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Abstract

The paper defines the notion of “pedagogical standewed as the type of position taken, the radsuaned, the image projected
and the types of social behaviours performed aalter in her teaching interaction with a pupiloTaspects of pedagogical stance,
“didactic” and “affective — relational”, are disgnished and a hypothesis is put forward about tbeterminant factors (the
teacher’s personality, idea of one’s role and efl#arning process, and model of the pupil). Based qualitative analysis of the
verbal and bodily behaviour of teachers in a cogfusacher-pupil interactions, the paper singlést@o didactic stances (maieutic
and efficient) and four affective-relational ondsefdly, dominating, paternalistic, and secureehasSome examples of these
stances are analysed in detail and the respedditerps of verbal and behavioural signals thatcglpi characterize the six types of
stances are outlined.

Keywords: Teacher-pupil interaction. Stance. Verbal and rmdtial signals of stance.

2. Related work

1. Stance: our position in the interaction  The notion of stance, or position, originated ie th
field of sociolinguistics (Goffman, 1981; Du Bois,
Within research on social interaction and the socia 2007; Jaffe, 2009). Different approaches see iaas
signals contributing, in it, to information exclgm  public act, performed in communication, by which a
regulation, creation, maintenance or challenging ofperson evaluates an object positively or negatively
relational bonds, and sense making, an intriguingpPositioning oneself through alignment or
notion is one of stance. Stance may be viewed as thmisalignment with respect to it. For Du Bois (2007)
way in which an Agent during interaction positions stance is a "public act done by a social actorutjino
him/herself toward the other and the topic of communicative action (language, gestures and other
interaction; it includes the social relationshipeon Symbolic forms) that transmits assessments compared
wants to entertain with the other, the role one isto subjects and objects, allowing the positionirithw
fulfiling toward the other in that interaction, ¢h respect to them". Jaffe (2009) defines stance as
presentation of self and evaluation of the othee on "taking a position with respect to the form or cortt
wants to convey. A stance is then a more steadyof the utterance of the interlocutor”. Kiesling (20
position than the propositional attitude embedded i adds the consideration of the relational level shgw
uttering a sentence, but less long-lasting than athat the stance, beside being epistemic (how certai
personality trait or an attitude: possibly stemmiigg. ~ one is about one’s assertion) may also be attilidin
durational attitude, it is a specific and transient When it concerns a person's expression of his/her
attitude one takes within a single interaction tmva relationship to the interlocutors; hence the notign
the other, the topic at issue and the interactiselfi ~ "interpersonal stance”, that can be, for example,
during one or few interactional moves, and may friendly or dominating. _
change and be adjusted in the course of interaction'his expands the notion of stance to the relational

based on the development of the relationship wi¢h t level, by considering both power relations, and the
other. flow of emotions that color interaction.

In this work we deal with a particular kind of sten ~ To consider stance in the interaction betweenhterac
that we call “pedagogical stance”: the stance taken and pupil one must resort to the psychology of
a teacher toward pupils while interacting with thiem  education, and to the concept of scaffolding.
histher role of teacher. We first single out two Commenting on Piaget's description of child
dimensions of pedagogical stance, relational anddevelopment, Wgotskij (1978) proposed to consider
didactic stance, and make hypotheses about theifiot only what the child is already able to manage
causal determinants, i.e., the processes leading autonomously, but also what s/he can do with the he
teacher to take a particular stance in a givenOf a more knowledgeable one (parent, teacher, peer)
interaction. Then we present an observational stady The difference between the autonomous problem
distinguish various types of stance in teachers smd solving of the child and his assisted problem sgjvi
find out the signals conveying the stance taken. constitutes his “zone of proximal development” (ZPD
Finally we mention some uses of teacher’s stanceChaiklin, 2003), and one of the main tasks of heac

detection in human-human and human-computeris to help their pupils to develop their ZPD atithe
interaction. best. This is done, according to Wood et al. (1976)
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through “scaffolding” processes, by which teachers communicative and non-communicative behaviors
help their pupils to gradually interiorize the help that the teacher performs while interacting wite th
received during joint problem solving. To bring abo  pupil(s). These behaviors may be performed at an
a scaffolding process the teacher must disambiguate aware or unaware level by the teacher, but theyrare
problem solving that is too complex for the child, any case very important since they give the punl t
starting to help the pupil to jointly face a prabl¢hat “flavor” of his/her interaction with the teachemd

is within his reach (that lays in the child’s ZPDyt have relevant effects on his/her processes of tiogni
only if helped.. learning, and social relationship with the teacied
Based on Bruner’s (1986) framework, Bransford et al school in general.

(2000) singled out the necessary steps of a suotess The goal of our work is to distinguish a set of
scaffolding interaction. To help a pupil to grabe pedagogical stances in the communicative and non-
lacking abilities needed to solve a problem, altee  communicative behavior of teachers, and to singte o
should 1. motivate or enlist the child’s interesdaited the features of behavior in all modalities (words,
to the task, 2 simplify the task to make it more actions, non-actions, gestures, postures, postjare,
manageable, 3. provide some direction to help thefacial expressions, distance) that characterizen eac
child focus on the goal, 4. clearly indicate diffieces  type of pedagogical stance.

between the child’s work and the standard or désire

solution, 5. reduce frustration and risk, 6. defithe

expectations of the activity to be performed. 4, Roots of a pedagogical stance
. . In our hypothesis, the specific pedagogical stance
3. Pedagogical Stance. Ateacher’s : our  taen, i.e. what the teacher thinks s/he must dettae
position toward the pupil role s/he thinks she must fulfill, at a given momnen

while interacting with a given pupil (or group of
At any moment of interaction with other people Wle a pupils) is determined by a number of factors:
take a particular stance, a position toward oueslv
others, and our interaction. The stance is geryerall a.The teacher’s view of one’s professional
determined by who is the person we are interactingrole
with, the role (we believe) we have with respect to The teacher’s idea of what one’s role toward algapi
him/her, the type of social situation in which we;a  entails a view about the goals a teacher shoulsugyr
but even during the same interaction we may and the tasks to fulfill in working with the studeft
occasionally change our stance, based on news different, for instance, if you view the teachses
information that may trigger different goals abahe  mainly a worker of cultural transmission and
interaction or a different view of our role in Take a  cognitive formation, or else a helping professlpna
mother having small-talk with her 20 years old like doctors, nurses, psychologists. For the “caltu
daughter who has been living alone since someoperator”, the most important goals of her work tare
months. She might not be, presently, talking in hercare and develop the students’ cognitive skills and
role as mother but simply in the role of a frieiet, enhance their knowledge, while for the “helping
suppose that while talking about her daughter’s professional” it is mostly important enhance the
friends she comes to know a married man is courtingstudent's self-esteem, sense of efficacy, socia an
her; she may suddenly switch from a friendly to a emotional competence.
maternal stance, and start to give advice instdad o
simply commenting on this. In the same way, a b. The teacher’s teaching and learning theory
teacher, during interaction with her pupils, may Within the teacher's view of learning, and
sometimes take a stance that is not typical ofiahter; ~ consequently of the job of teaching, three aspesmis
but usually s/he interacts with them by taking a be distinguished.
“pedagogical stance”: an interactional position
determined by the role she has towards them as theii. transmissive vs. constructive learning process.
teacher. By “pedagogical stance” we mean the kind o Two diverging views of teaching and learning are th
stance that a teacher generally takes in his/heitraditional “transmissive” model, viewing teachiag
interactions with pupils in order to fulfill her les the transmission of notions and competences from
goals as a teacher, that is, the goals s/he has deacher to pupils versus the “constructionist” view
determined by her professional role of teachersThi (Bruner, 1986) that sees learning as an active
position may differ across teachers and situatiand  construction of knowledge and competence, mainly
according to pupils; different teachers in the samebased on direct experience and inductive discowéry
situation, or the same teacher in different sibreti  general laws. While the teacher’s image and reduire
may take different pedagogical stances, and theskills stemming from the former view are ones of
specific pedagogical stance taken may in principleclear and systematic explanation, those linkecheo t
change during a single chunk of interaction. So, latter view include the capacity to create problem
various types of pedagogical stances can besituations to solicit inductive understanding and
distinguished. The specific pedagogical stancentake problem solving skills in students. In the formbe t
by a teacher is in itself an internal mental staée, a  teacher cares one’s own communication of notions
set of beliefs and goals driving the interactiowded more than leaving room for the student’s explorati
the pupil, and may be manifested in a set of
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ii. performance vs. mastery oriented. entertain with the pupil, and the type of emotiams
According to Dweck (1999) while studying or trying the general mood she wants to elicit in the pubil.
to solve a problem a student may be more orientedeacher may tend to take a maternal vs. a friendly
either to the result or to the process, either o a an authoritarian stance; she may have a playfoteta
effective output or to enhance one’s general mgaster vs. a rigid or serious, shaming, “guilt inducinggy
In the same vein, teachers may privilege one or thescaring stance.

other objective in teaching and assessing students’

work. Those mastery- focused care the pupil's

cognitive processes more than the bare resulteif th 6. How to detect Stances

work.

The problem we confront in this work is to find the
verbal, behavioral, expressive cues that typically
externalize the different types of stance a teacher
taking during interaction with a pupil. Since thgsut
a first work on this topic, in this Section we signp
make some general predictions as to what those cues
may be, while in Section 7. we provide evidence of
their plausibility through some first qualitative
analyses of teachers’ multimodal behavior.
Ouir first prediction is that aspects of “didactiarce”
are more typically (even if not exclusively) coneey
by the teacher’s verbal behavior, while those of
“affective — relational stance” are more frequentty
easily expressed by bodily behaviors.
A first prediction might be, for instance, that a
“transmissive” didactic stance is typically expmeks
by a teacher who talks a lot, mainly using inforinet
speech acts, or, in case of procedural tasks, sdgee
speech act. On the contrary, a teacher taking & mor
“constructive” didactic stance will typically speak
much less than a transmissive one, and when sgeakin
will elicit observation and reflections through
Jinterrogative speech acts. Or else, s/lhe might use
informative speech acts especially after havingrefi
something to do, some problem to solve, some datum
to analyze, to the student, in order to reorganize
his/her inductive reasoning.
As to the “affective — relational stance”, we pdt
can be more clearly detected by bodily behavidwes li
posture, bust and head position, gaze directioilesm
and distance. More specifically, a friendly stanae,
opposed to an authoritarian stance, will be expabss
by short distance, converging direction of the
teacher’s and pupil's trunk and head, occurrence of
smile concomitant to mutual gaze, and a fair lefel
mimicry, synchronization and parallelism between
. . . pupil's and teacher’s position and movements.
S. Didactic stance and Affective — Of course, though, this “specialization” of verlaks
relational stance in expressing didactic stance and bodily cues for
affective - relational stance is not rigid. For exde, a
Based on these determinants of the teacher&equent use of iconic gestures may indicate a
pedagogical stance, we can distinguish two aspédts particular sensitivity of the teacher to the ne¢d
a “didactic stance” and an “affective — relationalpupil for perceptual evidence and concrete
stance”. information, while after a certain age of the pupil
By “didactic stance” we mean the stance taken ey thmay unmask too high a tendency to facilitate him/he
teacher for what concerns the cognitive goals of hethe task. In any case, it is a cue to a partictildactic
role: the specific ways in which s/he intends teedep  stance. On the other hand, a high frequency ofcépee
the students’ skills and bringabout their learniog, acts of praise or reproach indicate aspects of the
simply to lead their study or problem solving. &0 teacher’s affective-relational stance, e.g. his/her
teacher may take a constructionist vs. a transweissi playing the judging teacher.
stance, s/he may be more performance vs. mastery
oriented. 7. Pedagogical Stance. An observational
By “affective — relational stance” we mean the tgbe study
teacher-student relationship the teacher wants to

iii. importance attributed to emotional factors.

People may perform bad under conditions of anxiety
and well thanks to enthusiasm (Csikszentmihaly,
1993). Some teachers are highly aware of the
importance of emotions in determining learning
motivation, and try to elicit positive ones (amusern
curiosity, pride), or negative ones (fear or shame)
according to which they think have a higher
motivating power.

iv. importance attributed to relational factors.

The relationship with pupils set by a teacher mayg a
importantly determine learning motivation and
learning, and some teachers consider their son@l a
affective relationships with students as an impurta
part of their role. Also relevant in this conneatis
the type of leadership they feel they should have i
front of the class, whether democratic or authdéta
leader, which may determine the type of stancg the
take in classroom interaction.

c. The teacher’s model of the student

The stance taken is also determined by the teacher
idea of the cognitive skills and consequent
pedagogical needs of the pupil. This “model” of the
pupil can be made up after a first observation lbétw
the pupil is doing, or be retrieved from memory of
past interactions or other information, sometimes
possibly resulting in the teacher’s prejudice.

d. The teacher’s personality
The way in which a teacher interacts with the pigil
in part determined also by how extraverted, anxious
rigid or self-confident s/he is.
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To test the plausibility of our predictions, we protective social behaviors more likely emerge. A
conducted a qualitative observational study on afinal feature that makes this setting particulapt to
corpus of dyadic interactions between teachers andissess not only the didactic but also the affective
pupils. relational side of pedagogical stance is the yoang
of the pupils (attending their second or third yeér
primary school), which likely can evidence those
7.1. Method aspects of explicit affective reassuring (smiling,
touching the child's face or arm, playing little
To single out types of pedagogical stance and theirgames...) that are typical of these first stages of
respective multimodal signals, we analyzed 36 teacher-pupil interaction, but are expected to bero
fragments for a total of 100 minutes from a corpfis less explicit and frequent when interacting witdesl
thirty videos of teacher-pupil dyadic interactions students.
collected in an experiment about helping and
overhelping behaviors. by thirty female Italian 7.2 Analysis
(Leone, 2009; D’Errico et al., 2011; Leone, 2019) 2
female ltalian teachers of primary schools nean®o After impressionistic observation of the whole amp
were videotaped each while interacting with one of of dyadic interactions, 12 fragments were seleeted
her 7-8 years old pupils doing a role game. In eachrepresenting different pedagogical stances, and for
fragment analyzed the teacher stands by a pupil whaeach fragment the verbal and bodily behavior of the
has to solve a problem (make a puzzle to find out ateacher was transcribed and analyzed.
magic word) that is, in fact, perfectly within the The verbal and gestural behavior was classified in
pupil’'s reach, and she has been told that she migy h terms of speech acts or communicative acts, while
the pupil or not. Although originally created td the behavior in all body modalities was coded in teohs
helping overhelping behaviors of teachers emetagg, t the following coding scheme:
setting is particularly apt to catch some relevant
aspects of pedagogical stances too. First, thmgeést  trunk : erected / forward / backward
organized and presented to participants as a gambead : erected / forward / backward / head canting
simulation, in which the child plays the main gaze direction: to task (shared/nonshared) / onpil p
character and the teacher plays the role of antadul /to pupil (=mutual)
caring for the child. Thus the psychological waosrad smile: shared /nonshared (about the same topic)
both participants linked to the fear of making ists hands / arms position: on table, close to hip, fmhi
or unsuccessful behaviors are expected to appear as back, behind neck, chin, mouth, pupil's chair
relatively unimportant, while the informal setting distance: short/ default/long
fosters the possibilities for participants to explthis reciprocal position: default / mirror / parallel
unconventional  situation using trial-and-error
strategies. Being in a game, both adult and chiédd a The teacher’s trunk may be erected, leaning forward
supposed to act considering as real a fictive sagna or backward. Head may have the same positions plus
in which children are invited to do their best tape head canting, that is, it can be tilted aside. Gaag
with a simple task, presenting no relevant diffied be directed toward the task (the puzzle on thesjabl
to be managed autonomously, and teachers arednviteand in this case it is coded as shared if at theesa
to side their pupils as the usually do. Furthee th time the pupil is directing his gaze to the task tand
setting is quite ecological since each teacherants non-shared if, for example, the teacher is lookahg
with a pupil attending his/her everyday teaching an the pieces while the pupil is looking at the puzzle
the interaction is expected to be similar to one being done. If it is not directed to the task, the
occurring in school. However, the game nature isf th teacher’s gaze may be either directed to the phpil,
setting stresses some aspects more than others: @nly looking at him/her as an external observer, or
shadows all problems related to evaluation of thelooking at the pupil’s eyes (mutual gaze).
pupils’ formal achievements, and makes more evidentSmile is considered shared if it is performed altbet
all the intermediate steps eventually conductinthéo ~ same topic by teacher and student, and non shfated i
solving of the game. For the children, it leavesmo is about different topics or at different times.
for exploratory efforts, lucky guess and, more The position of hands and arms may be on the table,
generally, all sorts of tentative behaviors. Foe th close to hip, behind back, behind neck, on chin or
teachers, it makes more evident such behaviors asnouth, or finally touching the pupil’s chair.
offering cooperative hints, encouragement, andThe distance between teacher and pupil may be short
minimization of failures’ worries on the part of (less than 30 cm.) default (between 30 and 50 cm.)
children. Another consequence of the fictive scenar and long (more than 50 cm.).
is that, being different from any other school noet  Finally, the reciprocal position of teacher and ipup
(explaining a lesson, doing an exercise, checking amay be, beside default, either one of mirroringttibo
homework, etc.), the game simulation setting ofers doing the same action, in a relation of speculpgty
good example of a fuzzy social situation, requirang one of parallelism (their trunks and heads move
free “on the spot” interpretation by participantghile keeping parallel to one another).
for children a game may look a more familiar sitpat  Of course, it is not only important to analyze eath
for the teachers it is a more puzzling one. Obgsgrvi these features as taken by itself, but also itsanyo
them while offering their pupils help for facing a relation with preceding and subsequent behaviar. Fo
social situation that is new for them can make example, trunk leaning backward from the beginning
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of an interaction may signal that the teacher is no preferring to let him reach conclusions by his very
taking a warm stance toward the pupil, preferring t reasoning and cognitive processing.

keep distant from him; but if it follows a previous

forward position it may convey that, after seeihgtt (1) The teacher askehe forma stai cercando@what a

the pupil has found his way, she lets him do b shape are you looking for?) and, whpeinting with her
Pup y y left index finger asks:Che forma €& questaosa ci ricorda

himself. questa forma quiAwhat shape is this? What does this
shape remind us?)

7.3. Results

After analysis of the selected fragments, a fiestaf (2) The boyputs some pieces into the puz8ke asks him:

two didactic and four affective relational staneese Poi? (So then?)

singled out and defined as follows:
She solicits his reasoning, and promotes an active
Didactic stances: attitude by the pupil.
1.Maieutic: A maieutic stance is oriented more to 2. The teacher is not an interventionists, rather s
mastery than to performance, and pursues itleaves the boy go on in his attempts, interveninig o
mainly be fostering the pupil's autonomy, When she sees himin trouble.

soliciting a constructive learning, and accepting . .
. (3) The teacher, as usually, keeping her left arm leaning
errors as a step toward comprehension still on the table At a certain moment the bayratches his
2. Efficient: More aimed at performance, it implas left temple with his left han&he saysAllora, guardala un

i i i po’? (then, look at it?). Then shaises her left hand and
tendency to lead or direct the pupil's behavior puts a piece closer to the puzZBut immediately, after she

while preventing errors and not leaving him/her  sees he started putting pieces again, wifile had already
free to explore and experiment unpredicted  started to move her hand, she puts it back onahiet
solutions.
Sometimes, she even stops her own movement or
clearly gives up to do something herself.
3. The teacher often makes use of mirroring, a
. L ; . - technique used by Rogers (1970) for his non-direct
warm rela_tlonshlp with the pupil, while avoiding dialogﬂe and ofte¥1 ex%loite(d as )a technigue of non-
to judge him/her. In some cases she even adopts g, thoritarian education in teacher — pupil intdcact
playful stance, interacting with him as if she were (| ymbelli, 1979). Mirroring consists in the teacker
playing and joking, and showing amusement in simply repeating what the pupil says, possibly in a
staying with him. paraphrased manner, to let him elaborate his mganin
2. Dominating: the teacher directs the pupil’s himself, often also with a function of communicatin
behavior. She wants him to do readily and only empathy. Here is a clear example of mirroring.
what she wants, she is very checking and judging, (4) The pupil, whildooking at a piecef the puzzle still on
the table, saysQuesto non puo essere perahgn c'e....
and only as soon as s/he does what she wants, she |ataccatura. (This cannot be it, because there is no attach
praises the pupil point).

iati Qi i i The teacher say$Non c’e I'attaccatura Che attaccatura
3. Pateralistic. The teacher is in fact quiteciive, stai cercando?There is no attach point. What an attach

she definitely_wants 'Fhe c_hild to do_ what she  gint are you looking for?)
wants, but while masking his/her dominance by a
close and seemingly friendly relationship. 7.3.2. Friendly stance.

4. Secure base: the teacher leaves the child do byeacher 1. also provides an example foéndly
himself but she stands by him/her, by letting the stance, that is, one not too authoritarian nor too
pupil feel that she is there just in case s/haelgee Maternal a stance toward the pupil, as appears from
help. the following details.

1. She is not keeping distance from the pupil. s i

. I . clear all along the fragment, she sits down veogel

leen the qt_Jallitatlve and exploratory_ nature ofthi to the boy; a proxemic cue (Hall, 1970) conveying a

first study, this list may not be exhaustive. Lethere friendly stance toward the pupil

describe the behavior of some teachers that welly parajielisms hold with the pubil’s body positiand

exemplify these stances, by evidencing the pehaviors. An example.

communicative and expressive signals and cues that (5) From 7.18 through 7.3te teacher’s gaze follows the
characterize them pupil’s, alternativelyshifting from the table to the puzzle at
) the same timas he does.

o 3. Positive social emotions. The teachéen smiles
7.3.1. Maieutic stance. =~ _ not only while looking at the pupil, but also byréeif,
A good example of maieutic stance is Teacher 1. Shesometimes with a smile that looks one of tendetness
can be seen as maieutic because she seems to haveyagaze “with” the pupil, not “onto” the pupil. Teler

constructivist view of learning, and to be more 1 frequently shows gaze on task’shared with the
oriented to mastery than to performance, as wig®ss ppjl.
by the following details. 5. Irony. This teacher, in the rare cases in wisich

1.She mainly uses interrogative rather than asserti provides suggestions to the pupil, makes use ofiro
or directive speech acts, thus avoiding direct’ (6) The boyhas put a piecénto the puzzle, but turned the
statements that would rigidly lead the pupil, but  other way around. The teachmmints at it by her left hand

Affective — relational stances:
1.Friendly: The teacher establishes a peer, clode a
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while asking: E’ nel verso giusto questa letterdi® this

letter the right direction?). Then skbakes her headnd

shrugs her shouldera/hile sayingNo, with a descending
intonation Head shake shoulder shruggingand the
intonationandvoice qualityof No convey annoyance.

The boystarts looking at other piecesttentively, and she
says: E allora? Guarda un po’l(and then? Look!) with
shared gaze at tasknd asmileconveying tenderness).

The teacher exhibits annoyance as he puts a pitze i

Should we read too?).

The pupil's capacity in this case is not really avedl
considered: in fact, she achieved the
autonomously even if with slow times.

The efficient stance is taken when the teacher does
leave time to start the process but is more corckrn
for the pupil to carry out a brilliant performande.
this case the pupil’'s slow times (waiting times fioe

task

the puzzle the wrong way, but also conveys she isieacher) or hesitations are seen not as part of the

being ironic in this, by smiling at the same time.
Contradiction between parallel or subsequent signal
is a typical way to communicate one’s ironic intent
(Attardo et al., 2003). Further, two kinds of iroeyist
(Anolli, 2003) benevolent and sarcastic irony; the
former states negative evaluations but in fact iespl
positives ones, while the other does the opposlie.
teacher’s irony in this case conveys a positivacea

learning process but as a mistake to avoid.
Actually, this didactic stance generates a hieliaath
relationship and therefore, at least in the int@ras
analyzed, teachers who take an efficient stanakten
assume a dominating or a paternalistic stance.

7.3.4. Dominating stance
In the dominance stance, verbal communication is

because irony typically elicits a positive emotion
amusement.
6. No judgment. This teacher, different from othiars

speech acts are orders or statements about how to
complete the task, actions generally aimed at task
completion on the part of the teacher, and, at most

the corpus, does not take a checking or judgingsigns of approval like nods when the pupil inséfts

attitude, which reveals both a constructive didacti
stance and an affective-relational friendly startear.
example, she expresses approval only when explicitl
requested by the pupil.

(7) The boy igutting piecesThe teachelooks at himwith

a smile conveying serenity. Hooks at herand asks her:
La banana va beng®s the banana ok?).

The teacher say#lai capito (You have understood), while
noddingandsmiling

Moreover, she does not comment at all when the boy
makes a mistake, but she communicate approval when

he corrects his move by himself.

(8) The boy isputting a pieceand shdooks at himwith a
light smile He sees the piece doesn't fit there. Sdakes
another piece and puts it there When seeing this, the
teacher saySi(Yes).

Finally, as shown above, she expresses her camscti
only in ironical form.

7.3.3. Efficient stance.

The “efficient” teacher tend to be mainly orientied
the resolution of the task, usually in a repetitared
partial way, i.e., without considering the cogretiar
metacognitive processes which might lead the gopil
a more active learning.

In our corpus, the task presented to the teachgit-pu

piece in the right place, or signs of disagreenient
the opposite case.
In addition, the dominating teacher looks generally
distant and emotionally cold.
(10) As the game starts, the teacher does nofauttevith
the child or with the Experimenter explaining thente at
all. She sits down far from the game table, shekdoo
downward, as if feeling she does not have a definkd

(11) When the teacher is alone with the girl, séisdLo
conosci? che cos'e€? Un puzz.(Do you know him? What
is it? A puzz..))

The girl replies:Un puzzle(a puzzle). And the teacher
praises hemBravissimal(Very good!)

The teacher’s praising the girl in an exaggerated
manner simply for her having recognized a puzzle as
puzzle implies her low evaluation of the girl’s lkki
and knowledge, which might account for treating her
in a very directive manner, as is clear below.datf
most of her verbal statements are of an operational
kind

(12) The teachempproaches the girland says:Allora
prendi i pezzettini e prova a formare quello chedii...
(so now take the pieces and try to shape whatrés he
Later, the teacher saydetti il pezzo quil

(put the piece here).

dyad is a puzzle to be completed, so the teacher§aze is very often not shared with the pupil.

taking an efficient stance tend to indicate thentrig
piece of puzzle or its position, to prevent the ifgip
errors. The efficient stance is often taken duerno
incorrect analysis of task difficulty or child’s iéity,
caused by the teacher’s anxiety, that induces der t
prevent failure (D'Errico et al., 2011). In fact tims

(13) At first the teacher’'sgaze is directed downwaren
the pieces to be inserted, as is the girl's gdmn(tashared
gaze on task but then the child begins to take individual
pieces, while th@éeacher goes on ordering pieces the
table fionshared gaze

At any time during her educational interaction she

interactive mode, Teacher 2. often shows signs ofdoes not forget to regulate the girl's behaviorreve

anxiety.
(9) The pupil reads slowly but correctly. As soanshe has
some hesitation, or the teacher herself is trymdjrtd the
solution on her own, or when she does't understamdask
submitted by the experimenter, the teacher perfoams
worried facial expressionand she asks twice "Deve
leggere?Dobbiamo leggere anche no{8hould she read?

outside the learning task.

(14) As the childcoughs the teacher tells heMettiti una
mano davanti alla boccéput yourhand over your mouth).

(15) As the girl's left arm is down the table, ajoner hip,
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the teachetakes the child’s armandputs it on the table. confirmation she nods or spurs him to continue. The
“secure base” stance discloses an autonomous and
Sometimes she even undoes what the girl has jusequal relationship between pupil and teacher, and

done. intervention only in case of need.
(16) The pupil tries the pieces; the teackremwns thus
showing doubt, then shakes the piece inserted by the girl (19) In alow voice the teacher say®ai (Come on!) and
awayandinserts it in a slot herself pats him lightly on his backrhedistanceof her bust from

him ismedium not too close.

(17) The girl is putting a piece. The teacher s&j; non The child begins to try and put pieces by himsetfile the
coslL.. (no, not like that...)Gazeis nonshared while the teacher observes himsometimes carefullynoving her
girl observes her action she continues to look pfieces head slightly forwardo see him better. The teactseniles
separately. and takes atatic position

Finally, she does not refrain from showing impatign (20) The girl takes off and puts the pieces conepyealone

and the teachamods silentlyas she sees the girl has been

by frequensighs able to put the right piece.

The most evident features of a cold efficient staimc
these fragments are: non-sharelgl gaze, If’iCk ,Of any  (21) The teacheapproaches her head silentiyhen the girl
verbal exchange but orders like "put the piece "here has a little difficulty in piece search.

or negative evaluations, and overtly manifested

impatience about the mistakes made by the child. (22) Gaze is constantlghared on the taskThe teacher
presses down a pieentered by the child.

7.3.5. Paternalistic stance .
8. Conclusions and future work
The Paternalistic stance differs from the Domirgatin

stance for a different use of affective commun@ati  The study presented in this paper is but a fitenast
When the unequal relationship of the Dominating g single out some pedagogical stances that temcher
stance becomes emotionally warm, it gives rise to amay take in interacting with their pupils. Our
“paternalistic” stance, establishing an asymmeltrica preliminary qualitative analysis shows that differe
relationship between one who knows how to reach thestances can in fact be characterized in terms of
solution and one who is to achieve it. specific expressive and communicative behaviors,
In teacher 3.,a good exampl_e of t_hls, the presehce namely type and number of speech acts and body
emotion (sometimes resulting in a process of communicative acts, among which gaze behavior,
infatilization of the pupil) is expressed for insta by smile, distance, body and gaze parallelism, veahl
hugging the pupil during task completion, or by bodily mirroring.

gestures of touch on the girl's nose or face. TheThe analysis of these signals and a better undelisg
teacher even simulates the pupil's emotion when sheyf how teachers’ stances affect teacher-pupil &tizon
looks in doubt. and pupils’ learning is of the utmost interest Fath
human teachers’ training and the construction ofudi

(18) The girl is concentrating, and the teacherss@he Pedagogical Agents. From the point of view of

fatica! (How tiring!), even if pupil doesn't communicate

anything similar. educational and social sciences, describing these
signals and their link to specific pedagogical s&n
7.3.6. “Secure base” stance might provide teachers with a higher power of self-

The “secure base” stance is the opposite of thereflectipn; fOf instqnce teachers_ videotaped during
paternalistic stance. We call it with the name gibgy educational interaction, when having the chance of
Bowlby (1988) to the relation between mother and Video-feedback (D’Errico, 2009), that is, of obsegy
child in which a child with a secure attachment can themselves in interaction, may better check if rthei
explore the world just because s/he knows that enoth Pedagogical stance was efficient to really helphagil,

is there in case s/he needs help. As does the miathe and observe the pupil’s reaction with new eyes.

the secure condition of Ainsworth's (1969) Strange In the domains of social signal processing andusrt
Situation, here the teacher is responsive to tipé’pu  Agents, careful annotation of pedagogical stance
requests, and supportive in stressful episodes. Th&ignals might contribute to develop systems for the
relationship she establishes with the pupil isdme  automatic detection of teachers’ and pupils’ signahd
sense a peer relationship: she does not seemdo teato accurate simulation of teachers’ behavior inwf

or know something more than the child, nor does shemore effective Pedagogical Agents. _

feel the necessity to frequently encourage or esgre With such aims |.n mlnd, our f_uture work s will move
positive emotions, except after task completiord an from purely qualitative analysis of selected fragtse
does so only to share the success obtained thanks #0 larger quantitative studies aiming at a more
the pupil’s skill. exhaustive typology of pedagogical stances, and
In our observation, Teacher 4, taking a “securebas Possibly at finding correlations both between ditac
stance, communicates her presence primarily througtand affective-relational stances, and betweenttrecs
attentive observation or through "actions of coritou taken and the factors hypothesized above — teacher’
(adjusting or turning the pieces of the puzzle, or personality, conception of one’s role, model of the

providing encouragement), but she does not interfer pupil. Second, while here we only tackled the teassh
with the child's action, and to his request for Signals, since stance determines and is deterntiyed

the pupil’s behavior, future research will analyihe
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pupil’s reaction to the stance taken. On the sifle 0 makes an immigrant child more dependent. In W. Berg

signal analysis, since low-level signals such asue,
position, parallelism and mirroring, in their oftering

usefully exploit, beside qualitative observationdan
analysis, detection through automatic systems delvot
to capture aspects of distance,

parallelism

(ed) Cultural diversity and Multicultural classes

] ] ] Wiesbaden: Verlag GmbH, pp.129-144.
automatic and unconscious signals reveal a teacher,, pggis

stance more that words or actions do, research wi

J. W. (2007) The stance triangle. In
Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity, evalugtion
interaction, (ed.) Robert Englebretson. Amsterdam:
Benjamins.

synchronization and mimicry, such as, for instancePweck, C.S. (1999) Self-theories: Their role in

eyesweb (Camurri et al., 2004).
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