized measurements of learning differergbeld on gender.

Research has supported these gender differencesuerbal communication in
recent years (Mast, Hall, Klakner, & Choi, 2008hese researchers observed that
people expected women to hold stronger eye coatathave a more receptive body
stance than their male counterparts. Another stodglucted by these researchers found
that female physicians not utilizing effective nertval communication received much
lower patient satisfaction ratings than their na@i#eagues (Mast et al., 2008).

Although gender differences in nonverbal commuicahave been apparent in
research for over 20 years, one study concludeditita may change. Diekman and
Goodfriend (2006) found through numerous studias &ls social roles change over time,
so does the value of gender differences in expettaderbal communication. The
researchers theorize as stereotypes of gendercaidimue to relax, so will the different
expectations of male and female nonverbal commtiaicgDiekman & Goodfriend,
2006).

Learning Effective Nonverbal Communication

In this section, studies concerning the act ofrieay effective nonverbal
communication are outlined. As discussed, nonvexramunication is necessary for
effective communication (Chesebro, 1999, 2003; ldodsFrymier, 2009). It is not
enough for instructors to speak clearly and useftactive outline for class lecture. If it
is true that good teaching resembles theatricdbpaance (Kelly & Kelly, 1982), not all
instructors have a background in such a performaiiteés literature review was

designed to look at past research of learning efieaonverbal communication.
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Unfortunately, learning new nonverbal communicaséills is not an effortless
task (Cole, 2000; DePaulo, 1992). Cole (2000est#tat nonverbal communication
immediacy is derived at the subconscious levelcaBse nonverbal communication is
under little conscious control, it can be diffictdtmodify (DePaulo, 1992).

Recent studies shed light onto specific areas n¥@dbal communication
manipulation. Peterson’s (2005) research studgloded that a small amount of body
language training does result in positive nonvebedlaviors from participants. Some
nonverbal communication elements are much moreditfto alter than others. Voice
fluctuation, for example, can be improved througtning, but is more difficult than
other elements like hand and arm movements (Tubbk8&s, 2006). Mason (2003)
stated, “A speech delivered in a mono tone isiketyl to be well received. Vary your
tone and aim to achieve vocal clarity. Try andregp your emotion with your voice... A
lot of expression in the voice is a good thing”4f).

Nonverbal communication during first impressioas Bhown to have a definite
impact on relationships and can affect future atgons (Ambady & Skowronksi, 2008).
People also often make strong inferences aboutobased on their initial nonverbal
communication tendencies (Hall & Andrzejewski, 208

The face is the source of the majority of emotiani@rmation (Knapp & Hall,
2010; Leathers & Eaves, 2008; Richmond & McCrosi&@4) which can support or
harm relationship bonding. Instructors should Wwara of their own facial expressions in
order to nurture strong instructor-student relaflops (Leathers & Eaves, 2008).

Ishikawa, Hashimoto, Kinoshita, and Yano (2010)dwarted a study with 106

preclerkship medical students to determine if eéff@ecnonverbal communication can be
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taught effectively. The study directly looked @a¢hing people in the medical field
better nonverbal communication while interactingfwpatients.

After a 3-hour training session on nonverbal comication, data were collected.
The “group intended to pay more attention to noba&kecommunication during the
medical interview, suggesting that the interventiad increased their awareness of the
importance of nonverbal communication” (Ishikawalet 2010, p. 861). These results
were observed to be short-term. The researcheduded, “Further, a single 3-h
intervention might not be sufficient to change tleaverbal communication
performance” (Ishikawa et al., 2010, p. 863). Feiesearch needs to be conducted on
successful forms of teaching effective nonverbahicmnication for long-term use.
Conclusion

The literature is expansive in the area of nonalecbmmunication within the
classroom environment. As “student success ibtiee primary concerns to educators”
(Pogue & AhYun, 2006, p. 331), past research aleitlyg this study may benefit
professionals in the education environment.

This literature review has addressed research nwenbal communication,
specifically nonverbal communications effect ordstut perceptions of learning and
standardized measurements of learning, the caoelbaetween gender and speaker
credibility when associated with nonverbal commahan, and learning effective
nonverbal communication.

Research regarding the relationship between ictstrsi use of nonverbal
communication immediacy during class lectures, stndents’ academic performance is

beneficial to higher education (Comadena et aD72@Galloway, 1971; Lemire, 2002).
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In order for instructors to be effective in thesseoom, they need to know how students
effectively communicate (McCroskey, 2002; Richmenal., 2003). Effective lectures
can improve the student learning experience (M&@88). The literature points toward
some areas where nonverbal communication immediacypositively affect in-class
lectures.

Although a number of studies have been conductext she 1970s, more data are
needed to answer key questions concerning instsictonverbal communication.
These key questions outlined in the hypothesisraselarch questions from Chapter One
will be examined in this study’s methodology. Cteshree will outline the
methodology and provide the research instrumemtsitibat were used to collect this

study’s data.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to analyze the o#latiip instructors’ nonverbal
communication had on students’ learning in the éigtducation context at a mid-sized,
four-year liberal arts university in the Midwesthe independent variable, instructors’
nonverbal communication, was systematically altémeatder to find any correlation to
the dependent variable: students’ learning. Aladallected in this research study are
primary.

This was a mixed method study utilizing quantitatand qualitative research.
This study’s quantitative method included pretpssttest, and surveys collected from
students in four introductory speech courses ardpanmticipant pool. Test scores and
survey results were compared for courses taughtawtinstructor utilizing effective
nonverbal communication and courses taught witimstnuctor utilizing poor nonverbal
communication. Both types of classes had a thistructor trained in effective and poor
nonverbal communication present to verify the pdoees.

This study’s qualitative method asked volunteessfeach of the five groups to
participate in a focus group. The focus group ptbBleeper into students’ perceptions of
their own learning and how they viewed the instouduring the class lecture. The
regular professor of each of the four introductspgech classes approved the lecture and
collection of data for this experiment on Decembtth, 2012. The Institutional Review
Board approval was given on April 25, 2013 (Appemd), allowing the collection and

analysis of the data.
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The methodology detailed in the following sectiomdude: problem statement;
population of study and description of participgtumiversity; sample of study; lecture
development; study design; methodology; instrumegeader correlation; and
limitations.

Problem Statement

The higher education environment is dedicated pplsing students with the
clearest instruction in all areas of study. Pasliss found a strong correlation between
instructor clarity and increased student acadeheaement (Alexander et al., 1979;
Hines et al., 1985; Smith & Cotten, 1980; Smith &d, 1981). If instructors are to
provide quality lectures in the classroom, rese&cteeded to support the educational
environment.

The purpose of this study was to investigate thaiomship between instructors’
nonverbal communication and student learning. Rastarch has established
contradicting findings related to instructor norbercommunication and students
standardized measurements of learning. This stddgd to the literature pertaining to
this relationship.

Secondary research goals included attempts tolatgr@structors’ nonverbal
communication with: students’ perception of leagqistudents’ gender related to their
perception of learning and standardized measurenoém¢arning; instructors’ perceived
credibility; a comparison of data between studenesstructured class and those from a

participant pool.
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Population and Description of Participating Universty

Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) stated “A populatiothesgroup to which the study
are intended to apply” (p. 103). | chose a unitefer this study which | felt would be
representative of the higher education environmétite United States. The population
of this study included all undergraduate studemshfa private, midsized liberal arts
university in the Midwest. Located outside a maymtropolitan area, this university was
established in the 1800s as an all women’s colegkebecame co-ed in the mid-1960s.

According to the University Ledger: A Fact Book {i©¢ of Institutional
Research, 2011), in fall 2010, the university hadtal of 7,596 students, of which, 3,108
were men, 3,762 were women, and 726 did not selftify. The student population
consisted of 3,750 white students, 1,331 raciatletminorities, and 743 international
students. There were 1,772 students who did tietdentify their race.
Sample of Study

The sample of study included 85 undergraduate stadkiring the spring 2013
semester. Of that sample, 80 students were framskections of an introductory speech
course and consisted of 40 males and 40 femalesrewere an additional five students
in this study who were retrieved randomly from H-selecting participant pool. All five
students from the participant pool were male. @hlveais no prior relationship between
any of the students and any of the three instraatbthis study.

The sample demographic of students in the effectonverbal communication
classes, poor nonverbal communication classesparitipant pool are represented in

Table 1.
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Table 1

Gender of Samples

Gender N %

Male 21 54%
Female 18 46%
N =239

Effective Nonverbal Immediacy Sample

Gender N %
Male 19 46%
Female 22 54%

Male 5 100%

The process by which the sample was recruited aliicfer a wide range of

46

participants. All undergraduate students wereireduo take the introductory speech

course used in this study as a general educatipiregnent. Because of this broad class

requirement, no academic majors were left outorRtudies examining instructors’

nonverbal communication’s relationship to studeathing utilized classes specifically

for communication majors (Andersen et al., 198Ihe sample size data from this study
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could be generalized throughout the university witkdents from varying academic
majors.

The participant pool students received extra cliedieir psychology class for
participating in this study. Although no academv&ight was connected to this
experiment for the introductory speech course stiglé wanted to compare the results
with students that were not obligated to their tagalass environment and perhaps hold
receiver apprehension. Wheeless (1975) stateddabaiver apprehension is “the fear of
misinterpreting, inadequately processing, and/oemg able to adjust psychologically
to messages sent by others” (p. 263). This stadglg to examine any relationship the
classroom environment had on this apprehensioalad to nonverbal communication
from the instructor.

The study of receiver apprehension has showedd@feludience anxiety (Ayres,
Wilcox, & Ayres, 1995). These researchers fourad kavels of anxiety increased when
in an environment of evaluation such as a classrobhis methodology was strategically
developed to research any difference in respomesas farticipants not in this personally
evaluated class environment where apprehensionl d@ud threat to validity.

It should be noted that all students in the pigndiat pool were self-chosen, but
were not made aware of the purpose of the study®end. These students were aware
they were actively playing a part in an experimenie introductory speech students
were present due to attendance policies of theeusity, but their participation in the

collection of data was voluntary.
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Developing the Lecture

In order to maximize the validity of this study’atd, the development of the
lecture was important; the exact same lecture gbenstuasion techniques was used for
all five sections. A memorized script and complntireg PowerPoint presentation were
used in every course. The two lecturing instrictemembered the lecture script so not
to verbally give one course more or different infiation than the others.

The third instructor, who sat in the back of thesskooms, had a copy of the
script in front of her during the presentationsrtake sure the lecturing instructors did
not deviate from the script. All three instructomst twice before the experiment dates to
practice the lecture and build a consistent vezbbn of information.
Study Design

To study the relationship between instructors’vesbal communication and
student learning, several hypotheses were resahrche

Hypothesis #1:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gez&knowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeittrained for purposes of this study, as
measured by posttest scores.

Hypothesis #2:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gez&knowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeiltrained for purposes of this study, as

measured by comparison of pretest and posttestscor
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Hypothesis #3:Female students in the class taught by the irtstrueho have
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatiahivave greater knowledge retention
than male students, as measured by gain in ptetpsisttest scores.

Hypothesis #4:Female students in the class taught by the intstruého hasiot
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatiahivave greater knowledge retention
than male students, as measured by gain in ptetpsisttest scores.

Hypothesis #5:There will be a relationship between the typeaiverbal
communication delivered and knowledge gained asured by posttest scores.

Hypothesis #6:Students will report they learn more from an instor trained in
effective nonverbal communication compared to atructor not trained in effective
nonverbal communication, as measured by percentfaggreement with prompts on
perception survey results.

Hypothesis #7:The observation of effective versus non-effectivaverbal
communication will affect how knowledgeable studgmerceive the instructor to be, as
measured by percentage of agreement with promppe@eption survey results.
Research Questions

| investigated the following research questionpriwvide qualitative data to this
research study:

Research Question #1What is the relationship between instructors’ oseonverbal
communication and students’ perception of how muelor she has learned as measured

by responses during focus group discussion?
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Research Question #2What is the relationship between instructors’ ofseonverbal
communication and students’ perception of the utstirs’ knowledge about the lectured
subject as measured by responses during focus giscyssion?

Methodology

This experiment utilized four introductory speecurses all regularly taught by
the same instructor. Prior to the experiment ddkesregular instructor informed
students that a guest speaker would be presentiirggdthe following class. The
instructor was not in the room for any of the folasses to negate any student
apprehension to complete the voluntary tests, suorefocus group. The lecture topic
fit within the classes’ current class discussiohvas not previously covered.

Three instructors actively contributed in this studhstructor A’s (myself)
responsibility was to instruct two class lecturébzing effective nonverbal
communication. Instructor B’s responsibility wasinstruct two class lectures utilizing
poor nonverbal communication. Instructor A and &evdemographically similar — mid-
20s, white, male, and dressed similarly. Mooralef2010) stated that personal
appearance including body type, body image, anithiclg directly affects the formation
of first impressions.

Instructor C’s responsibilities included: to makeesinstructor A and instructor B
stayed to the lecture script by verbally giving #aene information; verified instructors
utilized their nonverbal cues by completing a wbedest (Appendix E); took notes on the
students’ nonverbal communication during lecturel ead the focus groups. Instructor
A lectured on April 29, 2013 at 9 and 10 A.M. andtructor B lectured on April 29,

2013 at 2 P.M. and April 30, 2013 at 11 A.M.
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To begin class, instructor C sat in the back efrbom and the lecturing instructor
(A or B) prepared the PowerPoint for the lectuféee same PowerPoint was used for all
five sections. The lecturing instructors did no¢ak with any students prior to the
beginning of the lecture to negate any instructodant relationship bonding.

Students were given a pretest (Appendix F) upoerarg the class, and asked to
complete the questions to the best of their knogdedAs this information was new to
students, any questions they knew had been leaursitle of this class. Students were
told not to fill in answers during the lecture, blky were able to take notes if they
wished, and were also instructed to turn theisteser when finished.

Once all tests were turned upside down, the lectuegan the scripted
presentation. Instructors A and B both gave sedigireetings to the audience but did not
state any amount of experience they had in thd.flaktructors A and B presented the
entire scripted material in about 30 minutes. bndtor A walked around the front of the
classroom while utilizing a wireless clicker to rgate through the PowerPoint.

Instructor A also frequently used hand gesturesngtstudent eye contact, and fluctuated
his voice and facial expressions.

Instructor B stood behind the computer monitor paodand navigated through
the PowerPoint via the computer mouse. Instrugtalso used minimal hand gestures,
little student eye contact, and rarely fluctuatedvoice and facial expressions.

Instructor B used minor amounts of these nonvedsdiniques so not to be unnatural and
lead students to believe they were being deceived.

During the lecture, no questions were allowedthgents to maintain consistency

and strengthen adherence to the scripted matégiabn completion of the presentations,



NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION 52

instructors A and B gave a survey to studentsdbked for students’ perceptions of the
lecture/instructor (Appendix D). This data will batlined in Chapter Four.

While students completed the survey, instructoemd B then handed out the
posttest (Appendix F). The pretest and posttesstipns and answers were exactly the
same. This study compared the results of pretesttgst scores between the two
nonverbal communication variables in Chapter Folrhile students completed the
posttest, instructors A and B told the class thsiructor C would conclude the class
session. Instructors A and B then left the clamsroand instructor C came to the front of
the room.

Once all surveys and tests were complete, instrdeispoke to the class. This
instructor told the students that the lecture waas @f a dissertation experiment but all
information included in the lecture was valid aredtpined to their class objective.
Students were given an option to be part of theerEent or opt out. Every student was
given a release form (Appendix B) and students wackto fill out the form and turn it
into instructor C if they wished to participatetire study. If students did not wish to
participate in the study, they were told to keephetest, survey, posttest, and release
form and discard the pages on their own.

Instructor C then asked for volunteers to be paa focus group after class.
Three volunteers from each class were given af8said to Subway for their
participation. Selection included the first the#edents to indicate their willingness to
volunteer. Those students not participating inftloais group were then allowed to leave

the classroom. The audio-recorded focus grougshietween 10-12 minutes.
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Students who did or did not participate in the pajz¢a collection experiment or
focus group were not identified to the regular slastructor. This was told to the
students so they did not feel as if their partitgrawould positively or negatively affect
their class grade.

The exact same procedure was utilized with stgdeoin the participant pool
through Lindenwood University’s Psychology depanimerhis lecture occurred on May
2,2013 at 4 P.M. Only instructor A, presentinghneffective nonverbal communication,
lectured to the participant pool. Instructor C tiael same jobs previously described, but
the focus group included all five of the studentshie pool.

All five of the participant pool students were mala Chapter Four, | will
compare test, survey, and focus group answersegfdlrticipant pool with answers given
by male students in instructor A’s classroomsChapter Five, | will analyze the value
of this information.

Instruments

To strengthen validity, both qualitative — via tnee of five focus groups, and
guantitative methods — via the use of pretestdigxis, and surveys, were used. The
next section included a detailed description ofitls¢ruments used to collect data:
pretest, survey, posttest, and focus group.

Pretest

Students in each section took the same pretegtedgx F). The test consisted
of six questions, four short answer and two mudtighoice. A total of 13 points were
possible to achieve. As this information was nmewmusly covered in this particular

class, any answers students knew had been leamtsidenof this classroom. Students
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were told not to include their name on this tedherfollowing survey and posttest. The
average time spent on the pretest was 4-6 mindiesg which the instructor remained
silent.

Survey

Similar to Richmond (1990), Frymier (1994), andi€tophel and Gorham
(1995), students were asked to evaluate the irtetraad their own perceptions
immediately following the end of the lecture. Statk in each section took the same
survey (Appendix D). The survey consisted of emlstions: student gender
identification (male/female), five 4-point Likertale questions ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree), one yes/no questiod one 4-point Likert-scale question
identifying perceived instructor’s years in thefession (less than 1 year — more than 5
years).

It should be noted that | chose the 4-point Lismdle instead of the 5-point
Likert-scale, to exclude the option of indifferend&hile some students may have
chosen this option if provided, this survey obleghstudents to pick a positive or
negative answer. The extent of their positive@gative answer was up to them (slightly
agree, strongly agree).

The following tables represent the data colleétenh this study’s surveys. Table
2 represents answers from the poor nonverbal conuation courses, Table 3
represents answers from the effective nonverbahwonncation courses, and Table 4

represents answers from the participant pool.
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Table 2

Poor Nonverbal Immediacy Survey

Question Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree
| enjoyed the presentation 9 13 9 8

| feel that | learned a lot from the
material presented by the instructor 7 12 14 6

I liked the instructor's presentation style 15 16 8 0

| think the instructor is credible in the
topic of persuasion 11 7 14 7

| think an instructor's nonverbal
communication during lecture affects

how much | learn 10 4 10 15
Yes No
| would take a course with this instructor 9 29
More
Less Than Than 5

1 Year 1-2 Years 3-5Years Years

How many years of experience do you
think the instructor has 28 10 1 0
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Table 3

Effective Nonverbal Immediacy Survey
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Slightly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Question Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
| enjoyed the presentation 1 0 16 20
| feel that | learned a lot from the
material presented by the instructor 1 1 15 20
I liked the instructor's presentation
style 1 1 11 27
I think the instructor is credible in
the topic of persuasion 1 1 8 30
| think an instructor's nonverbal
communication during lecture
affects how much | learn 1 2 17 20
Yes No
| would take a course with this
instructor 36 4
Less
Than 1 More Than 5
Year 1-2 Years 3-5 Years Years
How many years of experience do
you think the instructor has 2 16 17 5
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Table 4

Participant Pool Survey

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Question Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
0 0 0 5

| enjoyed the presentation

| feel that | learned a lot from the

material presented by the 0 0 1 4
instructor
| liked the instructor's 0 0 0 5

presentation style

I think the instructor is credible 0 0 0 5
in the topic of persuasion

| think an instructor's nonverbal
communication during lecture 0 0 4 1
affects how much I learn

Yes No

| would take a course with this 4 1
instructor

Posttest

Student in each section took the same posttegididgix F). The posttest
included the same exact questions as the prddesitive results of this study are
guantified by an increase in correct answers frioenpretest to the posttest. The

comparison of test scores by the nonverbal commatioit variable is presented in
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Chapter Four. Table 5 provides pretest and pasttga from the poor nonverbal

communication classes. Table 6 provides pretabpasttest data from the effective
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nonverbal communication classes. Table 7 proidetest and posttest data from the

participant pool.

Table 5

Poor Nonverbal Immediacy Test Results

Female Pretest Female Posttest Male Pretest Male ftest
0 8 2 6
1 9 2 8
2 10 1 11
1 8 3 12
1 10 0
1 1
3 4 0
2 12 1
3 9 1 10
2 11 0
0 7 2
1 11 0 5
0 0 10
0 2 7
3 10 2 5
2 7 1 6
2 12 0 8
2 8 1 9

0 11
1 6
0 0

Table 6
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Effective Nonverbal Immediacy Test Results

Female Pretest Female Posttest Male Pretest Male ftest
2 1 11
0 3 8
3 11 1 10
0 9 1 7
0 12 2 10
2 11 2 13
1 11 1 10
1 12 1 12
1 11 2
0 9 1
0 11 1 11
1 12 1 13
0 8 0 11
0 12 2
0 9 0
2 12 1 13
0 6 3 13
0 12 1
2 13 1
2 11
2 13
0 10
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Table 7

Participant Pool Test Results

Pretest Posttest
0 9
2 12
1 8
1
2 10

Focus Group

Following the lectures, volunteers were asked ttigpate in a focus group. The
first three volunteers were given a $5 Subwayaifd. All five of the participant pool
individuals participated in the focus group withnmewvard. The non-lecturing instructor
led all five of the focus groups to minimize biagrh students’ answers about the
instructor they discussed. The same questions gieea to each of the five focus
groups, but there was room for the instructor tofabow-up questions when further
information was needed.

The focus group questions (Appendix C) includedogign-ended questions to
begin the conversations. All of the students wemrdally told and presented in writing
of their right to end the interview when request&iudents consented to this in writing
(Appendix B). The focus groups took from 10 toriiutes.

Focus Group Data Analysis

Focus group audio files were recorded and sedorezbnfidentiality. Each of

the five focus group audio files were transcrilett] were reviewed numerous times to

identify themes. Three other participants revieweraudio files to develop their own
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themes independently. | then compared themesaladity purposes. These themes are
presented in Chapter Four.
The standardized questions for the focus groups agifollows:
e How much do you feel you learned from the presenat
e How do you feel about the instructor’s presentatityte?
e How do you feel the presentation could have impd@ve
e How do you feel an instructor’s nonverbal commutiaaaffects your learning?
e How do you feel an instructor’s nonverbal commuticaaffects how credible
you view them in the area of the lecture?
e Do you feel you learn more from an instructor wiidiaes effective nonverbal

communication?

Gender Correlation

The study also looked at any difference betweennsteuctors’ nonverbal
communication with respect to male student learaing female student learning.
Students identified their gender on the surveyp@alix D). The survey, pretest, and
posttest were turned in together so gender costulla used for the standardized
measurements of learning data. Those resultsipedt¢o hypothesis 3 and 4 are
outlined in Chapter Four.
Confidential Treatment of Data

All necessary steps were taken to keep studentmaon confidential. Pretests
and posttests did not include any identifying matef the student. They were,
however, connected with the students’ surveys i@t time. The only identifying

material on the surveys was a gender identificagiogestion that asked students to circle
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male or female. Immediately after data calculatjdasts and surveys were
disconnected. Informed Consent for Participatiop@ndix B) contained students’ full
names and contact information. Student names mearer connected with test scores or
survey data.

The regular professor of each of the four classesl in this study was never told
who did or did not participate in the experimeAtdditionally, the professor was not told
which students scored high and which students ddore on the tests. The professor
was given an attendance sheet that outlined wihiclests were present during each
class session.

Although three additional individuals reviewed tastl survey answers for
validity, | was the only person to see the Inforn@mhsent for Participation pages. The
Informed Consent for Participation pages were kepfidential in a locked office at all
times. All data will be shredded three years aftastoral completion.

Limitations

The purpose of the research was to contribute iadditempirical data to the
current field of research regarding the role ofringtors’ nonverbal communication
pertaining to student learning.

Although the data were collected from a strat@fyagathered study, a number of
limitations were included. The limitations leaw®m for additional research to add to
the literature. Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) defimalidity as, “The degree to which
correct inferences can be made based on resuliisanoinstrument: depends not only on
the instrument itself but also on the instrumentaprocess and the characteristics of the

group studied” (p. G-9). This study also plannedifiternal and external validity. Yu



NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION 63

and Ohlund (2010) define internal validity as tlegke in which data accurately
describe reality. This study was planned and eeecto retrieve data from a real class
lecture supplying the same information.

Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) described externatitslas the capability to
generalize findings across target populations.ebloly, the course used for this
experiment was a general study course, no acadesjars were excluded. Utilizing
this course may allow for these research findioggeneralize to the entire population of
the university.

With an experiment of this type, a number of vdealwere apparent. A strategic
methodology outlined in this chapter was develdjpeeduce the amount of variability
between the cohorts of students. Limitations te thethodology are noted, but are not
believed to drastically alter this study’s finatala The research study had the following
limitations:

1. Due to the timetable, a female instructor wasutibzed to compare students’

scores to the male instructors’ classes. Althdugdmpleted an extensive literary

review on this area, future research to better tatded male vs. female
effectiveness of nonverbal communication in higkducation teaching would be
needed.

2. Due to the varying classroom conditions, itiféallt to control every aspect

of the classroom’s learning condition (classroameti room condition etc.).

3. Some survey questions forced students to cHomsea variety of answers.

These answers may have resulted in students amgwifierently than if essay
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guestions were given. Multiple-choice questionsenghosen to promote

completeness.

4. Due to the ethical restraints, the instructoeseanot able to perform their role

for an entire semester. Only one day from eactschas utilized. An entire

semester utilizing these nonverbal communicatiarabaées would result in
further data.

5. This study’s population was a convenience samifillee United States

colligate system. The data drawn from this stymcsically represent one

university.
Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to research théaoekhip between instructors’
nonverbal communication and student learning. Elnes(1999) stated that nonverbal
communication assisted with message clarity, tlausirgg further student attention. This
study’s experiment set to find any correlation besdw message clarity utilizing
nonverbal communication and students’ academicaehent.

Chapter Three outlined how this will be examinedtigh this mixed methods
study utilizing quantitative and qualitative metaaf discovery. A strategically
organized methodology was utilized in order to fuadid data. Chapter Three also
discussed the population and sample, as well dsedithe research instruments. In

Chapter Four, | will present the study’s quantitatand qualitative data results.
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Chapter Four: Results
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine theiogiship between instructors’
nonverbal communication and student learning. Thapter has outlined the results
from the methodology in Chapter Three. Chapten koll present data concerning the
study’s sample, test results, survey results, andd group results and Chapter Five
includes a discussion of the data.

Analysis of Data

In order to address this study’s research hypethesnultiple analyses of data
were conducted, includingtests for difference in mearstests for difference in
proportion, and Pearson Product Moment Correla@ioafficient (PPMCC).

Null Hypothesis #1:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen
trained in effective nonverbal communication witltihave greater knowledge retention
than those in the class taught by the instructar iads not been trained for purposes of
this study, as measured by posttest scores.

Using a one-tailed-test comparison for means, with a 95% level officemce,
the following results were calculated for posttsires from the effective nonverbal

communication classes and the poor nonverbal conuaiion classes (see Table 8).
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Table 8

Posttest Scores: Effective Nonverbal CommunicatmahPoor Nonverbal

Communication

z-Test: Two Sample for Means

Effective Nonverbal Poor Nonverbal
Communication Communication
Mean 10.29 7.62
Known Variance 4.01 9.61
Observations 41 39
Hypothesized Mean 0 0
Difference
Z 4.55 4.55
P(z<=2) .000005 .000005
z Critical one-tail 1.65 1.65

There was a decrease in the mean scores in athito$ of test scores. This
difference was statistically significant witlzdest value of 4.55 compared to the critical
value of 1.65, so the null hypothesis could bectejg during this time frame. Data
support the alternate hypothesis that studentseieffective communication classrooms
retain greater knowledge than those in non-effeatmnmunication classrooms, when
considering posttest scores.

Null Hypothesis #2:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen
trained in effective nonverbal communication wititlhave greater knowledge retention
than those in the class taught by the instructar iads not been trained for purposes of

this study, as measured by comparison of pretespasttest scores.
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Using a one-tailed-test comparison for means, with a 95% level officemce,
the following results were calculated for a comgami between pretest and posttest scores
from the effective nonverbal communication classes the poor nonverbal
communication classes (see Table 9).
Table 9
Pretest/Posttest Comparison: Effective Nonverbah@uinication and Poor Nonverbal
Communication

z-Test: Two Sample for Means

ective Nonverpa oor Nonverpa

Communication Communication
Mean 9.21 6.44
Known Variance 4.13 8.62
Observations 41 39
Hypothesized Mean 0 0
Difference
Z 491 4.91
P(z<=z2) .0000009 .0000009
z Critical one-tail 1.65 1.65

There was a decrease in the mean scores in atatods. This difference was
statistically significant with a-test value of 4.91 compared to the critical vailtié.65,
so the null hypothesis could be rejected during time frame. Data support the alternate

hypothesis that students in the effective commuimnalassrooms retain greater



NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION 68

knowledge than those in non-effective communicati@ssrooms, when considering
comparison of post-test scores to pretest scores.

Null Hypothesis #3:Female students in the class taught by the irntsirsmho
have been trained in effective nonverbal commuimnawill not have greater knowledge
retention than male students, as measured by ig@iretest to posttest scores.

Using a one-tailed-test comparison for means, with a 95% level officemce,
the following results were calculated for a comgami between female gain in pretest to
posttest scores to male gain in pretest to postbeses in the effective nonverbal

communication classes (see Table 10).
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Table 10
Pretest/Posttest Comparison: Female Versus MalenHgage Retention in the Effective
Nonverbal Communication Classes

z-Test: Two Sample for Means

Female Knowledge Retention  Male Knowledge Reétant

Mean 9.68 8.68
Known Variance 2.70 5.45
Observations 22 19
Hypothesized Mean 0 0
Difference

Z 1.56 1.56
P(z<=2) .1188 .1188
z Critical one-tail 1.65 1.65

For the classroom taught with effective communaratithe average gain in
pretest to posttest score for females was nosstatly greater than the gain for males.
This difference between female and male scoreswastatistically significant with a
test value of 1.56 compared to the critical valti#.65, so the null hypothesis could not
be rejected during this time frame. Data did ngpert the alternate hypothesis that
female students would achieve a greater gain.

Null Hypothesis #4:Female students in the class taught by the insirmcho has
not been trained in effective nonverbal communacatwill not have greater knowledge

retention than male students, as measured by ig@iretest to posttest scores.
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Using a one-tailed-test comparison for means, with a 95% level officemce, the
following results were calculated for a comparibetween female gain in pretest to
posttest scores to male gain in pretest to postbeses in the poor nonverbal
communication classes (see Table 11).

Table 11

Pretest/Posttest Comparison: Female Versus Malenegage Retention in the Poor
Nonverbal Communication Classes

z-Test: Two Sample for Means

Female Knowledge Retention  Male Knowledge Retantio

Mean 6.78 6.14
Known Variance 7.83 9.53
Observations 18 21
Hypothesized Mean 0 0
Difference

4 .67 .67
P(z<=z2) .5029 .5029
z Critical one-tail 1.65 1.65

For the classroom taught with poor nonverbal comoaition, the average gain in
pretest to posttest score for females was nosstatily greater than the gain for males.
This difference between female and male scoreswastatistically significant with &
test value of .67 compared to the critical valud.6b, so the null hypothesis could not be
rejected during this time frame. Data did not supghe alternate hypothesis that female

students would achieve a greater gain.
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Null Hypothesis #5: There will be no relationship between the typeafverbal
communication delivered and knowledge gained asured by posttest scores.

| applied the Pearson Coefficient Correlation tamdom sample of 45 students
taken from a combination of those who attendeceffextive nonverbal communication
and those who attended the poor nonverbal commiioricaThe statistical test yielded
.418. Comparison to the critical value of .28®watkd rejection of the null hypothesis.
Data support that the type of nonverbal commurocatffective or poor, is moderately
related to the knowledge content retained by stisd@hen measured by posttest.
Table 12

Comparison of Type of Communication and
Posttest Knowledge Scores

Type Posttest Scores
Type 1
Posttest Scores 0.41832085 1

Note: Critical Value = 0.288
A simple regression was applied to the data. Tedficient of determination was

.175. Therefore, at a 95% confidence level, 1706%e variation in posttest scores can
be explained by the type of nonverbal communicatiealable during the class session.

Results of the regression analysis are listed iera3.

Table 13
Regression Results for Comparison of Type of Conwation and Posttest Knowledge
Scores

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.418
R Square 0.175
Standard

Error 2.441
Observations 45

ANOVA



NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION 72

Significance
df SS MS F F

Regression 1 54.33 54.33 9.12 0.00
Residual 43 256.12 5.96
Total 44 310.44

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value
Intercept 5.881 1.130 5.206 0.000
Type 2.202 0.729 3.020 0.004

Null Hypothesis #6: Students will report they do not learn more fram a
instructor trained in effective nonverbal commutima compared to an instructor not
trained in effective nonverbal communication, aagueed by percentage of agreement
with prompts on perception survey results.

The indication of a positive association betweteieants and their perceived
learning was determined to be the percentage gty agree” plus the percentage of
“strongly agree” accumulated from questions 3 afficih the survey (Appendix D). A
z-test for difference in proportion was conductedtfese questions between the classes
taught by the effective nonverbal communicatiorringor and the classes taught by the
poor nonverbal communication instructor. Obsemalata showed a difference in the
positive perception of student learning, from 87.i8%he effective nonverbal
communication classes, to 57.7% in the poor noraledmmunication classes. This
analysis was a one-tailed test with a 95% confiddecel. Thez-test value was 4.29,
compared to the-critical value of 1.65. The null hypothesis wagected. Students do
perceive that they learn more from an instructoo whlized effective nonverbal

communication.
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Null Hypothesis #7:The observation of effective versus non-effectieaverbal
communication will not affect how knowledgeabledstnts perceive the instructor to be,
as measured by percentage of agreement with prangisrception survey results.

The indication of a positive association betweeents and their perceived
amount of instructor credibility was determined@the percentage of “slightly agree”
plus the percentage of “strongly agree” accumul&t@a question 5 and the number of
3-5 years plus / More than 5 years on questioi® fihe survey (Appendix D). Atest
for difference in proportion was conducted for thgsiestions between the classes taught
by the effective nonverbal communication instruetod the classes taught by the poor
nonverbal communication instructor. Observablagabwed a difference in the
students’ positive perception of the instructor®Wledge of the subject, from 73.2% in
the effective nonverbal communication classesg8t@% in the poor nonverbal
communication classes. This analysis was a ofedtast with a 95% confidence level.
Thez-test value was 5.69, compared to thezitical value of 1.65. The null hypothesis
was rejected. Students did perceive the instruehar utilized effective nonverbal
communication to be knowledgeable.

In summary, the statistical analyses from the daliected from the tests and
surveys (Appendix D and F) yielded the followinguks:

Null Hypothesis #1:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen
trained in effective nonverbal communication witltfihave greater knowledge retention
than those in the class taught by the instructar iads not been trained for purposes of

this study, as measured by posttest scores. Nplbthesis # 1 was rejected.
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Null Hypothesis #2:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen
trained in effective nonverbal communication witltihave greater knowledge retention
than those in the class taught by the instructar iads not been trained for purposes of
this study, as measured by comparison of pretespasttest scores. Null Hypothesis # 2
was rejected.

Null Hypothesis #3:Female students in the class taught by the irntsirsmho
have been trained in effective nonverbal commuinawill not have greater knowledge
retention than male students, as measured by gygiretest to posttest scores. Null
Hypothesis # 3 was not rejected.

Null Hypothesis #4:Female students in the class taught by the irnstrmeno has
not been trained in effective nonverbal communazatvill not have greater knowledge
retention than male students, as measured by gyg@iretest to posttest scores. Null
Hypothesis # 4 was not rejected.

Null Hypothesis #5: There will be no relationship between the typeafverbal
communication delivered and knowledge gained asuared by posttest scores. Null
Hypothesis # 5 was rejected.

Null Hypothesis #6: Students will report they do not learn more fram a
instructor trained in effective nonverbal commutima compared to an instructor not
trained in effective nonverbal communication, assueed by percentage of agreement
with prompts on perception survey results. NulpBithesis # 6 was rejected.

Null Hypothesis #7:The observation of effective versus non-effectivaverbal

communication will not affect how knowledgeabledstnts perceive the instructor to be,
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as measured by percentage of agreement with pranpgisrception survey results. Null
Hypothesis # 7 was rejected.
Focus Groups - Introduction

In this section, focus groups responses are prdvifata were dictated and then
coded and categorized into similar sections asmewended by Creswell (2003). Three
participants, beyond myself, coded each of thedapoups to ensure the reliability of
the categorization.

Focus Groups — Nonverbal Communication

Body language was a continual topic in each ofdleas groups. In the effective
nonverbal communication classes, students desctiileeghstructor’s presentation style
as, “nonchalant but at the same time you couldheall he was serious about what he was
talking about.” Students described this instruet®professional, confident, and
comfortable.

Students also favorably mentioned the presenparmaianguage behavior and eye
contact. One student explained that the clearcépeem the instructor stood out to her.
Another student stated about the instructor, “He standing up straight. His voice was
strong. He didn’t seem nervous and looked megittan the eye.”

Eye contact was an area of nonverbal communic#tianwas expressed by a
number of students as important. One studentdstédtehink his eye contact was big. If
(instructors) make good eye contact with me, it esake feel much more comfortable.”

The class taught by the instructor using poor eoo& communication received a

different response from students. The studentsritbesl this instructor as monotone and
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having poor eye contact. One student stated, & weally hard to keep focused. | found
myself doodling, or checking my cell phone.”

A student explained that she felt more connected personal basis if instructors
use effective nonverbal communication, especialy @ntact. She also stated that she
did not feel important in the classroom.

Focus Groups — Enthusiasm

The level of instructor enthusiasm was also maetithroughout the focus
groups. A student from the effective nonverbal oamication course stated that the
instructor’s nonverbal immediacy showed engagemahtthe students, and showed that
the instructor cared about getting his messagesacrAnother student added that the
instructor’s nonverbal communication, “can showitment and if they’re excited about
the topic, it makes you a little more enthusiastitearn about it.”

Students agreed that they enjoyed the enthusiasmthe effective nonverbal
communication instructor. A student describedléuture:

He was walking back and forth while always standipgght. I've seen

(instructors) slouch over the desk and it looks likey're just bored and don’t

want to be here. Him walking around the frontle toom makes it look like

he’s interested and is excited about sharing tfeegrmation. That kept me
interested.

Students in the poor nonverbal communication elagsid a different feeling
about the instructor’s enthusiasm. The focus ggagreed that there was not an
enthusiastic learning environment that they woild to have had. One student stated,

“I think (enthusiasm) can make the difference betwehether the course seems pleasant
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and fun, or just tedious because if an instrucg@nthusiastic about the subject then some
of that rubs off on you.”

Although the lecture was not seen as enthusiasimog students said they
enjoyed the stories and examples presented bystrictor. A student added, “I thought
his examples were really good, but he could haes lbeore empathic about them. | feel
like he was a tree, just standing there.”

Focus Groups — Credibility

Students were specifically asked to discuss thmiceptions of the instructors’
credibility. In the effective nonverbal communicat classes, students agreed that the
instructor knew what he was lecturing over. Ongleht summarized this agreement,
“(Instructors’) body language in general can déélyitell you a lot about their
knowledge about the subject.”

Not only did these students say the instructor kvesvledgeable about the
subject, they also agreed that he was highly egpeed in the field. They also concurred
that this credibility was important to the learniegvironment. One student stated, “If he
didn’t look like he knows what he’s talking abotlten | wouldn’t trust him or listen to
him.”

Students in the poor nonverbal communication essiéd not give the same
positive remarks about the instructor’s credibili@ne student was uneasy that the
instructor did not explain his professional backgrd. This was not an issue discussed
by students in the effective nonverbal classedevAstudents also questioned the

statistics given in the lecture, while studentsdweld the same statistics in the effective
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nonverbal classes. In the poor nonverbal commtiaitéocus group, one student
explained, “He just had random facts. | just dideally know where he got those from.”
Focus Groups — Student Learning

Students were finally asked if their learningngoacted by the instructor’s
nonverbal communication. Students from the eféectionverbal communication classes
all agreed that the instructor’'s nonverbal commaitnon affects how much they learn.
They all concurred that their attention to theueetwas high because of the effective use
of nonverbal communication. One student statedni&imes when (instructors) are
speaking, | just won't pay attention because | amed, but | paid attention to this one.”

From the focus groups, student learning was styarf¢ected in the poor
nonverbal classes. Five of the six focus groudestts said the instructor’s nonverbal
communication caused them to not pay as much adtetd the lecture as they know they
should have, while one student said, “Well me pealg, | don’t think (nonverbal
communication) affects me that much. Becauseheratlasses, you know, we have
books. Whatever | don’t get from (instructorsphaget from the books.” This student
went on to say, “Actually, I think | learned a lot.

The other five students from the poor nonverbahmnication group said they
did not feel like they learned much from the leetuOne student stated, “I got distracted
easily with doodling on my paper. So like | listeinto the first half, but | don’t
remember anything from the second half.” Anothedent stated, “I agree. | kind of
wondered off. | tried focusing on the PowerPamit that was bad too.” Students from
the effective nonverbal communication focus grodiglsnot say anything negative about

the same PowerPoint.
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Students’ Nonverbal Communication

Miller (1998) stated, “Observant teachers canvibién students understand the
content presented or when they are having troutalepgng the major concepts. A
student slouching sends a very different message éme leaning forward or sitting
erect” (p. 18). As described in Chapter Thred@tinstructor sat in the room and took
notes concerning the students’ nonverbal communicauring each of the five lectures.
The notes will be summarized in this section farheaf the lectures.

During the first lecture utilizing effective nom@al communication, the third
instructor observed 19 students. During the beggaf the lecture, all 19 (100%) of the
students were looking forward at the instructohrotighout the lecture, two (11%)
students were consistently using their cell phori&gsthe conclusion of the lecture, 14
(74%) students were making strong eye contact thghnstructor.

During the second lecture utilizing effective norbad communication, the third
instructor observed 22 students. During the beggaf the lecture, 18 (82%) students
were looking forward at the instructor. Throughthe lecture, one student (5%) slept on
and off. No students were on their cell phoneg.tH& conclusion of the lecture, 18
(82%) students were making strong eye contact tahnstructor.

During the first lecture utilizing poor nonverlmmmunication, the third
instructor observed 21 students. During the begmaf the lecture, eight (38%)
students were looking forward at the instructohrotighout the lecture, six (29%)
students consistently used their cell phones. hByconclusion of the lecture, 11 (52%)

students were making strong eye contact with teguntor.
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During the second lecture utilizing poor nonvert@inmunication, the third
instructor observed 18 students. During the beggaf the lecture, nine (50%) students
were looking forward at the instructor. Throughthé lecture, four (22%) students
consistently used their cell phones. By the caioluof the lecture, seven (39%)
students were making strong eye contact with teuotor.

During the participant pool lecture utilizing effeve nonverbal communication,
the third instructor observed five students. Datime beginning of the lecture, all five
(100%) students were looking forward at the ingtruc Throughout the lecture, no
student used his cell phone. By the conclusicth@fecture, all five (100%) students
were making strong eye contact with the instructoshould be noted that the high level
of student attention could be a result of a snrallg environment, thus allowing
students to feel uncomfortable about not payingndittn. A participant pool lecture
using poor nonverbal communication was not condlitieeompare results.

These student observations may lend beneficiatnmétion into the effect of
instructors’ nonverbal communication’s role in sgats’ academic achievement. In
Chapter Five, | will further discuss the implicatsof positive student nonverbal
communication resulting from effective instructamnwerbal communication.

Summary

The analysis and review of the quantitative dedenfthis study concluded that
five of the seven hypotheses were supported. mhbsis and review of the qualitative
data from this study concluded that both reseavestipns held positive results.

Results were as follows:
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Null Hypothesis #1:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen
trained in effective nonverbal communication witltihave greater knowledge retention
than those in the class taught by the instructar iads not been trained for purposes of
this study, as measured by posttest scores. Nplbthesis # 1 was rejected.

Null Hypothesis #2:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen
trained in effective nonverbal communication witltihave greater knowledge retention
than those in the class taught by the instructar iads not been trained for purposes of
this study, as measured by comparison and posttests. Null Hypothesis # 2 was
rejected.

Null Hypothesis #3:Female students in the class taught by the irntsirsmho
have been trained in effective nonverbal commuimnawill not have greater knowledge
retention, than male students, as measured byilganmetest to posttest scores. Null
Hypothesis # 3 was not rejected.

Null Hypothesis #4:Female students in the class taught by the instrmeno has
not been trained in effective nonverbal communazatvill not have greater knowledge
retention, than male students, as measured byilgame-test to posttest scores. Null
Hypothesis # 4 was not rejected.

Null Hypothesis #5: There will be no relationship between type of rental
communication delivered and knowledge gained asared by posttest scores. Null
Hypothesis # 5 was rejected.

Null Hypothesis #6:Students will report they do not learn more fram a

instructor trained in effective nonverbal commutima compared to an instructor not
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trained in effective nonverbal communication, assueed by percentage of agreement
with prompts on perception survey results. NulpbBighesis # 6 was rejected.

Null Hypothesis #7:The observation of effective versus non-effectieaverbal
communication will not affect how knowledgeabledstnts perceive the instructor to be,
as measured by percentage of agreement with pranpisrception survey results. Null
Hypothesis # 7 was rejected.

Research Question #1What is the relationship between instructors’ olse
nonverbal communication and students’ perceptiomogf much he or she has learned as
measured by responses during focus group discussldims research question was
addressed through a series of four focus groupsug-group findings concluded a
positive correlation between instructor’s effectn@verbal communication and
students’ perceptions of successful learning.

Research Question #2What is the relationship between instructors’ ofse
nonverbal communication and students’ perceptiath®instructors’ knowledge about
the lectured subject as measured by responseggdodns group discussion? This
research question was addressed through a sef@srdbcus groups. Focus group
findings concluded a positive correlation betweawstructor’s effective nonverbal
communication and students’ perceptions of theuesdr's knowledge about the
lectured subject.

In Chapter Five, | have further examined this stsidgsults and discussed
contributions this research brings to the literatuRecommendations for future
experimentation and implications to higher educahiave also been presented in the

following chapter.
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Reflection
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to investigate ¢tetionship between instructors’
nonverbal communication and student learning inhigber education environment.

This study’s primary goal was to add data to adapiiterature that is inconclusive:
whether or not instructors’ nonverbal communicatdfiects students’ standardized
measurements of learning. This research also adml@adoward the relationship between
instructors’ nonverbal communication and: studep&teived learning; students’
perceived credibility of the instructor; differersci gender achievement; and differences
between achievement in the classroom environmenpassed to a participant pool.

Chapter One introduced background informationarfuerbal communication,
purpose of the study, research problems, definicierms, and assumptions. Chapter
Two examined the literature review of nonverbal ommication studies’ history, the
correlation of nonverbal communication and studgregsceptions of learning and
standardized measurements of learning, studentsepon of instructors’ credibility
based on nonverbal communication, genders’ roésgessing nonverbal communication,
and learning effective nonverbal communication.

Chapter Three identified the problem statemerpufadion and sample of the
study, development of the lecture, study desigrthodology, instruments, treatment of
confidential information, and limitations assocdteith this study. Chapter Four
acknowledged the data derived from each of theunstnts as they related to each of

this study’s hypotheses and research questions.
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Chapter Five provides a summary of this studglationship to the literature,
implications for the higher education environmemg recommendations for future
research. This chapter will begin by summarizimg findings from this empirical study,
along with my personal reflections.

Summary

While interpreting the findings from this reseasthdy, it must be clear that a
classroom analogue design was utilized. Studarttsei introductory speech course met
during their regular class session, and listenetdtygical class lecture. This lecture was
students’ first encounter with the instructor, @ngas only for a limited time on one day.
Generalization to an entire course is limited uintither research can be conducted on a
long-term scale. That being noted, this study ey a positive relationship between
instructors’ nonverbal communication and studeatriang.

This research study examined the relationship betwrestructors’ nonverbal
communication and student learning within the hrgfducation environment. This
study utilized a sample population of 85 undergedestudents from a midsized,
Midwest university in the United States during fipeing 2013 semester.

All of the participants completed a pretest, pEstitand survey while 17 students
also participated in an additional focus groupurAatroductory speech classes were
utilized (80 students) and one participant grouye(students). Within the four
introductory speech classes, students were 40 (5086 and 40 (50%) female. The
participant pool consisted of five (100%) male stud. Participation in the study was
voluntary and students were able to end parti@patthen requested. No student opted

out of this experiment.
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The independent variable in this study was the éatiacy of instructors’
nonverbal communication. One instructor (myset@d effective nonverbal
communication and another instructor used poor edral communication as outlined in
Appendix E. Both instructors lectured about thmsanaterial from a pre-rehearsed
script.

This study was guided by the following hypothesed research questions:

Hypothesis #1:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gez&knowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeiltrained for purposes of this study, as
measured by posttest scores.

Hypothesis #2:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gexeknowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeittrained for purposes of this study, as
measured by comparison of pretest and posttestscor

Hypothesis #3:Female students in the class taught by the irtstrueho have
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatiahivave greater knowledge retention
than male students, as measured by gain in ptetpsisttest scores.

Hypothesis #4:Female students in the class taught by the irtstruého hasiot
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatiahivave greater knowledge retention
than male students, as measured by gain in ptetpsisttest scores.

Hypothesis #5:There will be a relationship between the typeaiverbal

communication delivered and knowledge gained asured by posttest scores.
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Hypothesis #6:Students will report they learn more from an iastor trained in
effective nonverbal communication compared to atructor not trained in effective
nonverbal communication, as measured by percentfaggreement with prompts on
perception survey results.

Hypothesis #7:The observation of effective versus non-effectivaverbal
communication will affect how knowledgeable studgmerceive the instructor to be, as
measured by percentage of agreement with promppe@eption survey results.

Research Question #1What is the relationship between instructors’ olse
nonverbal communication and students’ perceptiomogf much he or she has learned as
measured by responses during focus group discussion

Research Question #2What is the relationship between instructors’ ofse
nonverbal communication and students’ perceptiath®instructors’ knowledge about
the lectured subject as measured by responseggdodas group discussion?
Relationship to Literature

The findings reported in this study contributedagheto the current body of
literature on the impact of instructors’ nonverbammunication on student learning. In
this section, | compared the results from this gtadpast research in this field.

A number of studies have been conducted sincedi@slto measure the
effectiveness of instructors’ nonverbal communmain the classroom (Anderman &
Kaplan, 2008; Andersen, 1979; Andersen et al., 1@8tistophel, 1990; Frechette &
Moreno, 2010; Gorham, 1988; Gorham & Zakahi, 19G€arney, Plax, & Wendt-
Wasco, 1985; Leathers & Eaves, 2008; Mackay, 2P0 et al., 1986; Powell &

Harville, 1990; Richmond, 1990; Richmond et al.819Sanders & Wiseman, 1990;
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Sime, 2006; Woolfolk, 1978). In creating this natblogy, | looked at the past research
and sought to fill gaps that may have had an impagiast data, and also to see if |
would have similar results.

For example, | did not videotape the two lectursiygjes and present a film to
students, unlike past research (Folwell, 2000; lkette, & Moreno, 2010). | felt this
methodology would take away from the impact of revbyal communication from an
instructor live in class.

| also did not stop at only surveying students albloeir learning during the
lecture, unlike past research (Eadie, 1996; FoM2&00; Plax et al., 1986; Richmond et
al., 1987). | went a step beyond, and actuallietestudents on the lectured material,
followed by a focus group. Although past studiesiearched specific areas of this
current study, no researcher examined the numhasttiments found in this study.

This study’s data were consistent with previougaesh that found a relationship
between instructors’ nonverbal communication andets’ perception of learning
(Burroughs, 2007; Chesebro, 2003; Chesebro & Mdeyns2001; Comadena et al.,
2007; Eadie, 1996; Mackay, 2006; Richmond & McCmsk004; Richmond et al.,
1986; Rodriguez et al., 1996). This correlation@y is a result of students’ fondness of
their instructor’s personality (Allen et al., 20@yrroughs, 2007).

Building a positive instructor-student relationskgpvorth the effort, even if the
result only increases the perceived learning. 8drlgeuz et al. (1996) found, students
who have a strong class relationship with theitrutdor will be motivated to spend more
time on class activities outside of the classrodkithough some researchers believe the

impact of instructors’ nonverbal communication eatiscreasing students’ perceptions
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of learning (Andersen et al., 1981), one could tizeathat this impact will assist students
academically outside of the classroom.

This theory has also been criticized through pastarch. Rodrigeuz et al. (1996)
stated that students who spend more time on clads autside of the class hold much
higher perceptions of their own learning, and that is not correlated to standardized
measurements of learning.

This research study’s data concluded that instrectmnverbal communication is
connected to students’ standardized measuremetdgarafng. Inconsistent with some
studies, these findings are parallel to others@ighs, 2007; Comadena et al., 2007,
Daniel, 2000; Sime, 2006). This study is significemthe literature, as this is a highly
contested topic in the field of communication iueation.

This study also supported the literature’s cotr@aof instructors’ nonverbal
communication to students’ perceptions of the utdtrs’ credibility. Past studies found
positive relationship between instructors’ commatian and their perceived credibility
(Chamberlin, 2000; Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Teven &doa, 2004; Teven &
McCroskey, 1996; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1988). Astinctor credibility is important
to the learning objective (McCroskey & Young, 198bgue & AhYun, 2006), the data
from this study are significant additions to therature.

Finally, this study added to the literature on hgemder affects student learning
when associated with an instructor nonverbal comaation variable. Although past
studies concluded that women are more perceptimengerbal communication than men

(Blanck et al., 1981; Isenhart, 1980), this stunlynid no statistically significant evidence
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that female students are more perceptive to ingtrsicnonverbal communication than
male students.
Hypotheses and Research Questions Discussion

Hypothesis #1:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gez&knowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeinttrained for purposes of this study, as
measured by posttest scores.

Using quantitative measures through the use dtggiscores, statistically
significant results were found to support this ixesis. This hypothesis’ intention was
to investigate the relationship between instruc¢toosiverbal communication with
students’ knowledge at the conclusion of classsttest scores were significantly higher
in the classes taught with effective nonverbal camication compared to those classes
taught with poor nonverbal communication.

Hypothesis #2:Students in the class taught by the instructor hdmbeen trained
in effective nonverbal communication will have gexeknowledge retention than those
in the class taught by the instructor who has eeittrained for purposes of this study, as
measured by comparison of and posttest scores.

Using quantitative measures, statistically sigaificresults were found to support
this hypothesis. This hypothesis went a step &urthan Hypothesis #1. | measured
students’ test score change from pretest to posttesch of the classes. This was done
to find a specific measurement of how much studenotg retained from the lecture
itself. Any information the students knew priorthas lecture would be factored out of

the measurement. | believe Hypothesis #2 givestteibunderstanding of how
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instructors’ effective nonverbal communication fesin higher student academic
achievement than instructors who use poor nonvedramunication.

Hypothesis #3:Female students in the class taught by the irtstrueho have
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatidalhvave greater knowledge
retention, than male students, as measured byilganmetest to posttest scores.

Using quantitative measures, there were no stalstisignificant results found
to support this hypothesis. This research stufitythngs conclude that male and female
students in the higher education environment avalggperceptive to instructors’
nonverbal communication.

Hypothesis #4:Female students in the class taught by the intstruého hasiot
been trained in effective nonverbal communicatidalhvave greater knowledge
retention, than male students, as measured byilganmetest to posttest scores.

Using quantitative measures, there were no gtatilst significant results found
to support this hypothesis. This hypothesis suppdrypothesis #3 in which male and
female students in the higher education environraenequally perceptive to instructors’
nonverbal communication.

Hypothesis #5:There will be a relationship between type of naohaé
communication delivered and knowledge gained asured by posttest scores.

Using quantitative measures, statistically sigaifit results were found to support
this hypothesis. This hypothesis gave further supp Hypothesis #1 and Hypothesis
#2 that instructors’ nonverbal communication effestudent learning.

Data from this hypothesis lead to an equationteg predict student test scores

based on the instructors’ nonverbal communicateanmmable. In the equation below, X
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refers to the type of communication (2 = effectmverbal communication; 1 = poor
nonverbal communication). Y refers to the studeet scores.
Y = 2.0202(X) + 5.881

The sample size of this experiment was not largigh for generalizability. The
Correlation Coefficient of .418 yielded a Coefficieof Determination of 17.4%. The
results of this analysis allow a 95% confidenca gontribution of 17.4% to the posttest
outcomes dependent upon the type of communicased to deliver the content
knowledge. Future experimentation with a largengle size will be needed to bring
validity to this equation’s claim.

Hypothesis #6:Students will report they learn more from an instor trained in
effective nonverbal communication compared to atructor not trained in effective
nonverbal communication, as measured by percentfaggreement with prompts on
perception survey results.

Using quantitative measures, statistically sigaifit results were found to support
this hypothesis. This study’s data added to psstarch that concluded similar results
(Chesebro & McCroskey, 2001; Chesebro, 2003; Commdeal., 2007; Mackay, 2006;
Richmond & McCroskey, 2004). Students stronglypsurted the idea that they were
learning more from the effective nonverbal commanan instructor compared to
students in the poor nonverbal communication class.

Although their beliefs aligned with reality (stamrdized measurements of
learning did increase in the effective nonverbahownication classes), there was a
much stronger difference in beliefs compared ttitieaStudents’ perception of learning

had a larger difference between the two teachiylgstompared to the standardized
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measurements of learning. This means althouglestadlid learn more from the
effective nonverbal communication instructor, studeperceptions of their own learning
had a greater difference between the two teachybgss

Hypothesis #7:The observation of effective versus non-effectisaverbal
communication will affect how knowledgeable studegpérceive the instructor to be, as
measured by percentage of agreement with promppe@eption survey results.

Using quantitative measures, statistically sigaifit results were found to support
this hypothesis. Although students were not tdlthe instructors’ experience in the
lectured subject, surveys resulted in the effeatimeverbal communication instructor
being perceived by students as more credible thapdor nonverbal communication
instructor. While only 28% of students perceivied poor nonverbal communication
instructor as having three or more years of expegge73% of students perceived the
effective nonverbal communication instructor asih@three or more years of
experience.

Research Question #1What is the relationship between instructors’ ofse
nonverbal communication and students’ perceptiomogf much he or she has learned as
measured by responses during focus group discussion

This research question gave qualitative suppadtyjoothesis #6. Students in the
poor nonverbal communication class stated that Wexg easily distracted in the poor
nonverbal communication classes. This abilityebdjstracted could directly result in a
lower amount of perceived learning from studentee focus group results also support
past research that stated student comfort is adsdawith instructors’ nonverbal

communication (Chesebro & McCroskey, 1998, 200hg dverall theme of focus
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groups portrayed a more positive perception ofesttgllearning in the effective
nonverbal communication classes than the poor nmbal’eommunication classes.

Research Question #2What is the relationship between instructors’ olse
nonverbal communication and students’ perceptiath®instructors’ knowledge about
the lectured subject as measured by responseggdodas group discussion?

This research question gave qualitative suppadtyjoothesis #7. Students went
as far as questioning the instructor’s statistias @omplaining about the PowerPoint in
the poor nonverbal communication classes, whilsuah remarks were made in the
effective nonverbal communication classes. Theallviheme of the focus groups
portrayed a more positive perception of the effectionverbal communication
instructor’s perceived credibility.

Implications for Higher Education Instruction

This study provides significant information foo#e instructing in the higher
education environment, specifically for lecturin§ims and Sims (1995) stated,
“Institutions of higher education are always loakior ways to make their educational
initiative more effective. Higher education adrsinators and instructors at all levels are
constantly under pressure to provide more effecna efficient services” (p. 1). These
data suggests nonverbal communication immediaaya®l to provide a more effective
learning environment for students.

Since instructor clarity is essential for increhstudent academic achievement
(Chesebro, 1999, 2003; Houser & Frymier, 2009} tasearch outlines specific
nonverbal elements, which assist instruction:

1. Strong eye contact with students
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2. Frequent use of voice fluctuations

3. Do not stand behind a podium, computer, or anyraithgect that would form a
barrier between the instructor and the students

4. Frequent use of facial expressions

5. Walk around the front of the classroom

6. Frequent use of hand gestures

This research also supports McCroskey and Youngl(l®ho stated, “Research
generally has supported the proposition that socnegibility is a very important element
in the communication process, whether the goadh®icommunication effort be
persuasion or the generation of understanding24p. This study’s data suggested a
strong relationship between nonverbal communicatianediacy and students’
perceptions of instructor credibility. Instructanshigher education to support student
achievement should utilize this element.

As stated in the research problem of this docunibist,study may assist higher
education deans and instructors to help increaskests’ academic success. In order to
do that, these educators must effectively learn twoutilize nonverbal communication
immediacy within their classrooms. From this btierre review, these steps need to be
taken to successfully learn effective nonverbal mamication:

1. Training sessions longer than 3 hours. Fusheties need to be conducted to

find how long an optimal training session shoukt la

2. Learn effective hand and arm gesturing (theesasionverbal communication

to learn)
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3. Learn effective facial expression fluctuatiome(inost important nonverbal

communication to learn)

4. Learn effective vocal variation (the most difficnonverbal communication to

learn).

As Peterson (2005) concluded, small amounts of teratyuage training do result
in positive nonverbal behaviors from those recgjuinaining. Although altering
nonverbal communication can be difficult (DePadl®92), this training would benefit
the academic achievement of students.

Utilizing the findings from this study, | would remmend nonverbal
communication immediacy training for higher edusatinstructors. Research needs to
be conducted on the most efficient and effectivevedbal communication training for
instructors.

Future Research

To further validate the findings of this empiricalidy, further research needs to
be conducted. | listed these recommendationsutaré research:

1. Recommend utilizing a longer timetable of experitagan. Although it is
improbable to complete an entire semester with moneed lecture script,
future methodology could lengthen this study’s dag-lecture to a small
amount of multiple lectures.

2. Recommend utilizing a female instructor to compata results of male
instructors’ student outcomes.

3. Recommend including a long-term memory instrumeg.this research

asked students to recall information presentetlgémtwithin an hour, further
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6.

research could test how nonverbal communicatiorastgpstudent learning
over weeks.

Recommend comparing data with identical methodofogy various regions
of the United States. The data drawn from thidggpecifically represent
one university in the Midwest.

Recommend the use of a variety of higher educaibamses for specific
majors. This study was conducted in a generaiesumburse with multiple
student majors. Future research could look atd#ifgrences in effectiveness
nonverbal communication immediacy has on differeajors (biology,
history, public relations, digital design, etc.).

Although no other universities were included, thedg of this university
student population may be representative of thentgjcollegiate
population. Future research would be needed t@paoenstudent results of
this experiment from other universities based arggaphy, diversity, and
social status. Future studies could also exanhieelifferences in data
between this study and research from a univensigygountry other than the
United States. It should be noted that researotvet that nonverbal
communication with a culturally diverse group afd#nts could result in
negative correlations because of the change inralihorms (Helmer &

Eddy, 2003).

. This research study did not accumulate enoughtdaapport quantitative

differences between the in class cohorts and trecipant pool cohort.
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Future research with a larger participant pool eohould be needed to
justify similarities or differences between the teahorts.

8. Recommend future studies with this same methodalbigjzing a larger

sample size to accept or reject the equation, Y3Z2)+5.881, developed
from this study’s Hypothesis #5.

9. Recommend research to develop an efficient andtefeenonverbal

communication training.

Overall, it is expected that researching effectilements of the higher education
instruction is needed for the future. Instructardgnt communication, specifically in
terms of nonverbal communication, will continuébta valued resource in the
classroom. Such ongoing research would be beakfa@students’ academic
achievement.

Conclusion

In order to be more effective, higher educatiastrunctors need to understand how
lectures can improve students’ learning experie(igiedher, 2008). One area of
observation for increasing the success of lectigrgsstructors’ nonverbal
communication.

The data collected from this study, emphasizedbyiterature, concluded one
major theme: instructors’ nonverbal communicatiffieas student learning. This study
exemplified that point through quantitative andlgative measurements. Instructors’
nonverbal communication seems to have a positieetedn students’ perceptions of

learning, standardized measurements of learnirdyparceptions of the instructor’s
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credibility. Notably, this study found that studemender did not change the effectiveness
of the instructors’ nonverbal communication.

One founder of research regarding nonverbal concatian in the classroom,
Mehrabian (1971), stated that nonverbal commumnatnmediacy has a strong
correlation between personal relationships, “Peaptedrawn towards persons and things
they like, evaluate highly, and prefer; and thegidwr move away from things they
dislike, evaluate negatively, or do not prefer”Ip. This study and past studies have
found strong correlations between nonverbal comoaii@n and receiver’s positive
perceptions of the speaker and the message.

This study has found an association between irsirgtudent relationships built
from instructors’ nonverbal communication and studearning. Professional
development programs in higher education could fiteihem providing nonverbal
communication training to instructors. Understaigdand being able to effectively use

nonverbal communication may be a powerful tooldoy instructor.
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all correspondence with this office.

This letter has been electronically signed in accordance with all applicable regulations, and a
copy is retained within Lindenwood University Institutional Review Board's records.
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Appendix B
Consent to Participate

Lindenwood University
School of Education
209 S. Kingshighway

St. Charles, Missouri 63301

Informed Consent for Participation in Research Activities

“Investigating a relationship between nonverbal oamication and student learning”

Principal Investigator __ Dustin York

Telephone: 573-275-0580 E-mail: dy325@lindenwood.edu

Participant Contact info

1. You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Dustin York under the
guidance of Dr. Graham Weir. The purpose of this research is look at the relationship between
an instructor’s nonverbal communication during class lecture, and students’ learning.

2. a) Your participation will involve

Completing a pretest concerning visual aids in presentations
Listening to a lecture concerning visual aids in presentations
Completing a posttest concerning visual aids in presentations
Completing a survey concerning the instructor’s presentation style

Answering questions in a focus group if volunteered
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b) The amount of time involved in your participation will be 30-40 minutes.

Approximately 80-200 students will be involved in this research.

There are no anticipated risks associated with this research.

3. There are no direct benefits for you participating in this study. However, your
participation will contribute to the knowledge about nonverbal communication in higher
education lectures and may help society.

4, Your participation is voluntary and you may choose not to participate in this research
study or to withdraw your consent at any time. You may choose not to answer any questions
that you do not want to answer. You will NOT be penalized in any way should you choose not to
participate or to withdraw.

5. We will do everything we can to protect your privacy. As part of this effort, your identity
will not be revealed in any publication or presentation that may result from this study and the
information collected will remain in the possession of the investigator in a safe location.

6. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, or if any problems arise, you
may call the Investigator, Dustin York (573-275-0580) or the Supervising Faculty, Dr. Graham
Weir, (636-949-4315). You may also ask questions of or state concerns regarding your
participation to the Lindenwood Institutional Review Board (IRB) through contacting Dr. Jann
Weitzel, Vice President for Academic Affairs at 636-949-4846.

| have read this consent form and have been given the opportunity to ask questions. | will also
be given a copy of this consent form for my records. | consent to my participation in the
research described above.

Participant's Signature Date Participant’s Printed Name

Signature of Principal Investigator Date Investigator Printed Name
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Appendix C

Focus Group Questions

Focus Group Questions

How much do you feel you learned from the presentation?

Follow up?

How do you feel about the instructor’s presentation style?

Follow up?

How do you feel the presentation could have improved?

Follow up?

How do you feel an instructor’s nonverbal communication affects your learning?
Follow up?

How do you feel an instructor’s nonverbal communication affects how credible you view them
in the area of the lecture?

Follow up?
Do you feel you learn more from an instructor that utilizes good nonverbal communication?

Follow up?
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Appendix D
Survey
Survey
Circle one
Male Female
1) | enjoyed the presentation.
1 - Strongly Disagree 2 - Slightly Disagree 3 - Slightly Agree 4 - Strongly agree

2) I would take a course with this instructor.
Yes No
3) | feel that | learned a lot from the material presented by the instructor.

1 - Strongly Disagree 2 - Slightly Disagree 3 - Slightly Agree 4 - Strongly agree

4)I liked the instructor’s presentation style.

1 - Strongly Disagree 2 - Slightly Disagree 3 - Slightly Agree 4 - Strongly agree

5) I think the instructor is credible in the topic of using visual aids in presentations.

1 - Strongly Disagree 2 - Slightly Disagree 3 - Slightly Agree 4 - Strongly agree

6) How many years of experience do you think the instructor has in coaching presentations?

Less than one year

1-2 years

3-5 years

More than 5 years

7) | think an instructor’s nonverbal communication during lecture affects how much I learn.

1 - Strongly Disagree 2 - Slightly Disagree 3 - Slightly Agree 4 - Strongly agree
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Effective Nonverbal Communication/Poor Nonverbal Conmunication Checklist

Appendix E

Good Nonverbal Communication Checklist - Dustin

Not positioned behind podium
Moves around the classroom

Uses hand gestures frequently
Frequent voice fluctuation

Makes eye contact with all students __

Varies facial expressions

Poor Nonverbal Communication Checklist - Markus

Positioned behind podium for a majority of the time

Does not move around the classroom

Does not use hand gestures frequently

Does not utilize voice fluctuation

Does not makes eye contact with all students

Does not vary facial expressions
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Appendix F
Pretest/Posttest

Persuasion Questions

1. List as many of the seven persuasion techniques you know.

2. “This weekend only, everything in the store is 20%/Adt. now!” This is an example of
which persuasion technique.

a) reciprocity

b) consensus

C) scarcity

d) consistency

3. Give an example of how you could use the authority pemsutechnique to convince people
to use their seat belts.

4, Which persuasion technique is most used by non-foitprgfinizations?
a) reciprocity

b) consensus

C) scarcity

d) consistency

5. What is a speech of refutation intended to do?

6. What are two ways you can get a response from the audience thefpteave?
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Vitae

Dustin York

322 Seton Hall Ct.. « Valley Park, MO 63088
Mobile: 573-275-0580 « dustinjyork@gmail.com

Skills

A high-energy, enthusiastic and dependable instructor who excels in leading a classroom

« Industry communications experience for clients like: Scottrade, PepsiCo, Astrazine

Skilled in public relations, corporate communications, public speaking, new media and
promotions with a heavy enfaces in trending technologies

Articulate and personable professional who displays constant initiative

Recognized for energetic and powerful teaching in the undergraduate and post-graduate levels

Education

Ed.D., Instructional Leadership (Diss. in  Nonverbal Communication), Expected 9/13
Lindenwood University, St. Charles, MO
Current GPA: 4.0

M.A., Communications, 12/11
Lindenwood University, St. Charles, MO
GPA: 4.0

B.S., Public Relations, Minor; Marketing Management, 5/09

Southeast Missouri State University, Cape Girardeau, MO

GPA: 3.2, Major GPA: 3.4

Special Projects: Media Tours, Crisis Management, and Photo Shop Labs

Work Experience
2012 - Present  Assistant Professor Maryville University, St. Louis, MO
Courses Taught:
Introduction to Contemporary Communication
Principles of Strategic Communication
Introduction Writing: Communication and Media
Other duties:
Advise the student newspaper, Pawprint, with a 10 person staff.
http://maryvillepawprint.com/
Created and advise a student organization, Society for Professional Strategic
Communication (SPSC), that gives students hands-on publicity and event
planning experience with real clients
Assist with student research in mass communication

2012 Adjunct Professor Lindenwood University-Belleville, Belleville, IL

Courses taught:

Communication in the Corporate Environment
Using Media for Presentations

Copywriting

Master’'s Communication Capstone
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2010 - 2012 Advisor/Adjunct Professor Lindenwood University, St. Charles, MO
Taught Freshmen Orientation to University Life.
Taught Fundamentals of Oral Communication.
Academically advised first-generation and conditionally admitted students.
Planned events with up to 400 attendees.
Advisor for the student organization, First-Generation Collegians.
Implemented communication for Student and Academic Support Services.
Developed and maintained programs on campus to incorporate contemporary
technologies.

2011 Public Relations Scottrade, St. Louis, MO

Assisted in promoting Scottrade Financial Services, Inc. through media relations
activities, including developing and executing pitch ideas, writing news releases and
blogs, building relationships with reporters and media training.

2010-2011 Public Relations v-Fluence Interactive, St. Louis, MO

Developed, implemented, administered and monitored strategic online public plans.
Evaluated effectiveness of strategies in order to focus on the most rewarding and
profitable approaches.

Mastered the online public relations element.

Website oversight for a number of Fortune 500 companies.

Public Relations/Store Mgr.

2006-2010 Spencer Gifts, Cape Girardeau, MO
Develop local and national communication efforts including print design and media
outreach.

Monitored employee performance of up to nine staff members, making
recommendations for skill development, promotion, or dismissal.
2008 Public Relations Obama '08 Campaign for Change, MO

Organized publicity events and communication for the Presidential election.
Managed media outreach for local news outlets.

Activities and Honors

Presented colloquiums about new technologies’ impact on mass communication at:
Lindenwood-Bellville University
Lindenwood University
Culver Stockton College
Southeast Missouri State University

Presented colloquiums about nonverbal communication at:
Lindenwood University

Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication (AEJMC) Member
2011-Present
Currently publishing an article about instructing SEO in the higher-education classroom.

McFarlane Duncan for State Representative — 77th District
Communications Director — St. Louis, MO — 2012
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Boys and Girls Club Communications Volunteer
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