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ABSTRACT  
Nonverbal immediacy has proved to be an effective communication tool 
in fostering student-teacher relationships. The present study aims to 
validate the Teacher Nonverbal Immediacy (TeNOI) observation scale in 
a sample of 58 teachers and their students (n = 1,124) in lower 
secondary schools. Teacher emotional support and student 
engagement were rated from video recordings, using the Classroom 
Assessment Scoring System-Secondary (CLASS-S). In addition, students’ 
experiences of situational engagement were measured at the end of 
each lesson. Confirmatory factor analysis confirmed TeNOI’s 5-factor 
measurement model as satisfactory. The five factors are physical 
proximity, body orientation, positive head postures and smiling, eye 
contact and gaze, and vocal variety. Teacher nonverbal immediacy was 
positively associated with teacher emotional support and student 
engagement. Physical proximity and body orientation were positively 
associated with students’ situational emotional engagement. The results 
suggest that TeNOI is a reliable and valid instrument for investigating 
teachers’ nonverbal behavior in the classroom.
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1. Introduction

According to previous studies, teacher nonverbal immediacy behavior is an area of professional exper
tise that leads to positive student reactions toward the teacher, teaching, and learning (e.g., McCroskey 
et al., 2016; Mottet et al., 2016). However, only a few observation scales exist that are designed to 
observe teachers’ nonverbal behavior in the classroom (i.e., the Trained Raters’ Perceptions of Imme
diacy (RI), Andersen et al., 1979; and the Nonverbal Immediacy Scale-Observer report (NIS-O), Rich
mond et al., 2003), but neither of them includes detailed observation instructions. Moreover, the 
majority of prior studies are based solely on data collected from student ratings of their teacher’s non
verbal behavior in the classroom (LeBlanc Farris et al., 2018; Liu, 2021). Such information may be 
biased by students’ own experiences or their emotions toward teachers. First, student reports may 
be influenced to some extent by the halo effect, given that students who like their teachers may be 
more prone to perceive them as more immediate (Derakhshan et al., 2023). Second, self-reports 
rely on participants’ memory of behaviors that may not be noticed consciously, which diminishes 
their validity as measures of actual nonverbal immediacy behaviors (Smythe & Hess, 2005).

© 2025 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group 
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), 
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited. The terms on which this 
article has been published allow the posting of the Accepted Manuscript in a repository by the author(s) or with their consent. 

CONTACT  Tapio Toivanen tapio.toivanen@helsinki.fi University of Helsinki, P.O.Box8, FI00014, Finland
This article has been corrected with minor changes. These changes do not impact the academic content of the article.

SCANDINAVIAN JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2025.2550273

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/00313831.2025.2550273&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-09-18
http://orcid.org/0009-0003-3199-5645
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7531-5037
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5059-9459
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5709-5800
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:tapio.toivanen@helsinki.fi
http://www.tandfonline.com


While it is evident that the school culture in the US differs from that in the Scandinavian countries 
(McCroskey et al., 1995; McCroskey et al., 1996; Zhang & Dewitt, 2016), specific research on teachers’ 
nonverbal immediacy outside US classrooms is limited. However, the importance of teaching nonver
bal immediacy to teacher trainees during teacher education is highlighted by McCroskey et al. (2016), 
who expressed concern that teachers graduate without adequate guidance in knowledge and skills 
related to classroom interaction. Therefore, one of the goals of this study was to develop an obser
vation instrument to be used in preservice teacher training to guide teaching practices and promote 
the professional interaction skills of future teachers. To this end, the present study examined the val
idity of the Teacher Nonverbal Immediacy observation scale (TeNOI) and explored its association 
with teachers’ observed emotional support and students’ behavioral and situational engagement.

1.1. Teacher nonverbal immediacy

Andersen et al. (1979), a pioneer in teacher nonverbal immediacy, states that people are typically 
drawn toward persons and things they like, and avoid or move away from things they dislike (see 
also Mehrabian, 1971). Based on work by Andersen and colleagues, teacher nonverbal immediacy 
is defined as a behavior that demonstrates availability or attentiveness, and that increases physical 
and psychological closeness between teacher and students (Andersen et al., 1979). A significant associ
ation has been found between teacher nonverbal immediacy and students’ emotional learning, which 
is the process through which students learn skills that support their well-being and positive life out
comes (Weissberg et al., 2015). Andersen et al. (1979) conceptualizes a teacher’s nonverbal immediacy 
as multivariate behavior. Previously developed measures of teacher nonverbal immediacy behaviors 
include all or most of the following components: reductions in proxemic distance; increase in eye con
tact or gaze; positive facial expressions, particularly smiles; positive head nods; increase in gestures; 
bodily relaxation; use of purposeful body movements; orientation of body and head toward the 
other interactant; vocal expressiveness, and increase in touch (e.g., Andersen et al., 1979; Gorham 
& Zakahi, 1990; McCroskey et al., 1996; 2004). Combining such aspects provides a versatile and auth
entic view of behaviors describing different nonverbal immediacy cues.

Although some nonverbal behavior is universal and probably biologically innate, it is crucial to 
see nonverbal immediacy as a professional skill of the teacher that can be developed and improved 
(Richmond et al., 2003). Richmond et al. (2003) have emphasized that a teacher’s nonverbal behav
ior is a skill that can be practiced. The more a teacher uses forms of nonverbal immediacy, the more 
students like, prefer and value them (Richmond et al., 2019). It is recognized that nonverbal imme
diacy reduces the physical or psychological distance between teachers and students (Richmond et 
al., 2003). In addition, previous studies have shown that the teacher’s use of immediacy behavior 
fosters students’ affective learning, namely how students feel about what they are learning (e.g., Fry
mier et al., 2019), and a positive attitude toward the subject and the teacher. Such a process, in turn, 
typically increases students’ ability to learn the material that the teacher is offering to them, and 
leads to higher learning motivation (McCroskey et al., 2016; Mottet et al., 2016). While prior litera
ture is not wholly in agreement on how and why teacher immediacy is associated with student 
learning (Frymier et al., 2019), nonverbal immediacy is presented as a way in which teachers can 
attempt to influence students and their reactions while learning (Witt et al., 2010). For example, 
among various age groups, teacher behaviors that can be seen to reflect some aspects related to non
verbal immediacy have been shown to be positively associated with student learning, motivation, 
engagement, and sense of satisfaction with the teacher and the course (Allen et al., 2006; Hofkens 
et al., 2023; Liu, 2021; Martin & Mottet, 2011; Pakarinen et al., 2014; Pöysä et al., 2019).

1.2. Measuring nonverbal immediacy

Culture has a profound influence on nonverbal behavior (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013; Richmond et 
al., 2019; Santilli et al., 2011). In general, research findings indicate that students in the US perceived 
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a greater degree of teacher nonverbal immediacy than did students in other countries, such as 
China, Germany, Greece, Japan, Kenya, or Finland. Nevertheless, some nonverbal cues can be uni
versally understood. However, Zhang and Dewitt (2016) have also pointed out that it is challenging 
to develop cross-cultural measures because nonverbal immediacy is a culturally bound construct. 
Hence, it is important to validate adapted teacher nonverbal immediacy scales in different cultures.

The previous literature includes only two studies (McCroskey et al., 1995; McCroskey et al., 
1996) in which Finnish teachers’ nonverbal immediacy has been examined and compared using tea
cher nonverbal immediacy observation measures. These studies found that teachers in Finland rep
resent a low-expressive, non-immediate northern European culture. Matsumoto and Hwang (2013) 
classified cultures into expressive and reserved cultures. In a reserved culture, teachers exhibit fewer 
facial expressions and gestures, less eye contact, a monotonous tone of voice, rigid and closed body 
postures, and greater distance from the interlocutor. Tulviste et al. (2003) characterized Finnish 
interaction culture as silent and less talkative compared to other countries. According to McCros
key et al. (1996), Finnish teachers belong to the reserved culture. Task orientation and formality 
were central elements in Finnish teachers’ communication culture. This is seen to differ from the 
American culture of interaction, the context in which the original teacher immediacy scales were 
developed (McCroskey et al., 1995; Zhang & Dewitt, 2016). The influence of culture on teacher-stu
dent relationships and teaching approaches should be addressed to better understand the context in 
which the teaching practices take place (Cheng & Chen, 2022; Pakarinen et al., 2024). Triandis 
(2001) introduces horizontal and vertical perspectives to understand culture. In cultures character
ized by vertical individualism, such as the United States, there is a strong emphasis on standing out 
and being the best in comparison to others. In contrast, Finnish culture is characterized by horizon
tal individualism, which focuses on self-concepts that are autonomous from the group. The self is 
viewed as independent, yet shares fundamentally similar qualities with the selves of others.

Along with cultural differences, there is also a debate on how nonverbal immediacy should be 
measured. Most studies on teacher nonverbal immediacy and its effects on students have relied 
solely on questionnaires administered to students or teachers themselves (Liu, 2021). Richmond 
et al. (2003) and Smythe and Hess (2005) have expressed valid criticisms when it comes to relying 
on student reports, pointing out that reliability estimates for instruments measuring nonverbal 
immediacy based on student reports have been rather low.

When examining a teacher´s nonverbal immediacy, it is important to remember that conceptual 
recognition of the multidimensional nature of nonverbal communication is not the same as accu
rately measuring all of its aspects. Classifying nonverbal immediacy into different categories helps 
to outline how an individual’s nonverbal behavior generates messages and meanings (Richmond et 
al., 2019). The challenge in using various teacher nonverbal immediacy scales lies in the fact that 
while certain components of nonverbal behavior can be represented by a single metric relatively 
well, others are much more complex. For example, proximal distance (i.e., purposeful movement 
and placement in relation to students) can be operationalized in terms of meters and space, gaze 
in terms of duration and direction, body orientation and relaxation in angular changes, and closed 
and open body positions. However, this is not the case with highly complex and multidimensional 
behaviors such as gestures, tone of voice, and facial expressions in particular (Patterson & Manusov, 
2006). In these aspects, measurement should focus on certain central processes mediating the con
sequences of nonverbal communication. The communicative perspective of a teacher’s nonverbal 
immediacy, namely the nonverbal behaviors under the control of the teacher, can be seen as 
tools with which to influence the responses of students. In measuring the gestures, the focus is 
on the extent to which the teacher uses gestures when communicating with students. When eval
uating voice, the focus is on the teacher’s use of pronunciation in a variety of ways, and when 
measuring facial expression, it is possible to calculate whether the teacher smiles frequently.

In addition to exploring the components of nonverbal immediacy behaviors, the dimensionality 
of teachers’ nonverbal immediacy measures has been studied. In their seminal work, Andersen et al. 
(1979) examined the RI scale using exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and the results suggested that 
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nonverbal immediacy is a unidimensional construct. Moreover, Richmond et al. (2003) employed 
EFA when developing the NIS-O observation instrument, with results indicating a single-factor sol
ution. However, when employing a forced orthogonal (varimax) eight-factor rotation, the eight fac
tors obtained were consistent with the eight different nonverbal behaviors being measured. In line 
with this, Aydin et al. (2013) reported that they could not confirm the single-factor structure of the 
NIS-O, but their factor analysis produced a seven-factor structure for the observation instrument. 
Furthermore, there are numerous studies in the literature that have validated retrospective student 
reports on their teachers’ nonverbal immediacy (e.g., Zhang et al. 2007) or teachers’ self-reports 
(e.g., Puertas-Molero et al., 2022). However, the present study adds to the existing literature by vali
dating the observation instrument that employs trained raters.

1.3. The aim of the present study

The main aim of this study was to examine the factor structure of the TeNOI using a sample of 
teachers from secondary schools. We also aimed to study the association between the teachers’ non
verbal immediacy and their emotional support (measured using the CLASS-S observation tool), as 
well as the relation between the teachers’ nonverbal immediacy and student engagement, measured 
using the CLASS-S and In Situations (InSitu) Instrument (Lerkkanen et al., 2012; Vasalampi et al., 
2016). To this end, the research sought to address the following questions: (1) What is an adequate 
TeNOI factor structure to describe the teachers’ nonverbal immediacy? (2) How are the TeNOI fac
tors associated with the observed teachers’ emotional support and student engagement? and (3) 
How are the TeNOI factors associated with students’ self-reported situational engagement?

2. Method

2.1. Participants and procedure

This study was part of a longitudinal follow-up study (First Steps study, Lerkkanen et al., 2006–
2016), which comprised approximately 2,000 students along with their parents and teachers. The 
data were collected in four municipalities in different parts of Finland. The Committee of Ethics 
at the University of Jyväskylä provided ethical approval for the study before collecting the data, 
and only voluntary teachers who provided written consent for their participation, and students 
whose guardians had provided written consent for their child’s voluntary participation, were 
involved in the study.

The participants of the present study were 58 subject teachers from 23 lower secondary schools 
and 1,124 of their Grade 7 students (average 13- to 14-year-olds). The average size of the class was 
18.34 (SD = 4.25) students. Most of the participating teachers (98.2%) had master’s degrees and 
were qualified to work as subject teachers. Almost half of the participating teachers (48.3%) had 
more than 15 years of work experience, 29.6% had 5–15 years, and 18.5% had less than five 
years of work experience.

The data consisted of video recordings of 70 lessons. Video-recorded lessons comprised mainly 
Finnish language and literacy (29% of the lessons) and mathematics (20%), while the remainder 
(51% in total) covered English, Swedish, history, religion, physics and chemistry, pupil counselling, 
health education, home economics, visual arts, music, crafts (textile), and sports. Most of the lessons 
(87%) lasted 45 min, while the remainder lasted 75 min. The video-recorded lessons were coded for 
teacher nonverbal immediacy with the Trained Raters’ Perceptions of Immediacy (RI) scale (Ander
sen et al., 1979) (Finnish translation by first author), and for teacher-student interactions using the 
Classroom Assessment Scoring System – Secondary (CLASS-S, Pianta et al., 2012; Finnish vali
dation by Virtanen et al., 2018) observational tool. Before coding, the 45-minute video recordings 
were divided into three cycles and the 75-minute videos into five cycles (209 cycles in total, ranging 
from 9:53 to 16:10 min depending on the total length of the lesson).
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2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Nonverbal immediacy
Teachers’ nonverbal immediacy in the video-recorded lessons was measured using a modified ver
sion of the Trained Raters’ Perceptions of Immediacy (RI) scale (Andersen et al., 1979), which was 
translated into Finnish by the first author. Nine indicators out of the original eleven were used in the 
current study. The original indicator “general immediacy” was omitted because we decided that the 
combined score of the indicators would effectively describe this phenomenon. Additionally, indi
cators of body position (tense – relaxed and closed – open) were both included but combined 
into a single indicator, “relaxed body posture”. This change was based on Mehrabian’s (1971) obser
vation that relaxed behavior includes bodily openness, which is also reflected in a decrease in ten
sion in the hands and feet. These modifications to the original scale were made after pre-testing the 
(RI) scale with Finnish video material (8 lessons) by two independent observers. The modified nine- 
indicator observation scale included the following indicators: purposeful positioning in relation to 
students (far – close), purposeful movement in the classroom (does not move in space – moves a lot 
and intentionally), body orientation (not directed to students – directed to students), relaxed body 
posture (tense and closed body positions – relaxed and open body positions), gestures (none or very 
few gestures supporting interaction – many gestures supporting interaction), positive head nods 
(none or very few positive head gestures – many positive head gestures), smiling (none or very 
few positive facial expressions and smiles – many positive facial expressions and smiles), eye contact 
and gaze (none or very few eye contacts to the student group or individual students – much eye 
contact to the student group or individual students) and vocal variety (not much variation in 
use of voice – variable use of voice). The original 9-point scale was also changed to a 7-point 
scale (Low 1–2, Mid 3–5, or High 6–7), which was similar to the CLASS-S observational tool (Pianta 
et al., 2012).

The first author further evaluated whether some of the nine factors of the modified RI scale could 
be combined to create a novel teachers’ nonverbal immediacy observation measure with a more 
compact structure. As a result of theoretical analysis (e.g., Richmond et al., 2019), the following 
structure was established: purposeful positioning in relation to students and purposeful movement 
in the classroom were combined as physical proximity. Body orientation, relaxed body posture and 
gestures were combined as body orientation. Positive head nods and smiling were combined as 
positive head postures and smiling. Eye contact and gaze, and vocal variety remained as their 
own indicators. This modified version of the measure was named as TeNOI, and it observed tea
chers’ nonverbal immediacy through five factors: physical proximity, body orientation, positive 
head postures and smiling, eye contact and gaze, and vocal variety. The present study was set 
out to examine the factor structure of the TeNOI.

Before coding, the three observers studied the observation guidelines. They also participated in a 
training session that was organized to ensure the reliability of the coding. During the actual coding, 
the observers had to reach 80% agreement within 1 scale point, which is typically considered to 
reflect an acceptable degree of accuracy (see Pianta et al., 2012). A total of 20% of observed lessons 
were double-coded by two independent observers to calculate interrater reliability. Interrater 
reliability between the pairs of observers was determined by calculating intraclass correlations 
(ICCs, Landers, 2015). To calculate ICCs, we used a two-way mixed effect model (measure fixed, 
observers random), the absolute agreement definition, and the average measure intraclass corre
lation (which assumes no interaction effect). Intraclass correlations showed high interrater 
reliability (.94) with a 95% confidence interval from .93 to .95.

2.2.2. Observed emotional support and student engagement
The quality of emotional support and student engagement in the video-recorded lessons was 
measured with the CLASS-S observational tool (Pianta et al., 2012), which has been validated in 
the Finnish context (Virtanen et al., 2018). The CLASS-S is a measure that operationalizes the 
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conceptual views presented in the Teaching Through Interactions (TTI) framework (Hafen et al., 
2015; Hamre et al., 2013). Based on the TTI, the CLASS-S consists of three domains (i.e., Emotional 
Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support), and one separate dimension that 
captures student engagement during the observed cycle. Based on the research questions set for 
the present study, only the Emotional Support domain, consisting of three dimensions (Positive Cli
mate, Teacher Sensitivity, and Regard for Adolescent Perspectives), and a separate dimension 
measuring Student Engagement were used in the present study. Cronbach’s alpha reliability for 
Emotional Support was .79 in the sample of the present study.

Teacher-student interactions were coded with CLASS-S for each individual cycle by evaluating 
dimensions separately with a 7-point scale (Low 1–2, Mid 3–5, or High 6–7) based on the indicators 
of effective interactions and observable behavioral markers provided in the CLASS-S manual 
(Pianta et al., 2012). Prior to the coding process, the observers participated in comprehensive train
ing sessions during which they were required to reach 80% agreement within 1 scale point, which is 
considered to reflect an acceptable degree of accuracy (see Pianta et al., 2008). During the actual 
coding of the video-recorded lessons collected in the First Steps study, up to 20% of all recorded 
lessons were double-coded by two independent observers to calculate interrater reliability. The 
interrater reliability was high, as reported in a previous study (Pöysä et al., 2019).

2.2.3. Students’ situational engagement
Students’ experiences of situational engagement were measured with a mobile-based In Situations 
(InSitu) Instrument (Lerkkanen et al., 2012; Vasalampi et al., 2016). The InSitu Instrument consists 
of 17 items rated on a five-point scale (1 = not at all; 5 = very much). The complete InSitu Instru
ment consists of five factors, but based on the research questions for the present study, only 
three out of five were used: behavioral/cognitive engagement (7 items, e.g., “How persistent were 
you in studying during the lesson?”; “How important did you find the studied content?”); emotional 
engagement (3 items, e.g., “How much did you like the lesson?”); and disaffection (3 items, e.g., 
“How boring was the lesson?”). Participating students were asked to rate their experiences at the 
end of each video-recorded lesson, and to evaluate their experiences considering the whole lesson. 
The mean values of students’ ratings for the factors under consideration were calculated for each of 
the observed lessons. Cronbach’s alpha reliability for Students’ situational engagement was .83 in 
the sample of the present study.

2.3. Data analysis

We used IBM’s SPSS for Windows (version 28) and IBM’s SPSS AMOS (version 28) for all statistical 
analyses. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to validate the new five-factor 
measurement model for TeNOI. Multiple fit indices were used to estimate the model fit, applying 
the following criteria (Hu & Bentler, 1999): the ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom (χ2/df, <5); 
the Comparative Fit Index (CFI, >0.90); the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI, >0.90); the root mean square 
error of approximation (RMSEA, <0.06); and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR, 
<0.05). In addition, we examined the correlations between teachers’ nonverbal immediacy and tea
chers’ observed emotional support (measured using CLASS-S), as well as the correlation between 
teachers’ nonverbal immediacy and student engagement (measured using CLASS-S and the InSitu 
Instrument).

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics for teachers’ nonverbal immediacy, observed emotional support, student 
engagement, and students’ self-reported situational engagement are shown in Table 1.
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3.2. Confirmatory factor analysis

After fixing the variance of error terms to zero (0) for the two single-item indicators (Eye contact 
and gaze and Vocal variety), CFA confirmed the hypothesized five-factor structure of TeNOI, as 
illustrated in Figure 1: 1. Physical proximity (2 items), 2. Body orientation (3 items), 3. Positive 
head postures and smiling (2 items), 4. Eye contact and gaze (1 item), and 5. Vocal variety (1 
item). This five-factor measurement model demonstrated a satisfactory model fit (χ2/df = 5.18, 
CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.93, SRMR = 0.04), excluding RMSEA = 0.13, which failed to reach the accepted 
level of less than 0.05.

3.3. Correlations between teacher nonverbal immediacy, emotional support and student 
engagement

The relationship between teacher nonverbal immediacy, teacher emotional support and student 
engagement (both observed and self-reported situational engagement) was determined using 
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient. A positive association was observed between nonverbal 
immediacy and teacher emotional support (r(68) = .55, p < .001), as well as between nonverbal 
immediacy and the dimensions of emotional support (positive climate, sensitivity and regard 
for students’ perspectives, Table 2). Teachers’ nonverbal immediacy and observed student engage
ment were positively associated (r(68) = .45, p < .001, Table 2), while no statistically significant 
association was observed between teachers’ nonverbal immediacy and students’ situational 
engagement (behavioral and cognitive engagement, emotional engagement, and disaffection, p  
> .05 for all, Table 2). However, a positive association was observed between students’ situational 
emotional engagement and two dimensions of teachers’ nonverbal immediacy, that is, physical 
proximity (r(66) = .30, p = .016) and body orientation (r(66) = .24, p = .048) (Table 2). All dimen
sions of the teachers’ nonverbal immediacy were positively associated with the dimensions of 
emotional support (Table 2).

In addition, we examined the associations in more detail by dividing the values of nonverbal 
immediacy into upper and lower categories using a median split (Table 3).

Within the lower category (Table 3), no statistically significant associations were observed 
between teachers’ nonverbal immediacy and teacher emotional support, observed student engage
ment or students’ situational engagement (all p:s > .05). Within the higher category (Table 3), tea
chers’ nonverbal immediacy was positively associated with teacher emotional support (r(34) = .38, 
p < .05), positive climate (r(34) = .36, p < .05) and situational emotional engagement (r(33) = .42, p  

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Nonverbal immediacy (TeNOI)a 70 1.67 6.71 4.53 1.22
Physical proximity 70 1.50 7.00 4.56 1.40
Eye contact and gaze 70 1.00 7.00 4.56 1.31
Body orientation 70 2.72 7.00 4.90 1.11
Positive head postures and smiling 70 1.00 7.00 4.17 1.62
Vocal variety 70 1.00 7.00 4.52 1.28

Emotional support (CLASS-S)b 70 1.67 6.33 4.42 0.82
Positive climate 70 2.00 6.67 4.86 0.96
Sensitivity 70 2.00 7.00 5.44 0.97
Regard for students’ perspectives 70 1.00 6.00 2.95 0.99

Student engagement (CLASS-S)b 70 2.00 6.67 5.13 0.79
Students’ situational engagement (InSitu)c

Situational behavioral and cognitive engagement 68 2.24 4.12 3.13 0.37
Situational emotional engagement 68 1.83 4.33 3.01 0.51
Situational disaffection 68 1.67 3.67 2.35 0.34

Note. aMeasured with the Teacher Nonverbal Immediacy Observation Scale, range 1–7. bMeasured with the Classroom Assess
ment Scoring System–Secondary, range 1–7. cMeasured with the In Situations Instrument, range 1–5.
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< .05). In addition, a negative association was observed between teachers’ nonverbal immediacy and 
situational disaffection (r(33) = – .35, p < .05).

4. Discussion

The present study aimed to contribute to the field by examining the factor structure and validity of 
the novel Teacher Nonverbal Immediacy Observation Scale (TeNOI). In addition, the study inves
tigated whether teachers’ nonverbal immediacy measured using TeNOI was associated with the 
observed emotional support and student engagement. Since the original 11-factor model of the 
RI may not fully reflect teacher nonverbal immediacy in the Finnish low immediacy context, the 
first author evaluated whether some indicators of the RI scale could be combined to create a 
new observation measure with a more compact structure, and subsequently constructed a new 
immediacy scale in which the original eleven indicators of the Trained Raters’ Perceptions of Imme
diacy (RI) were clustered into five factors.

The TeNOI observation scale included the following factors: distance and purposeful movement, 
body and gestures, facial expressions and head movements, eye contact and gaze, and voice. The 
observed video material indicated that most of the teachers remained in front of the class and 

Figure 1. The five-factor measurement model of the Teacher Nonverbal Immediacy observation scale (TeNOI). The small circles 
on the left signify the error terms, the rectangles provide the original indicators, and the ovals signify the TeNOI factors. Factor 
loadings are depicted with arrows from factors to indicators, and the curved multidirectional arrows on the right indicate the 
correlations between factors.
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moved little toward the students. These observations can be explained by the fact that Northern 
European countries belong to a less immediate, no-contact culture, where people generally keep 
more distance from their interlocutors. Distance and purposeful movement were combined in 
the TeNOI observation scale as Physical proximity. The observed teachers did not exhibit many 
purposeful hand gestures or smiles, which is typical of a reserved culture (Matsumoto & Hwang, 
2013). Gestures were combined in TeNOI with body postures, and smiling was combined with posi
tive head postures (e.g., Richmond et al., 2019). These observations were also supported by McCros
key et al.’s (1995, 1996) research results, according to which Finns were less immediate due to their 
cultural interaction habits.

The results of the CFA confirmed the five-factor measurement model for TeNOI. Our findings 
indicate that the five factors of teacher nonverbal immediacy, namely physical proximity (distance 
and purposeful movement), body orientation (purposeful gestures and body posture), eye contact 
and gaze (duration and direction), positive head postures and smiling (smiles and nods), and vocal 
variety aptly reflect teacher nonverbal immediacy in the Finnish lower secondary school context. 
The Finnish school culture differs from that in the US, where the impact of teacher nonverbal 
immediacy has been studied the most. For this reason, it is important to identify variations in 
the effects of instructor immediacy based on the culture of instructors (Zhang & Dewitt, 2016; 
McCroskey et al., 1995; 1996).

This study advances the previous research on teacher nonverbal immediacy by providing a com
pact and validated observation instrument that can be used by trained raters. The measurement 
model of previous observation instruments, namely the Trained Raters’ Perceptions of Immediacy 
(RI, Andersen et al., 1979) and the Nonverbal Immediacy Scale-Observer report (NIS-O, Richmond 
et al., 2003), was obtained using exploratory factor analyses, whereas this study employed confirma
tory factor analysis to further validate the TeNOI measurement model. To our knowledge, no pre
vious CFA studies have been conducted to validate teacher nonverbal immediacy observation 
instruments aimed at trained observers. Other measures, such as teacher self-evaluation scales or 

Table 3. Spearman correlations across the categories of teachers’ nonverbal immediacy between TeNOI (Lower N = 34, Higher N  
= 36), CLASS-S (Lower N = 34, Higher N = 36) and Insitu (Lower N = 33, Higher N = 35) values.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Lower 1. Nonverbal immediacya –
2. Emotional supportb 0.30 –
3. Positive climateb 0.27 0.84** –
4. Sensitivityb 0.28 0.79** 0.51** –
5. Regard for students’ 

perspectivesb
0.24 0.72** 0.49** 0.31 –

6. Student engagementb 0.26 0.49** 0.55** 0.43* 0.22 –
7. Situational emotional 

engagementc
−0.15 0.12 −0.04 0.02 0.29 0.31 –

8. Situational behavioral and 
cognitive engagementc

−0.05 0.31 0.05 0.35* 0.30 0.34 0.86** –

9. Situational disaffectionc 0.16 0.19 0.24 0.20 0.04 −0.10 −0.44* −0.37* –
Higher 1. Nonverbal immediacya –

2. Emotional supportb 0.38* –
3. Positive climateb 0.36* 0.81** –
4. Sensitivityb 0.18 0.69** 0.48** –
5. Regard for students’ 

perspectivesb
0.31 0.78** 0.47** 0.23 –

6. Student engagementb 0.21 0.60** 0.59** 0.45** 0.43** –
7. Situational emotional 

engagementc
0.42* 0.24 0.18 0.06 0.31 0.25 –

8. Situational behavioral and 
cognitive engagementc

0.28 0.17 0.16 0.06 0.15 0.21 0.72** –

9. Situational disaffectionc −0.35* −0.17 −0.16 −0.17 −0.16 −0.23 −0.63** −0.35* –

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. a Measured with the Teacher Nonverbal Immediacy Observation Scale, range 1–7. b Measured with the 
Classroom Assessment Scoring System–Secondary, range 1–7. c Measured with the In Situations Instrument, range 1–5.
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student reports on their teachers’ nonverbal immediacy have been examined using EFA or CFA 
across various educational and cultural contexts (e.g., Derakhshan et al., 2023; Smythe & Hess, 
2005; Zhang et al. 2007). However, we focused on developing an observation instrument for trained 
observers to avoid the common limitations of self-reports. Therefore, the precise instructions 
included in TeNOI, along with comprehensive training in observing behavioral markers of nonver
bal immediacy, will provide future research with the possibility to obtain more comparable research 
results.

Earlier studies have shown that teacher nonverbal immediacy has been positively associated with 
learning, motivation and engagement of learners of different ages, and satisfaction with the teacher 
and the course (e.g., Allen et al., 2006; Liu, 2021; Martin & Mottet, 2011; Richmond et al., 2017; 
2019; Roorda et al., 2011; Stamatis & Kostoula, 2021).

In this study, teacher emotional support was observed using CLASS-S, a research-based obser
vation system designed to examine teacher-student interaction in all classroom settings and across 
any curriculum (Hafen et al., 2015; Hamre et al., 2013). It defines teaching quality through the lens 
of effective classroom interactions (Hamre et al., 2013). Our results show that teacher nonverbal 
immediacy is positively associated with teacher emotional support, as defined and observed with 
the CLASS-S measure. All five factors of TeNOI showed moderate positive associations with all 
three dimensions of teacher emotional support (positive climate, sensitivity, and regard for stu
dents’ perspectives). In addition, two factors of TeNOI, physical proximity and body orientation, 
were positively associated with student-reported situational emotional engagement measured 
using the InSitu Instrument. Furthermore, when we divided nonverbal immediacy scores into 
lower and higher categories, we observed significant correlations only in the higher category, 
wherein nonverbal immediacy was positively associated with emotional support, positive climate 
and situational emotional engagement, and negatively associated with students’ situational disaffec
tion. From a slightly different perspective, these results confirm the findings of previous research, 
which show that teacher nonverbal immediacy behavior is connected to students’ affective learning 
(e.g., Frymier et al., 2019).

Teaching practice plays a special role in teacher pre-service education by strengthening the con
nection between theory and practice. The anticipated direction of this TeNOI validation process 
was to develop an observation tool that can also be used in teacher education, particularly to 
guide teaching practices and promote the professional interaction skills of future teachers. The 
importance of teaching topics related to nonverbal immediacy in teacher education is highlighted 
by McCroskey et al. (2016). According to Richmond et al. (2019), communication researchers have 
realized the relevance of nonverbal communication in the classroom environment, pointing out 
that the primary function of teachers’ nonverbal behavior is to improve students’ attachment to 
teaching. In their study, they found nonverbal behavior to be an effective way to improve the quality 
of student-teacher relationships. Thus, teachers should be trained to use nonverbal communication 
in the classroom more effectively. To this end, the TeNOI observation system, together with the 
supporting video and instructional material, can be used in teaching practice to make teacher trai
nees more aware of the possible impact of their nonverbal behavior, and even to train their non
verbal skills. Thanks to its compact observation structure, TeNOI is easy for both supervisors 
and teacher trainees to use during teaching practice, as teacher trainers can observe and provide 
their trainees with specific and relevant feedback on either one aspect (e.g., space and purposeful 
movement) or all aspects of nonverbal immediacy at a time.

Some limitations of this study require consideration. First, the study used video observations, 
which may have led to certain behavioral details being overlooked compared to live observations. 
Second, students’ situational engagement was averaged at the classroom level, potentially neglecting 
the variability of students’ perspectives across lessons. Third, the sample size was somewhat small 
for CFA, as only 70 lessons were examined using the new TeNOI measure. Fourth, participation in 
the study was voluntary, raising the possibility that the sample may not be representative of all 
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Finnish teachers. Finally, observations were limited to teachers from lower secondary schools. 
Future research should involve teachers from different grade levels.

5. Conclusions

This study presents the first evidence of the validity of the Teacher’s Nonverbal Immediacy obser
vation scale (TeNOI) as a tool for observing teacher nonverbal behavior and obtaining information 
about daily interactions in Finnish lower secondary school classrooms. The TeNOI five-factor 
measurement model can capture teachers’ nonverbal immediacy behaviors and it relates meaning
fully to constructs measured with other observation instruments. It is important to be able to 
observe this aspect of teachers’ professional competence because research has shown that there 
are significant advantages to be gained from a teacher´s nonverbal immediacy in the classroom.
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