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Abstract: The teaching staff of the universities, who constantly communicate and interact with students, play
a part in planning and application of the educational activities in universities. The qualified lecturers will cause
the students to gain ideal behavior and to be educated more effectively. The formation of a good teaching
and learning process depends on the lecturers’ competent and knowledge accumulation. Lecturer training
programs performed in accordance with scientific criteria are very important because they help them become
well-qualified and well-informed. Facts, which must be learnt by a member of the mformation society, can be
listed as: -competing, -obtaimng the knowledge, competence and attitude which will provide improvement. The
students gain these necessary attitudes by realizing appropriate and perpetual changes in way of behaving
such as execution, creativity and communication. This study has been performed for the first time in the world
mn order to determine how much university lecturers, who play a part n an individual’s future and her or lus
social life, use the body language during teaching process.

Key words: Body language, university staff, process of teaching, communication, students

INTRODUCTION

When the language development of a person is
examined, it is seen that the first step can be realized
through the body movements. For mstance, while babies’
making faces a sign of a problem, their smiling indicates
satisfaction. The body language has a special place in the
history of mankind. Long before the persons developed
commurmnication by speaking, they commumcated making
use of the body language. Body language 1s the first
language and means of communication. Through the
language of their bodies, people shared their feelings,
1deas, demands, needs and spiritual richness with others
(Baltag and Baltag, 2000).

The body reactions are spontaneous. They are not
variable unlike the words used (Malcho, 2000). They can
reflect the mner world directly. For this reason, it 1s hard
to control them. Every person has an effect through his or
her stance, actions, reactions or reflexes. In essence, a
person primarily communicates through his or her body
language. Afterwards, she or he uses thus language to
support the verbal language. This language helps him or
her emphasizes the expressions and makes them concrete.

In education, which is a process of communication,
the affective use of the body language has an important
role. This language is an indispensable process of
interaction. In every level of the higher education from the
instructors” point of view. For this reason, academicians,
as instructors, can decipher the students’ body language
signals and they need to use this language effectively. In
addition, nonverbal messages form a crucial part of
communication. It 1s because there 1s a finding that in
communication, nonverbal part forms 7-15%, intonation
30%, facial expressions 55% (Selguk, 2000) and our body
is, in a sense, the gloves of our spirit. And it never tells a
lie (Malcho, 2000). Individuals are usually not aware of
their nonverbal [body language] behaviour. It 1s because
such behavior is realized at a low awareness level
Nonverbal behavior provides details of attitude and
emotion about the level of a relationship. It is considered
more rehiable and credible compared to verbal behavior
(Selguk, 2000).

The communication of the teaching staff with their
students plays an important role in both the mcrease in
the quality of teaching-learming process and in the
development of the behavior of the students. In this

Corresponding Author: Engin Karadag, Department of Education Science, Faculty of Education, University of Yeditepe,
26th August Campus Kayisdag: Street Kadikoy, Istanbul, Turkey



The Soc. Sci., 3 (6): 392-396, 2008

process, the teaching staff should make use of the body
language as well as the verbal language. In nonverbal
communication, people exchange various messages
without the help of spoken or written language. In such a
communication, it is not what people say, but what they
do matters (Dokmen, 2001). In order the teaching process
to succeed in the end, the teaching staff should make use
of both of the languages efficiently. For the teaching staff
to be able to form a positive relationship with other
people-especially with the students-, they should be able
to see how they perceive themselves and the student
reactions together with their own behavior. It 1s because
the body language of the teaching staff plays an
important role in attracting the attention of the students,
in making abstract expressions concrete, in emphasizing
and raising the comprehensibility of various messages.

Today people are on the brink of a great change. As
mformation, which becomes a basic input in production,
has gradually replaced other factors of production, the
transformation will occur from today’s industrial society
into a different, information society, which founds its
basis on knowledge and communication (Masuda, 1990).

All characteristics, which distinguish the information
society from the former social structures, can be sigmfied
as a folding increment of the speed of changes in each
area (Avcl ef al., 1992). This speed 18 related to not only
the provision of the educated, qualified work power,
which 1s needed by the country, but also working of the
country’s education system in a productive and effective
way. The rapidly changing and developing world
necessitates the country’s education system to be
continuously renewed and improved. Universities have a
key role in educating these qualified people and therefore,
it is essential for them to develop. All authorities must
directly contribute to this development process.

The teaching staff of the universities, who constantly
communicate and interact with students, play a part in
planning and application of the educational activities in
universities. The qualified lecturers will cause the
students to gamn 1deal behavior and to be educated more
effectively. The formation of a good teaching and learning
process depends on the lecturers’ competent and
knowledge accumulation (Gokge, 1999).

Lecturer traimng programs performed in accordance
with scientific criteria are very important because they
help them become well-qualified and well-informed. Facts,
which must be learnt by a member of the information
soclety, can be listed as;, -competing, -obtaiming the
knowledge, competence and attitude which will provide
mnprovement. The students gain these necessary
attitudes by realizing appropriate and perpetual changes
m way of behaving such as execution, creativity and
communication (Ozdenir and Yalin, 2000).
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Teaching is an area that requires competence in
social, cultural, scientific, artistic, economic and
technological aspects of education, high level of
knowledge and skill, academic study and professional
performance (Alkan, 2000).

This study has been performed for the first time
the world in order to determine how much university
lecturers, who play a part in an mdividual’s future and her
or his social life, use the body language during teaching
process.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Research model: This research through which the
university staff’s skill of being able to make effective use
of body language in the process of education 1s evaluated
aims to describe the current situation depending on the
staff’s gender. The research has been conducted using
the scanning model.

Universe and sampling: The universe of this research is
the university staff of the 77 Turkish universities. The
research sampling is the university staff of the &
umiversities of the various regions in Turkey.

Preparation of the data collection device: In order to
evaluate the university staff’s of being able to use the
body language in the process of education, “the
observation forms”, which have been prepared for the
students of the staff (observers), have been examined by
experts and class teachers. On the basis of their criticisim,
these observation forms have been redesigned,
consisting of 34 items and 12 sub dimensions. They cover
the staff’s bodily communication behavior of these levels
have been specified as Always, Sometimes and Never.

Validity and reliability studies of the data collection
device: In order to determine the construct validity and
reliability of the observation forms, 51 staff of the various
faculties of the Gazi University has been observed by
503 randomly chosen students regardless of their gender.
The forms have indergone the factor analysis. As a result
of the analysis, the 34 items whose factor value is above
40 and below 85, yielding 12 factors have been developed
as the data gathering device of the research. The
Cronbach alpha coefficient of the observation forms used
in the study has been calculated as 75,07.

Data collection: For the 314 university staff of the various
departments of eight umversities, at least there of their
students chosen randomly from every class regardless of
the gender have been given 1207 observation froms.
Thus, the data collections have been realized.
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Table 1: T-test results of the university staff”s skill of being abe to use body language in education (on the basis of gender)

Subdimensions Famele ( X)+ss Male (X )+ss t p

Non-verbal behavior after walking into the class 5.14+0.71 5.18+0.91 0.46 >0.05
Non-verbal behavior about maintaining attention and silence 6.15+1.12 T10+1.02 254 <0.05
Non-verbal behavior about physical appearance 13.01+1.45 7.03£2.19 1.19 <0.05
Non-verbal behavior about course presentation 5.89+1.24 5.79+1.56 0.06 =0.05
Non-verbal behavior about mimics 10.25+1.76 8.12+1.08 2.56 <0.05
Non-verbal behavior about having a good cormmand of the field 2.4140.97 4101093 2.12 <0.05
Non-verbal behavior about using the signs 4.08£1.06 4.144+0.89 1.19 >0.05
Non-verbal behavior about using other stimuli 8.92+1.94 5.59+1.45 4.67 <0.05
Non-verbal behavior about means-message 2.97+0.82 5.87£0.77 3.66 <0.05
Non-verbal behavior about physical punishment 2.27+0.79 2.41+0.54 0.89 =0.05
Non-verbal behavior affection the motivation negatively 4.91+0.93 6.19+0.69 2.87 <0.05
Non-verbal behavior about using the gestures 2.03+0.74 1.07+0.85 2.98 <0.05
Total 68.03+5.42 62.554+6.46 4.37 <0.05

Data analysis: The analysis of the data collected has been
done through the SPSS for windows Release 11,5, In
onder to determine the levels of the umversity staff’s
behavior demonstration in the education process, the
triple Likert scale as Always (3), Sometimes (2), Never (1)
has been employed. The response codes of each question
vary between 1.00 and 3.00. In the research for the
countable data, the frequency (n) and percentage values
and for the measurable data the arithmetic mean (X ) and
the Standard Deviation (SD) have been used. In the
analyses one-samplae t test and Independent t-test nhave
been employed. Whether there 1s a significart difference
in the analyses done has been specified as ¢ = 0.05 level.

RESULTS

The data about the comparison of the female and
male university staff’s skill of using body language while
teaching 1s seen 1s chart 4. According to the observers’
view, in relation to the staff’s using the non-verbal
communication behavior after walking into the class, while
the mean of the observers’ views about the female staff 1s
5.14 and the standard deviation 1s 0.71, the mean of their
views about the male staff 13 5.18 and the standard
deviation is 0.91. Whether the difference between the
staff’s genders is examined through t-test, no significant
difference 1s seen. In relation to the staff’s mamtaiing
attention and silence, while the mean of the observers’
views about the female staff is 6.15 and the standard
deviation 1s 1.12, the mean of their views about the male
staff 1s 7.10 and the standard deviation 15 1.02. Whether
the difference between the staff’s gender 1s examined
through t-test, a significant difference is seen. On the
basis of this, it can be concluded that observers have
found the male staff better than the female in maintaimng
attention and silence as part of non-verbal commumcation
behavior. In relation to the staff’s physical appearance,
while the mean of the observers’ views about the female
staff 15 13.01 and the standard deviation 1s 1.45, the mean
of their views about the male staff 15 7.03 and the standard

deviation 1s 2.19, whether the difference between the
staff’s genders is examined through t-test, a significant
difference 1s seen. As for the staff’s course presentation
as part of the non-verbal communication behavior, while
the mean of the observers’ views about the female staff is
5.89 and the standard deviation i1s 1.24, the mean of their
views about the male staff 15 5.89 and the standard
deviation 1.56. Whether, the difference between the
staff’s genders is examined through t-test, no meaningful
difference is seen. Regarding the staff’s using mimics,
while the mean of the observers’ views about the female
staff 1s 10.25 and the standard deviation 1s 1.76, the mean
of their views about the male staff is 8.12 and the standard
deviation is 1.08. Whether the difference between the
staff’s genders 1s examined through t-test, a meamngful
difference is noticed. In relation to the staff’s having a
good command of the field to teach as part of the non-
verbal communication behavior, while the mean of the
observers’ views about the female staff 15 2.41 and the
standard deviation 1s 0.97, the mean of their views about
the male staff is 4.10 and the standard deviation is 0.93.
Whether, the difference between the staff’s genders,
examined through t-test, a sigmficant difference is
noticed. As for the staff’s using signs, while the mean of
the observers’ views about the female staff 1s 4.08 and the
standard deviation i1s 1.06, the mean of their views about
the male staff 15 4.14 and the standard deviation 1s 1.08.
Whether, the difference between the staft’s genders 1s
examined through t-test, no meaningful difference is seen.
In relation to the staff’s using other stimuli as part of non-
verbal communication behavior, while the mean of the
observers’ views about the female staff 15 9.92 and the
standard deviation is 1.94, the mean of their c-views about
the male staff is 5.59 and the standard deviation is 1.45.
Whether the difference between the staff’s genders is
examined through t-test, a significant difference 1s seen.
As for the staff’s means-message using non-verbal
comimunication behavior, while the mean of the observers’
views about the female staff is 2.97 and the standard
deviation 1s 0.82, the mean of their views about the male
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staff is 5.87 and the standard deviation is 0.77. Whether
the difference between the staff’s genders is examined
through t-test a meamngful difference 1s noticed.
Regarding the staff’s non-verbal communication behavior
about physical punishment, while the mean of the
observers’ views about the female staff is 2.27 and the
standard deviation 1s 0.79, the mean of their views about
the male staff 15 2.41 and the standard deviation 1s 0.54.
Whether the difference between the staff’s genders is
examined through t-test, nu significant difference is seen.
In relation to the staff’s non-verbal behavior affecting the
motivation negatively, while the mean of the observers’
views about the female staff is 4.91 and the standard
deviation 1s 0.93, the mean of their views about the male
staff 1s 6.19 and the standard deviation 1s 0.69. Whether,
the difference between the staff’s genders 1s examined
through t-test, a meaningful difference is noticed. As for
the staff’s non-verbal behavior about using the gestures,
while the mean of the observers’ views about the female
staff 15 2.03 and the standard deviation 1s 0.74, the mean
of their views about the male staff is 1.07 and the standard
deviation 15 0.85. Whether, the difference between the
staff’s gender 1s examined through t-test, a meamingful
difference is seen. In relation to the staff’s using non-
verbal communication behavior, as the mean of the
observers’ views about the female staff is 68.03 and the
standard deviation 1s 5.42, the mean of their views about
the male staff 13 62.55 and the standard deviation 15 6.46.
Upon the examination of the genders by t-test, a
significant difference is noticed.

DISCUSSION

The research has been done with the help of 1207
observers for 314 university staff. 35% the staff is
female (476) and 65% of them (731) 1s male. It has been
found that the staff’s greeting student and having a
smiling face after entering the classroom as part of their
non-verbal communication skill 15 satisfactory. Also, no
discrepancies have been found between the female and
male staff regarding this item. Tt has been found that the
staffs have been adequate in using the non-verbal
commumication skill n the form of walking around in the
classroom, looking at the students, knocking on the table
and blackbeard. Besides, it has been seen that the male
staff. According to Oztirk (2000), as soon as the teacher
walks into the classroom, the students face a new
stimulus and direct their attention on her or him. However,
their attention is still on more attractive and newer
stimulus. By knocking on the blackboeard, remaining silent,
etc, the teacher may have the students focus their
attention on her or himself.
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Tt has been found that despite the fact that the
umiversity staff do not care about their physical
appearance, the female staff are more careful than the male
regarding this 1ssue. According to Ertugrul (2002), a
teacher who has a high self-esteemn dresses accordingly.
It has been found that the umversity staffs have not used
the non-verbal communication sources sufficiently while
teaching and that they prefer sitting while teaching,
seeing that no differences have been noticed between the
genders. Another finding is that although the staffs do
not use mimics a lot, the female use mimics more than the
male; these findings are parallel to the research by
Dagli and Oner (2002) about the second grade primary
perceptions  about  their
communication behavior. Also, it has been found that
while the staffs do not approach the students a lot, the
male staffs prefer keeping a close distance with the
students during the communication process. Besides, it
has been seen that generally the staff, regardless of their
gender, nod their heads while answering the student’
questions. No differences have been found between the
female and male staff regarding this issue. Another
finding is that the staffs wear perfume as stimuli. Yet, the
female staffs wear it more than the male. Tames (1999) says
that:

school teachers’ in-class

Good perfume and choice of dress give
information about the person’s personality and
attitude;, Pleasures and ability are formed at
young ages. We
comfortably.

should wear well and

It has been found that the majority of the staffs have
beads, mascots and key holders. However, the male staffs
use means-message non-verbal commurnication behavior
more with respect to the female staff. Another finding is
that the staffs use the behavior affecting motivation
negatively a lot. Also, no differences between the genders
have been noticed regarding this issue. Tt has been found
that the staffs have been inadequate to use the gestures,
but the female staffs have been noted as more successful
than the male staff These findings are parallel to the
findings of Dagli and Cmer (2002). In general terms, the
of the wumwversity staff’s using non-verbal
communication behavier has been found low. Also, the
female staffs have been found more successful than

level

the male staff. This finding is parallel to research by
Soénmez  (1992) about the teacher”  in-class
communication skills. According to Pektag (1998), there
are no significant differences between teachers are more
than the
communication behavior.

effective male teacher 18 non-verbal
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