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ABSTRACT 
This study examined whether interpersonal trust mediates the relationship between instructor immediacy 
and student motivation in Turkish higher education, drawing on Social Exchange Theory. A quantitative 
correlational survey was administered to 564 undergraduate students from two public universities in Turkiye. 
Participants completed the Verbal Immediacy Scale, the Nonverbal Immediacy Scale, the Individualized Trust 
Scale, and the Student Motivation Scale. Exploratory factor analysis indicated a five-factor structure in which 
nonverbal immediacy bifurcated into positive and negative indicator subfactors; subsequent confirmatory 
factor analysis and structural equation modeling tested a partial mediation model. The three immediacy 
dimensions significantly predicted motivation directly and indirectly through interpersonal trust, collectively 
accounting for 50.3% of the variance in motivation. The pattern of mediation was differentiated: verbal 
immediacy and negative-indicator nonverbal immediacy showed partial mediation, retaining significant 
direct effects on motivation, whereas positive-indicator nonverbal immediacy operated only indirectly 
through trust (full mediation). These results are consistent with the possibility that, in higher power-distance 
educational contexts, interpersonal trust may serve as a relational condition associated with the link between 
positive nonverbal approach behaviors and motivational outcomes. Given the cross-sectional, self-report 
design and the use of adapted instruments, these findings should be interpreted tentatively and require 
corroboration in longitudinal and cross-cultural studies.

Keywords:	 Instructor immediacy, interpersonal trust, student motivation, social exchange theory, structural 
equation modeling, higher education.

INTRODUCTION 
Higher educational institutions develop a dynamic interpersonal relationship between the teachers and 
the learners based on communication behaviors which will affect the cognitive, affective and motivational 
outcomes of each participant (Frymier &amp; Houser, 2000; Mottet et al., 2006). Based on this model, 
immediacy has become one of the most researched concepts in instructional communication (Allen et al., 
2006; Andersen, 1979; Mehrabian, 1969).
Immediacy was first suggested by Mehrabian (1969) as a way of communicating behaviorally to reduce the 
perceived distance between two people; in this case, the teacher and student. Andersen (1979) modified the 
definition of immediacy for use in educational settings, and since then, researchers have identified two different 
dimensions. The first dimension of immediacy is verbal immediacy, which consists of behaviors that involve 
talking with a student (Gorham, 1988), such as using personal stories or examples to explain meaning, asking 
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questions, beginning conversations with students, using students’ names in conversation, positively reinforcing 
students’ work, and inviting students to express their opinions or perspectives. The second dimension is 
nonverbal immediacy, which consists of behaviors that do not involve speaking with a student (Richmond et 
al., 2003), such as eye contact, smiling, using hand gestures to communicate, having a variety of uses for one’s 
tone of voice, and maintaining a relaxed posture when communicating with another person. Meta-analytic 
findings show that verbal and nonverbal communication have a positive effect on both the cognitive learning 
outcomes and affective learning outcomes of students (Allen et al., 2006, Witt et al., 2004).
In terms of research evidence, the connection between faculty/teacher immediacy (i.e., both verbal and 
non-verbal immediacy) is well-established as a predictor of student motivation. In a landmark study by 
Christophel (1990), both verbal and non-verbal immediacy had positive correlations with state motivation. 
This was supported in the longitudinal study of Christensen and Menzel (1998), which explicitly identified 
the existence of a linear relationship between student motivation and teacher immediacy (i.e., as teacher 
immediacy increases, so does student motivation). In a related study, Frymier (1993) pointed out that 
immediacy is especially important to students who are initially low to moderately motivated. Liu (2021) 
conducted a systematic review of 30 studies and found that there was ample empirical evidence to support 
that immediacy and motivation are positively associated; however, he noted there was little understanding 
of how the role of immediacy leads to motivation. More recently, Ding and Wang (2025) used structural 
equation modeling with 392 university learners and reported that perceived teacher immediacy accounted 
for a substantial proportion of the variance in both engagement and motivation, providing further empirical 
support for the immediacy–motivation link while again leaving the underlying psychological mechanisms 
underexplored.
Most studies have examined the direct relationship between immediacy and motivation (Pogue & AhYun, 
2006), with relatively few investigating the psychological processes that link the two. Although affect and 
perceived learning have been examined as mediators (Chesebro, 2003; Witt & Wheeless, 2001), the role 
of interpersonal trust (IPT) has remained under-explored. Jaasma and Koper (1999) reported that IPT 
correlates with both immediacy and motivation, but they did not test a mediation model. To our knowledge, 
the only study that has tested this specific pathway is an unpublished undergraduate thesis (El-Hawari, 2023); 
no peer-reviewed study to date has tested IPT as a mediator between immediacy and motivation within a 
structural equation model. The present study is original in three respects. First, it addresses this mechanism 
gap by modeling IPT as the psychological process through which immediacy may relate to motivation, 
rather than treating immediacy and motivation as directly linked. Second, it relocates this question to a non-
Western, relatively high power-distance setting (Turkiye), whereas the instructional-immediacy literature 
has been built largely on Western samples. Third, it operationalizes trust through a genuine interpersonal-
trust instrument (Wheeless & Grotz, 1977) rather than through the teacher-credibility proxy used in most 
prior work (McCroskey & Teven, 1999), allowing relational trust to be distinguished from evaluations of 
professional competence. Together, these features position IPT not merely as a correlate but as a candidate 
explanatory mechanism in instructional exchange (Mayer et al., 1995).
Social Exchange Theory (SET) provides an important theoretical framework upon which the principles of this 
research are based. SET contends that we make decisions regarding our interactions with one another based 
upon a cost-benefit analysis of our expected rewards (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano et al., 2017; Homans, 1958). 
In educational settings, we may interpret instructor/student interaction as a social exchange (Frymier & 
Houser, 2000) in which the instructor provides social rewards in the form of warmth, support, and attention, 
and the student reciprocates through exhibiting engagement and motivation. An important consideration 
regarding the efficacy of the social rewards provided by the instructor, according to SET, is the extent to which 
both parties experience an appropriate level of trust within the social exchange (Blau, 1964). Additionally, 
as there are costs associated with social exchanges, SET suggests that the potential for costs associated with 
social exchanges can also occur in educational settings (Cropanzano et al., 2017), and in educational settings, 
these costs may manifest as perceived experienced threats to role expectations or discomfort associated with 
the unexpected interpersonal closeness that students may experience in an educational setting as a result of 
immediacy behaviors by instructors. Pogue and AhYun (2006) assert that when students enter a collegiate 
environment, they enter with primarily pedagogical expectations and, therefore, immediacy behaviors by 
instructors may fall outside their expected realm of interaction with instructors.
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In line with this framework, the present study positions interpersonal trust as a potential mediator in the 
relationship between instructor immediacy behaviors and student motivation. The Individualized Trust 
Scale (Wheeless & Grotz, 1977) is used to operationalize interpersonal trust as a willingness to accept 
relational vulnerability based on positive expectations of another’s intentions and behaviors (Mayer et al., 
1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). This measure was selected over teacher credibility scales because it captures 
relational vulnerability rather than evaluations of professional competence. Calderone and Fosnacht (2023) 
reported that student trust in proximal campus actors is more strongly shaped by lived relational experiences 
than by institutional trust, which is consistent with treating dyadic interpersonal trust as a relevant indicator 
of relational dynamics in instructional exchanges. The proposed model suggests that immediacy behaviors, 
although understood as social rewards within SET, may not automatically generate motivation; rather, they 
may first be appraised through interpretive processes related to perceived benevolence, integrity (Mayer et 
al., 1995), and behavioral predictability (Wheeless & Grotz, 1977). When such appraisals are favorable, 
motivational engagement may emerge as a form of relational reciprocity. This pathway is presented as an 
interpretive application of the SET sequence (social reward → trust → reciprocity) rather than as a directly 
tested process model.
The cultural environment offers a significant and unique contribution to the study of instructional immediacy. 
Most of the research on instructional immediacy was conducted in Western cultures and Turkiye represents a 
culture that is high in power-distance and collectivism (Hofstede, 2001; Kagitcibasi, 2007) where instructors 
have been expected to maintain relative distance and formality. However, Aydin et al. (2013) provided cross-
cultural evidence that Turkish instructors perceived to be at the highest level of performance in regards to 
instructional immediacy performed at levels comparable to American instructors, establishing Turkiye as a 
transitionary culture between Eastern and Western cultures of communication and not strictly a high-power-
distance culture. The combination of these two features creates a unique context in which to study how 
immediacy interacts with interpersonal trust to influence student motivation making Turkiye an intriguing 
place to examine this issue. In addition, because of the lack of clear cultural definition, the role of trust as a 
mediator is especially important since trust may offer the interpretive lens through which students interpret 
immediacy signals.
Thus, this research will address how interpersonal trust mediates between the degree of instructor immediacy 
and the level of student motivation as measured by Turkish university students using structural equation 
modeling (SEM) based on the Social Exchange Theory. The specific hypotheses tested in this study are: 

H1:	 Verbal immediacy positively and significantly predicts students’ interpersonal trust toward their 
instructor. 

H2:	 Nonverbal immediacy positively and significantly predicts students’ interpersonal trust toward 
their instructor.

H3:	 Interpersonal trust positively and significantly predicts students’ course motivation.
H4:	 Verbal immediacy positively and significantly predicts students’ course motivation.
H5:	 Nonverbal immediacy positively and significantly predicts students’ course motivation. 

Mediation Effects:

H6:	 Interpersonal trust mediates the relationship between verbal immediacy and student motivation. 
H7:	 Interpersonal trust mediates the relationship between nonverbal immediacy and student 

motivation.
The current research contributes to three areas. First, it proposes a mediation model in which interpersonal 
trust operates as the psychological process that explains how instructor immediacy relates to student 
motivation. Second, it challenges the assumption that Western-based models apply universally by providing 
evidence from a collectivist, high power-distance society. Finally, it has implications for faculty development 
programs by clarifying that effective teaching involves communication strategies focused on trust-building 
through predictable behavior, genuine goodwill, and care.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Social Exchange Theory as the Theoretical Foundation
With roots in the work of Homans (1958), who introduced social behavior as exchanges of goods, through 
to Blau’s work examining the role of power and trust in social relationships (1964), and Emerson’s work that 
established a structural framework for the theory as a networked exchange (1976), Social Exchange Theory 
remains one of the most recognisable theories of social interaction (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Ahmad 
et al., 2023). SET suggests that individuals maintain relationships when the ratio of perceived rewards (i.e., 
approval, support, and respect) is higher than that of the perceived costs (i.e., psychological risks such as 
vulnerability, and uncertainty) (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano et al., 2017).
The norm of reciprocity, as defined by Gouldner in 1960, is a central tenet of Social Exchange Theory; 
when one party provides someone else with something of value, that recipient becomes indebted to repay 
the gift. Blau (1964) describes the distinction between two kinds of exchanges: Economic exchanges are 
based on formal written contracts, while social exchanges do not have any formal contracts or agreements, 
and rely instead on mutual trust. This second type of exchange is particularly relevant to the relationship 
between instructors and students because there are many uncertainties about the rewards/prizes associated 
with educational processes, as well as the way in which those rewards/prizes will be distributed (Frymier & 
Houser, 2000).
The application of SET within education reframes classroom interaction as a relational exchange. Effective 
teaching is understood not only in terms of content delivery but also in terms of the relational quality 
cultivated between instructor and student. Instructors who provide ego support and communicate with 
immediacy may facilitate student motivation and engagement, while trust is consistently identified as a 
central element shaping the quality of exchange relationships (Cropanzano et al., 2017). According to Blau 
(1964), an exchange can develop from a purely economic transaction into a high-quality social exchange 
only when the recipient perceives the other party’s actions as genuinely beneficial. When instructors develop 
interpersonal trust with students, a safer relational environment may emerge in which students are more 
willing to engage and take risks (Frymier & Houser, 2000). Drawing on this body of work, the present 
study tentatively positions trust as a cognitive-affective filter through which the motivational potential of 
immediacy behaviors is interpreted; under this view, immediacy is expected to translate into motivation 
primarily when it first contributes to perceptions of relational trust, plausibly by raising the perceived reward 
value of instructor behavior while lowering perceived relational cost. We acknowledge that the present 
design cannot directly observe such interpretive processes, and we therefore treat the “social reward → trust 
→ reciprocity” logic of SET (Cropanzano et al., 2017) as a guiding interpretive framework rather than a 
tested mechanism.

Instructor Immediacy: Conceptualization and Empirical Evidence
According to Mehrabian (1969), immediacy is the set of communication behaviors that facilitate a 
reduction in perceived physical or psychological distance between those communicating, and he proposed 
the approach-avoidance theory (Mehrabian, 1981) as a way of explaining these behaviors. In educational 
contexts, Andersen (1979) modified this definition of immediacy, and a systematic line of studies began 
focusing on the impact of teacher immediacy on student learning. Since that time, teacher immediacy has 
become one of the most commonly researched variables in the area of instructional communication (Witt 
et al., 2004).
Nonverbal immediacy is a term used to describe the use of nonverbal behavior to communicate warmth, 
connection, and interest to one another in a non-verbal way. These behaviors include: making direct eye 
contact while speaking; smiling; using variation in vocal tone; using hand or body movements while 
speaking; having relaxed body language; and being in close proximity to each other (Richmond et al., 2003). 
The Nonverbal Immediacy Scale (NIS) (Richmond et al., 2003) is the most widely used tool for measuring 
nonverbal immediacy. Kucuk & Ispir (2017) examined the psychometric properties of the NIS in Turkiye 
and confirmed its construct validity. Meta-analyses conducted by Allen et al. (2006) found that nonverbal 
immediacy has a positive effect on cognitive and affective learning. Nonverbal immediacy enhances clarity 
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of instruction (Chesebro, 2003) as well as enhancing situational interest and state motivation (Frymier et 
al., 2019). Aydin et al. (2013) found that nonverbal immediacy is positively related to perceived learning 
in Turkiye, the US and China, but the strength of the relationship is contingent upon the cultural context 
(high/low power distance), as certain nonverbal immediacy behaviors were viewed as being less acceptable 
in Turkiye.
Verbal immediacy refers to linguistic methods made to create a feeling of closeness between two people. Gorham 
(1988) defined verbal immediacy by creating an operational definition using the following behaviors: humor, 
first-name addresses, inclusive pronouns, personal anecdotes, and individualized feedback. Gorham and 
Christophel (1990) found that humor decreases anxiety in the classroom and increases students’ perceptions 
of a teacher’s ability to relate to them. Additionally, Frymier and Houser (2000) argued that verbal immediacy 
indicates a teacher’s desire to develop an interpersonal—not just a transactional—relationship. From a social 
exchange theory perspective, all of these verbal behaviors constitute social rewards; humor creates a safe 
psychological environment for exchanging; inclusive language promotes feelings of belonging; first-name 
addresses create a feeling of being recognized; and personal disclosure indicates authenticity (Gorham, 1988; 
Mehrabian, 1969). Xie and Derakhshan (2021) similarly suggested that the aforementioned verbal behaviors 
serve as relational investments in the context of establishing trust and commitment to students from different 
cultural backgrounds.

Interpersonal Trust: Conceptualization and Paradigmatic Positioning
Trust is a measure of the willingness of an individual to expose themselves to the actions of others by forming 
positive beliefs about the intentions of the other person (Rousseau et al., 1998; Mayer et al., 1995). Within 
the body of trust literature there are three different types of trust as developed from previous social scientific 
work; (1) cognitive trust, (2) affective trust, (3) institutional trust, and (4) interpersonal trust (McAllister, 
1995; Wheeless & Grotz, 1977). As applied in instructional communication, teacher credibility (McCroskey 
& Teven, 1999) is typically assessed along the dimensions of perceived competence, character, and caring 
- the professional characteristics associated with teacher credibility - rather than the dimensions associated 
with interpersonal trust. Interpersonal trust relates to the development of a positive affective-relational 
bond between two individuals through a series of repeated interactions with each other in a relationship. 
This distinction between trust and credibility is important when considering the role that trust plays in 
Social Exchange Theory: Trust is considered to be a relational resource that builds via an ongoing process of 
reciprocal exchange, while credibility represents a more static judgement that is based on the association of 
several attributive factors.
This research takes on the interpersonal trust approach because it reflects a developmental process similar to 
relationship quality in social exchange theory. According to a qualitative study by Lewicka (2022), students 
develop their trust from initially impersonal, institution-directed behavior to evaluating relationships based 
on honesty, empathy and respect. Consistent with this developmental view, recent instrument-development 
work by Graham et al. (2026) validated a two-factor “classroom trust” and “interpersonal trust” structure 
in a large sample of undergraduate students, reinforcing the position that dyadic interpersonal trust in the 
instructor is a distinct and measurable construct in higher-education settings. This is important because trust 
between people may be particularly salient in a collectivist culture such as Turkiye, where relational bonds 
carry significant weight (Kagitcibasi, 2007). Thweatt and McCroskey (1998) and Pogue and AhYun (2006) 
have found that immediacy positively correlates with credibility and motivation, respectively; however, these 
studies measured the scope of interpersonal trust through the lens of the credibility paradigm. Thus, this 
study has attempted to fill that gap by using a true measure of interpersonal trust. The exclusion of cognitive, 
affective, or institutional dimensions of trust establishes a deliberate theoretical boundary and is noted as a 
limitation in the Discussion section.

Student Motivation in the Instructional Communication Context
Motivation is seen as the major psychological force behind learning engagement (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 
Pintrich, 2003). In addition, there is a significant difference between trait motivation (a relatively stable 



418

orientation) and state motivation (a temporary orientation that depends on the environment – i.e., instructor 
communication behaviors) (Christophel, 1990; Frymier, 1994; Richmond, 1990). The focus of this research 
is on state motivation operationalized through the Student Motivation Scale (Christophel, 1990; as cited 
in Rubin et al., 1994), which utilizes a semantic differential format to assess student motivation as related 
to an individual course. The use of this instrument is very consistent with the emphasis on context-based 
relational dynamics by SET.
Christophel (1990) reported positive correlations between both verbal and nonverbal immediacy and state 
motivation, and identified state motivation as a mediator between immediacy and learning. Frymier (1994) 
extended this work by demonstrating an indirect causal pathway in which immediacy influenced learning 
outcomes through state motivation. Allen et al. (2006) developed a causal model in which immediacy increases 
affective learning, which in turn increases cognitive learning, and Rodriguez et al. (1996) reported similar 
evidence for an affective-learning mediator between immediacy and cognitive learning. These findings are 
broadly consistent with SET’s prediction that social rewards undergo evaluative processing before producing 
reciprocal responses. More recently, Frymier et al. (2019) used Self-Determination Theory to show that 
the effect of nonverbal immediacy on learning outcomes operates through a serial mediation involving 
relatedness and intrinsic motivation, suggesting that immediacy works mainly through the satisfaction of 
relational needs. Cross-cultural SEM evidence is consistent with this picture: Derakhshan et al. (2023) 
examined Chinese and Iranian EFL learners and reported that nonverbal immediacy and instructor clarity 
were related to affective learning through the mediating role of perceived instructor understanding, again 
pointing to a relational pathway between immediacy and learning-related outcomes. Pogue and AhYun 
(2006) reported that motivation is jointly influenced by nonverbal immediacy and credibility. However, 
credibility is conceptually anchored in perceptions of professional competence and is only weakly tied to 
relational quality, which is one reason the present paper treats interpersonal trust—rather than credibility—
as a more appropriate mediator within an SET framework.

Cultural Context: Power Distance, Collectivism, and the Turkish Higher Education 
Setting
Most research on instructional immediacy has been conducted in Western settings, with relatively limited 
attention to non-Western higher education contexts (Hofstede, 2001; Neuliep, 2020). Power distance is one 
of the cultural dimensions most relevant to teacher–student interaction: in higher power-distance societies, 
classrooms tend to be more hierarchical and authority-oriented (Hofstede, 2001).
Turkiye is generally characterized as a relatively hierarchical and collectivist cultural context (Hofstede, 2001; 
Kagitcibasi, 2007). In Turkish higher education, instructor–student relationships have been described as 
tending toward formality and hierarchy (Aydin et al., 2013; Ozdas, 2022; the latter, although conducted in 
primary education, suggests that similar hierarchical norms operate across levels of the Turkish education 
system). Such cultural conditions may complicate the cost–benefit logic of SET in instructional settings: 
certain immediacy behaviors that are normative in lower power-distance contexts may be perceived in Turkish 
settings as inconsistent with expected role distance. The same behavior may therefore function as a social 
reward in one cultural context and as a relational cost in another, potentially shifting the exchange calculus. 
We treat this framing as a theoretical possibility to be tested rather than as an established mechanism in the 
present data.
Kagitcibasi (2007) describes Turkish culture as operating through an emotional interdependence model, in 
which relational closeness and respect for authority coexist. In such a context, immediacy behaviors may 
be read in different ways depending on whether students attribute them to genuine care or to a breach of 
expected social distance. The present study proposes—but does not directly test—that interpersonal trust 
may play an interpretive role in this process: when trust is present, immediacy may be more readily appraised 
as a social reward, whereas in its absence, the same behaviors may be appraised less favorably. Within an SET 
reading, trust may therefore relate both to the perceived reward value of immediacy and to the perceived 
relational cost. We treat this culturally framed pathway as a theoretical proposition to be examined in future 
research rather than as a mechanism established by the present data, and we discuss this point further in the 
Limitations section.
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METHOD  
Research Design
The study utilized an exploratory, correlational survey research design to explore the associations between 
instructor verbal and non-verbal immediacy, interpersonal trust and student motivation in Turkiye’s post-
secondary institutions. Participants completed structured, paper surveys via face-to-face contact with trained 
surveyors to collect data. The mediation model was evaluated using structural equation model (SEM). SEM 
allows for simultaneous estimation of direct and indirect effects between latent constructs while controlling 
for measurement errors (Kline, 2016).

Participants and Sampling Procedure
Undergraduate students at two public universities in Eskisehir, Turkiye—Anadolu University and Eskisehir 
Technical University—during the 2025/26 academic year comprised the target population for this research 
study. The two universities were chosen due to their differing disciplinary orientations and thus provide 
representation for the different orientation of each university. The data for the study was collected using the 
convenience sampling procedure and from class sessions across various faculty at each university to maximize 
the greatest possible number of disciplines represented in the sample. Because the outcome measure required 
the participants to rate an instructor based on an extended number of instructional interactions, use of 
a probability-based method for random selection from an entire population of students was not feasible 
(Etikan et al., 2016).
We initially began with a pool of 661 individuals who completed the survey; however, after performing data 
screening (as described below), we were able to obtain a final sample size of 564 participants for analysis. The 
current sample size meets the accepted minimum requirement for conducting SEM. For example, according 
to Kline (2016), an ideal ratio of ten observations per parameter should be used; however, this is considered 
an ideal rather than an absolute minimum. Further, Bentler and Chou’s (1987) 5:1 threshold demonstrates 
that a minimum sample size should be 325. Kline (2016) recommends using a minimum of 200 subjects 
to run complex SEM models; therefore, this requirement has also been met within this project. The current 
sample provides a ratio of 8.68:1, which is more than adequate for use in this SEM model. The sample 
consisted of 54.6% females (n = 308) and 45.4% males (n = 256) with an average age of 21.73 years old (SD 
= 2.54) and represented both social sciences (60.3%) as well as natural sciences (39.7%). Table 1 displays the 
number of participants per each faculty for both universities.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants (N = 564)

Variables Category n %
Gender Female 308 54.6

Male 256 45.4
Age group ≤ 21 329 58.3

≥ 22 235 41.7
Disciplinary orientation Social sciences 340 60.3

Natural sciences 224 39.7
Anadolu University Faculties

Letters 99 17.6
Economics & Admin. 85 15.1
Communication 74 13.1
Law 42 7.4
Education 41 7.3
Pharmacy 36 6.4

Eskisehir Technical University
Science 130 23.0
Engineering 45 8.0
Architecture & Design 12 2.1



420

Data Collection Procedure
The Anadolu University Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee approved the study. Surveyors 
visited the scheduled class sessions to distribute paper copies of the survey and to provide a standard set of 
instructions about the research, the voluntary nature of participation, the anonymity of all participants, and 
their right to withdraw. The response to all items was provided by each participant relative to their most 
recent instructor for a course they attended.

Instruments
There were two demographic forms and four validated scales in this study. To measure each of the coefficients 
of each of the scales, participants will use Likert-type items that are rated from 1 (never) to 5 (always). 
Participants used a 7-point Semantic Differential to measure their level of motivation and trust on those 
same scales.
The Turkish adaptation of the Nonverbal Immediacy Scale validated by Kucuk and Ispir (2017) was used in 
this study. The remaining three scales (the Verbal Immediacy Scale, the Individualized Trust Scale, and the 
Student Motivation Scale) were adapted into Turkish following the translation–back-translation procedure 
recommended by Brislin (1970) for cross-cultural research. In the forward translation stage, two bilingual 
scholars in communication studies independently translated the original English items into Turkish. The 
two independent versions were then compared item by item, and discrepancies were reconciled through 
structured discussion to produce a consensus Turkish version. In the back-translation stage, an independent 
bilingual translator who was blind to the original instruments translated the consensus Turkish version 
back into English. The original and back-translated versions were compared, and items in which semantic, 
conceptual, or idiomatic equivalence was judged to be inadequate were revised by the research team. The 
construct validity of the adapted instruments was then examined empirically through exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses on the study sample (N = 564). 
The Verbal Immediacy Scale was initially created by Gorham in 1988 to measure different verbal behaviors 
that would encourage people to feel closer to each other psychologically using a 17-item instrument. Through 
an exploratory factor analysis, 5 items (Items 1, 2, 4, 9, and 17) had a factor loading < .40 so they were 
removed for a total of 12 items now.
Richmond et al.’s (2003) Nonverbal Immediacy Scale was used in its Turkish adaptation by Kucuk and Ispir 
(2017). The original 26-item scale measures a range of nonverbal behaviors including eye contact, smiling, 
gesturing, vocal variety, and physical proximity. The scale contains both positively worded items, which 
describe approach behaviors (e.g., making eye contact, smiling, gesturing), and negatively worded items, which 
describe avoidance behaviors (e.g., using a monotone voice, avoiding eye contact, maintaining a tense posture). 
Because the negatively worded items are reverse-coded prior to analysis, a high score on these items reflects 
the perceived absence of avoidance behavior rather than the presence of approach behavior. This distinction is 
conceptually important: positive indicators capture what an instructor actively does (warmth signals), whereas 
reverse-coded negative indicators capture what an instructor refrains from doing (the absence of distancing 
signals). In the present sample, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) led to the deletion of two items (items 2 and 
25) with weak or cross-loading patterns. The remaining items yielded a two-factor structure in which the first 
factor comprised the positive (approach) indicators and the second comprised the reverse-coded (avoidance-
absence) indicators. We treat this bifurcation cautiously: although it is theoretically interpretable in light of 
Mehrabian’s (1969, 1981) approach–avoidance framework, a substantial methodological literature shows 
that positively and negatively worded items frequently form separate factors as a function of wording effects, 
response style, and reverse-coding artifacts (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Swain et al., 2008). Because the present 
design cannot adjudicate between a substantive two-factor interpretation and a method-artifact interpretation, 
we model the two indicator sets as distinct latent factors for analytical purposes only and revisit this issue in the 
Discussion and Limitations sections. Subsequent confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) resulted in the removal of 
two additional items (items 10 and 21) due to poor item-level fit, yielding a final 22-item scale comprising 9 
positive-indicator items and 13 reverse-coded items.
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This measure provides a 14-item measure of trust in an interpersonal relationship using the Individualized 
Trust Scale (ITS) (Wheeless & Grotz 1977) that uses a 7-point semantic differential design. This 14-item 
measure provides a unidimensional measure of “trust” in an interpersonal relationship that evaluates how 
much the respondent trusts the person he/she evaluates in every instance where the ITS is administered 
to a person. Even though Wheeless and Grotz (1977) developed this measure as a measure of global trust, 
the content relate to the elements that create trust between people and Mayer et al. (1995) identified the 
relational qualities of benevolence, integrity and ability as having a direct link to trust. All 14 items were 
retained in this measure.
The Student Motivation Scale developed by Christophel (1990) includes the 15-item Student Motivation 
Scale, using a semantic differential format, and measuring motivation in a specific context. The Student 
Motivation Scale was first developed by Beatty and Payne and was later modified and used by Christophel 
(1990) in researching the relationship between immediacy and motivation. The psychometric properties of the 
Student Motivation Scale are described in the sourcebook written by Rubin et al. (1994) on communication 
research measures. The scale assesses the student’s motivation toward one specific course. Each of the 15 
items was kept unchanged.

Data Analysis
Data were analyzed using IBM SPSS 26 for preliminary analyses and EFA, and IBM AMOS 26 for CFA and 
SEM, following a multi-stage approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Kline, 2016).
In first stage researcher use data screening to identify missing data Little’s MCAR test was used to test for 
missing information. Univariate outliers were determined by z-scores (|z| > 3.29); multivariate outliers were 
identified using the Mahalanobis distance (p < .001); 97 cases were excluded in the process, and the number 
of remaining cases was N=564. The normality of the data was examined by evaluating skewness (<|2|) and 
kurtosis (<|7|), using criteria established by Curran, West, and Finch (1996); Kline (2016). Harman’s one-
factor test revealed that common method bias was not a factor (33% first unrotated factor, < 50% solution) 
and there are no full collinearity problems in this data (Kock, 2015; VIF = 1.41–1.93, <3.3 limit).
The second stage of the exploratory factor analysis was completed through the use of principal axis factoring 
with direct oblimin rotation of all scale items, all at the same time. Items were removed from analysis if 
their loadings were less than .40 or had significant cross-loadings (0.15 difference), as specified by Hair et 
al., (2019). This resulted in an overall 5-factor model of measurement consisting of 65 observed variables: 
(i) verbal immediacy - 12 items; (ii) nonverbal immediacy positively indicating; (iii) nonverbal immediacy 
negatively indicating - using 24 items across both sub-factors; (iv) interpersonal trust - 14 items; and (v) 
student motivation - 15 items.
The Measurement Model was evaluated at stage three using a number of model fit indices: χ²/df <3, RMSEA 
<.08, CFI >.90, TLI >.90, and SRMR <.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016). Reliability was measured 
using Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability (CR with a minimum of .70). Convergent and discriminant 
validity were assessed through the AVE (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and the Fornell-Larcker criterion and 
HTMT ratio (HTMT <.85; Henseler et al., 2015), respectively.
The following stage in the study involved creating a structural model where standardized path coefficients, 
critical ratios and significance levels were used (H₁ - H₅) for testing direct relationships. Mediation hypotheses 
(H₆ & H₇) were tested via bootstrapping (n = 5000) with 95% bias corrected CI (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). 
Whether mediation was full or partial was determined according to Zhao et al. (2010).

RESULTS
Preliminary Analyses
As described in the Method section, the final analytic sample (N = 564) was obtained after screening for 
univariate normality across all observed variables and after CMB diagnostics indicated no severe common 
method variance. 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis
EFA was conducted using principal axis factoring with oblique rotation (direct Oblimin). The KMO measure 
was .958, and Bartlett’s test was significant (χ² = 28,667.90, df = 2,080, p < .001). Five items were removed 
from the Verbal Immediacy Scale and two from the Nonverbal Immediacy Scale due to low loadings. No 
items were removed from the Trust or Motivation scales. The nonverbal immediacy items loaded onto 
two factors, with positively worded items and reverse-coded (negatively worded) items forming separate 
dimensions - a pattern documented in the psychometric literature on reverse-coded items (Podsakoff et al., 
2003; Swain et al., 2008). Both factors were retained to allow empirical examination of their differential 
predictive patterns; the substantive versus methodological implications of this bifurcation are addressed 
in the Discussion. Following item removal, 65 observed variables were distributed across five factors. The 
extraction accounted for 54.21% of total variance, with initial eigenvalues of 21.45, 5.71, 4.67, 3.51, and 
2.16.
EFA indicated two dimensions of nonverbal immediacy; to separate the nature of both dimensions, 
positively and negatively worded items were tested as separate factors. Therefore, the two dimensions of 
nonverbal immediacy have been treated separately as latent variables in all subsequent analyses; consequently, 
hypotheses addressing nonverbal immediacy (H2, H5, and H7) were tested separately for each sub-dimension 
(nonverbal immediacy-positive indicators and nonverbal immediacy-negative indicators). The original 
hypothesis structure was maintained to create transparency between the a priori theoretical predictions and 
the data-driven changes made to the structural design of the measures. This approach is consistent with 
common research practices where EFA results require revision of the proposed measurement model before 
confirmatory analysis can be performed (Hair et al., 2019). The theoretical and methodological implications 
of this alteration will be discussed in the Discussion section.

Measurement Model: Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step approach, CFA was conducted to evaluate the five-
factor measurement model.
Fit indices indicated acceptable absolute fit but only modest incremental fit: χ²(187) = 5183.71; p < 0.01; 
χ²/df 2.763; RMSEA 0.056; 90% CI [0.054, 0.058]; CFI 0.879; TLI 0.875; IFI 0.880; SRMR 0.060. The 
absolute fit indices were all at or below conventional-cut off values: RMSEA (0.056) was near to acceptable 
range; SRMR (0.060) was less than 0.08; χ²/df (2.763) was less than the 3.0 benchmark suggested by 
Kline (2016). Incremental fit indices (CFI = .879, TLI = .875, IFI = .880), however, fell slightly below the 
conventional .90 threshold. We do not interpret this as evidence of acceptable model fit on incremental 
criteria. Rather, we note that fixed cutoffs for incremental indices have been shown to be overly restrictive in 
models with large numbers of indicators (Marsh et al., 2004), and that with 63 observed indicators in the 
present measurement model, lower incremental values are not unexpected. We adopted an item-level rather 
than a parceling approach to avoid masking item-level cross-loadings or wording effects during the first 
Turkish adaptation of these scales (Bandalos, 2002; Little et al., 2002); this transparency comes at the cost of 
less favorable incremental fit. Because incremental fit remained below conventional standards, the structural 
model is interpreted as a plausible representation of the data rather than as a fully calibrated measurement 
model, and we treat the parameter estimates reported below as provisional pending further psychometric 
refinement.
Factor loadings were all significant based on standard error, as shown in Table 2. The factor loading of 
Interpersonal Trust ranged from .722 – .911, the factor loading of Student Motivation ranged from .579 
– .917, the factor loading of Verbal Immediacy ranged from .522 – .706, the factor loading of Nonverbal 
Immediacy-Positive ranged from .560 to .809 and the factor loading of Nonverbal Immediacy-Negative 
ranged from .424 – .790.
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Table 2. Standardized Factor Loadings from Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Item TR SM NVI-R VI NV
TR1 .794
TR2 .722
TR3 .855
TR4 .854
TR5 .911
TR6 .883
TR7 .851
TR8 .886
TR9 .892

TR10 .899
TR11 .870
TR12 .856
TR13 .880
TR14 .825
SM1 .800
SM2 .765
SM3 .746
SM4 .821
SM5 .579
SM6 .748
SM7 .881
SM8 .917
SM9 .877

SM10 .765
SM11 .737
SM12 .677
SM13 .833
SM14 .834
SM15 .735

NVI-R3 .768
NVI-R4 .744
NVI-R5 .565
NVI-R7 .574
NVI-R8 .687
NVI-R9 .730

NVI-R11 .790
NVI-R15 .724
NVI-R18 .587
NVI-R20 .496
NVI-R23 .424
NVI-R24 .610
NVI-R26 .434

VI3 .600
VI5 .533
VI6 .522
VI7 .706
VI8 .668

VI10 .619
VI11 .622
VI12 .611
VI13 .556
VI14 .627
VI15 .702
VI16 .531
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NV1 .603
NV6 .603

NV12 .788
NV13 .752
NV14 .738
NV16 .560
NV17 .642
NV19 .809
NV22 .643

CR .975 .960 .895 .876 .888

Note. TR = Interpersonal Trust; SM = Student Motivation; NVI-R = Nonverbal Immediacy—Reverse-Coded 
(Negative Indicators); VI = Verbal Immediacy; NV = Nonverbal Immediacy—Positive Indicators. CR = Composite 
Reliability. All factor loadings are statistically significant at p < .001.

Internal reliability and convergent validity were assessed for the five latent constructs. Cronbach’s alpha values 
were uniformly high (TR = .975, SM = .960, NVI-R = .897, NV = .881, VI = .878), and composite reliability 
(CR) values exceeded the .70 threshold for all five constructs (range = .876–.975), indicating adequate internal 
consistency. Average Variance Extracted (AVE) exceeded the .50 conventional threshold for TR (.734) and SM 
(.617), but fell below this threshold for NV (.472), NVI-R (.406), and VI (.373). We treat these sub-threshold 
AVE values as a substantive concern rather than a marginal issue. Although Malhotra and Dash (2011) 
suggested that AVE values above .40 may be considered acceptable when CR is sufficiently high, and Fornell 
and Larcker (1981) noted that convergent validity may be supported by CR when AVE is marginally below 
.50, the AVE values for VI and NVI-R are clearly below such interpretive thresholds and signal a meaningful 
share of unexplained item variance. As Hair et al. (2019) have observed, AVE is sensitive to the number of 
indicators per construct: relatively long instruments such as the present VI (12 items) and NVI-R (13 items) 
tend to produce lower AVE values when theoretically relevant but psychometrically weaker items are retained. 
In keeping with our goal of preserving the original content domain of these scales during their first Turkish 
adaptation, we elected not to drop items solely to inflate AVE. All factor loadings were statistically significant (p 
< .001). Nevertheless, the sub-threshold AVE values should be read as evidence that the present measurement 
of verbal and nonverbal immediacy carries non-trivial measurement error; the structural results reported below 
should therefore be interpreted with caution, and further psychometric refinement of these scales in Turkish 
higher-education samples is needed (see Table 3).

Table 3.  Construct Reliability, Convergent Validity, and Discriminant Validity

Construct CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5
1. TR .975 .734 .857
2. SM .960 .617 .568 .785

3. NVI-R .895 .406 .415 .482 .637
4. VI .876 .373 .371 .566 .367 .611

5. NV .888 .472 .441 .537 .621 .642 .687

Note. TR = Interpersonal Trust; SM = Student Motivation; NVI-R = Nonverbal Immediacy—Reverse-Coded 
(Negative Indicators); VI = Verbal Immediacy; NV = Nonverbal Immediacy—Positive Indicators. CR = Composite 
Reliability; AVE = Average Variance Extracted. Diagonal values in bold represent the square root of AVE (√AVE). 
Off-diagonal values represent inter-construct correlations. For discriminant validity, diagonal values should exceed 
off-diagonal values in their respective row and column.

Discriminant validity was verified by assessing the nine overlapping constructs using the Fornell-Larcker 
criterion, demonstrating that 9 out of 10 construct pairs met this standard. The VI-NV correlation (r = .642) 
had a minimal overlap with the AVE (vi = .611), which was theorised as both being complementary to instructor 
communication (Andersen, 1979). The two constructs also provided different predictive value to the structural 
model and all of their correlations were below .85 (Kline, 2016). An additional measure of discriminant validity 
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was performed to assess the HTMT ratios (Henseler et al., 2015) which also showed that all of the HTMT 
ratios were below .85 (ranging from .298 (NVI-R to VI) to .629 (VI to NV)). Notably, the VI-NV pair that had 
a minor Fornell-Larcker violation gave rise an HTMT ratio of .629, which was also well below .85, providing 
additional evidence both constructs exhibit empirical distinctiveness even though they are conceptually related.

Structural Model: Hypothesis Testing
Model Comparison: Two Nested Models were compared: the full mediation model (which includes only 
indirect paths) and the partial mediation model (which includes both indirect and direct paths from immediacy 
to motivation). The partial mediation model was a statistically significant better fit Δχ²(3) = 32.32, p < .001, 
and accounted for a higher proportion of variance in motivation (R² = .503 vs R² = .329, 52.9% increase). 
Although the Δχ² test is sensitive to the sample size, the model selection was primarily guided by the substantial 
increase in the explained variance. The partial mediation model was retained (see Table 4).

Table 4. Comparison of Full and Partial Mediation Models

Model χ² df χ²/df CFI TLI RMSEA R² (Mot)
Full mediation 5,216.03 1,879 2.776 .878 .873 .056 .329
Partial mediation 5,183.71 1,876 2.763 .879 .875 .056 .503
Δ (Difference) 32.32 3

Note. Δχ²(3) = 32.32, p < .001. R² (Mot) = proportion of variance explained in student motivation.

All three immediacy constructs had a direct effect on interpersonal trust. Nonverbal immediacy—negative 
predictors were statistically significant when predicting trust (β = .238, p value < .001), along with nonverbal 
immediacy—positive predictors (β = .190, p value = .006) and verbal immediacy (β = .161, p value = .005), 
resulting in an overall explained variance of 24.2% in relation to trust. Trust (β = .343, p value < .001), 
verbal immediacy (β = .334, p value < .001), and nonverbal immediacy—negative (β = .180, p value < 
.001) all were statistically significant predictors of motivation. However, nonverbal immediacy—positive 
was insignificant when predicting motivation, indicating that this relationship works indirectly through the 
mediating variable of trust (β = .059; p value = .308; 95% BC CI [−.061; .180]). The full model explained 
50.3% of variance in motivation (Table 5).

Table 5. Standardized Path Coefficients for the Partial Mediation Model

Path β B S.E. C.R. 95% BC CI p

Paths to interpersonal trust

NV Imm. (neg.) → Trust .238 .321 .074 4.354 [.132, .353] < .001

NV Imm. (pos.) → Trust .190 .396 .145 2.725 [.049, .342] .006

Verbal Imm. → Trust .161 .316 .113 2.798 [.034, .278] .005

Direct paths to student motivation

Trust → Motivation .343 .385 .045 8.578 [.255, .428] < .001

NV Imm. (neg.) → Motivation .180 .273 .070 3.883 [.077, .283] < .001

Verbal Imm. → Motivation .334 .737 .116 6.358 [.229, .427] < .001

NV Imm. (pos.) → Motivation .059 .138 .136 1.020 [–.061, .180] .308

Indirect effects through trust

NV (neg.) → Trust → Mot .082 [.045, .128] < .001

NV (pos.) → Trust → Mot .065 [.018, .127] .006

Verbal → Trust → Mot .055 [.015, .099] .010

Note. β = standardized coefficient; B = unstandardized coefficient; S.E. = standard error; C.R. = critical ratio; BC 
CI = bias-corrected confidence interval from 5,000 bootstrap resamples. NV Imm. = Nonverbal Immediacy; neg. 
= negative indicators; pos. = positive indicators; Mot = Student Motivation.
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Mediation and indirect effects. The significance of trust was established through three indirect pathways. 
All three indirect pathways demonstrated significance with NV-negative → trust → motivation (β = .082, 
CI [.045, .128]), NV-positive → trust → motivation (β = .065, CI [.018, .127]), and verbal → trust → 
motivation (β = .055, CI [.015, .099]). Based upon Zhao et al. (2010), partial (complementary) mediation 
was revealed in both NV-negative and verbal immediacy since both the direct and indirect effects were 
significant. Full or indirect-only mediation was revealed with respect to NV-positive since the only significant 
effect was the indirect effect. In this differential pattern of mediation, it appears that trust operates as a 
necessary mediator for converting positive NVs into motivation; on the other hand, both verbal and NVs 
associated with avoidance influence motivation independent of trust.

Summary of Hypothesis Testing
Hypotheses one through four, as well as six and seven were completely supported by the data, while 
hypothesis five received partial support due to the finding that there was no statistically significant direct 
effect of nonverbal immediacy, a positive factor, on motivation (see Table 6).

Table 6. Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results

H Hypothesis Result Decision

H1 Verbal immediacy → Trust β = .161, p = .005 Supported

H2 Nonverbal immediacy → Trust Neg: β = .238, p < .001; Pos: β = .190, p = .006 Supported

H3 Trust → Motivation β = .343, p < .001 Supported

H4 Verbal immediacy → Motivation β = .334, p < .001 Supported

H5 Nonverbal immediacy → Motivation Neg: β = .180, p < .001; Pos: β = .059, p = .308 Partially 
supported

H6 Verbal → Trust → Motivation (mediation) β = .055, CI [.015, .099] Supported

H7 NV → Trust → Motivation (mediation) Neg: β = .082, CI [.045, .128]; Pos: β = .065, CI [.018, .127] Supported

Note. H5 is partially supported because the direct effect of nonverbal immediacy (positive indicators) on motivation 
was not statistically significant. CI = 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval.

DISCUSSION
This study examined whether interpersonal trust mediates the relationship between instructor immediacy 
and student motivation in a Turkish higher-education sample, drawing on an exchange perspective. Using a 
five-factor measurement model that treated nonverbal immediacy as comprising both positive and negative 
indicator sets, the structural equation model explained 50.3% of the variance in student motivation; six 
of the seven hypotheses received support, and the three indirect pathways through trust were statistically 
significant. The data are therefore consistent with a mediating role for interpersonal trust, with the caveats 
noted in the Method and Limitations sections. The present results contribute to instructional communication 
research in three ways: (1) they offer evidence for a psychological pathway through which immediacy may 
translate into motivation, (2) they show that the mediating role of trust varies across different immediacy 
indicator sets, and (3) they add evidence from a non-Western, relatively high power-distance educational 
context to a literature dominated by Western samples.

Theoretical and Empirical Contributions
Instructor Immediacy and Interpersonal Trust

The observed associations between the three immediacy indicator sets and interpersonal trust are broadly 
consistent with prior work reporting positive correlations between immediacy and trust-related constructs 
(Pogue & AhYun, 2006; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998). The present study adds to this literature by 
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examining the immediacy–trust link with a global measure of relational trust (Wheeless & Grotz, 1977) 
rather than with a credibility-based proxy (McCroskey & Teven, 1999). This distinction is relevant for 
an SET reading of the data, because SET treats sustained exchange relationships as resting primarily on 
appraisals of integrity and goodwill (Mayer et al., 1995) rather than on appraisals of professional competence 
alone (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano et al., 2017). The pattern observed here is therefore consistent with the SET 
premise that interpersonal relational trust, rather than credibility-style attributions, is the more proximal 
relational construct in instructor–student exchanges, while keeping in mind that the cross-sectional design 
precludes strong causal claims.
Among the three immediacy indicator sets, nonverbal immediacy measured through reverse-coded 
(negative-indicator) items emerged as the strongest predictor of interpersonal trust (β = .238). The two 
remaining indicator sets, verbal immediacy (β = .161) and positive-indicator nonverbal immediacy (β = 
.190), showed weaker associations with trust. Two non-mutually-exclusive interpretations of this pattern are 
worth distinguishing. A substantive interpretation, consistent with negativity-bias accounts (Baumeister et 
al., 2001; Rozin & Royzman, 2001), is that the perceived absence of avoidance-related cues (e.g., monotone 
voice, lack of eye contact, rigid posture) may carry greater diagnostic weight in trust formation than positive 
approach cues; under such a reading, the unmet expectation of avoidance behavior could function as a 
positive expectancy violation (Burgoon, 1993). A methodological interpretation, equally plausible, is that 
the stronger association observed for reverse-coded items partially reflects shared method variance produced 
by item wording and reverse-coding artifacts (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Swain et al., 2008), rather than a 
substantive negativity-bias mechanism. Because the present cross-sectional, single-method design cannot 
adjudicate between these interpretations, we offer both as candidate explanations and emphasize that 
disentangling substantive negativity effects from wording-based method variance will require multi-method, 
longitudinal, or experimental designs.

Trust and Student Motivation

The present results show a robust association between interpersonal trust and student motivation (β = 
.343, p < .001), consistent with prior work positioning trust-related constructs as relevant predictors of 
motivational outcomes in instructional settings (Frymier & Houser, 2000; Jaasma & Koper, 1999; Pogue 
& AhYun, 2006). Recent SEM-based evidence from technology-enhanced higher-education settings further 
supports the proximity of these relational constructs to motivational outcomes: Han (2025) reported that 
teacher–student rapport and immediacy behaviors jointly predicted student engagement and well-being, 
with rapport, a relational construct conceptually adjacent to interpersonal trust, emerging as the stronger 
predictor. The contribution of the present study lies in showing that an analogous pattern is observable when 
trust is operationalized as global relational trust (Wheeless & Grotz, 1977) rather than as teacher credibility 
(McCroskey & Teven, 1999) or rapport (Han, 2025). Although these constructs are conceptually related to 
relational quality, they capture different aspects of the relationship: credibility reflects perceived professional 
attributes (competence, character, caring), rapport reflects mutual respect and positive affective tone, and 
interpersonal trust captures a willingness to accept relational vulnerability based on appraisals of benevolence 
and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995). The pattern observed here is therefore consistent with, but does not by 
itself confirm, the SET premise that exchange relationships are sustained primarily through relational trust 
rather than through credibility- or rapport-based attributions alone.
The present results may also be interpreted in light of Turkiye’s collectivist orientation (Kagitcibasi, 2007) 
and its relatively high power-distance characterization (Hofstede, 2001). In such a setting, immediacy 
behaviors that would be read as unambiguously positive in lower power-distance cultures may carry a degree 
of relational ambiguity, in that students may need to assess whether the same behavior signals genuine 
warmth or, alternatively, a breach of expected hierarchical distance. The relatively strong trust–motivation 
path observed in this study is consistent with the possibility that, once trust resolves this ambiguity in favor 
of a benevolent attribution, the reciprocity dynamic described by Social Exchange Theory becomes more 
readily activated. This is offered as an interpretive reading rather than as a tested mechanism. It is also worth 
noting that immediacy dimensions collectively explained only 24.2% of the variance in trust, indicating that 
most of the variance in interpersonal trust lies outside instructor communication behaviors and likely reflects 
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factors such as prior relational experiences, institutional climate, and individual propensity to trust (Mayer 
et al., 1995). Accordingly, immediacy should be understood as one relevant antecedent of interpersonal trust 
in instructional settings rather than as its primary determinant.

Differential Mediation: A Nuanced Pattern

A differentiated pattern of mediation emerged across the three immediacy indicator sets. Verbal immediacy 
and negative-indicator nonverbal immediacy each showed partial (complementary) mediation, that is, both 
significant indirect effects through trust and significant direct effects on motivation. Positive-indicator 
nonverbal immediacy, by contrast, exhibited indirect-only (full) mediation, operating on motivation 
exclusively through trust. To the extent that this pattern reflects substantive variability rather than a wording 
artifact (see Method and Limitations), it may have interpretive implications for SET: different types of 
relational signals may not function as equivalent “social rewards”, with some appearing to require relational 
trust as an interpretive precondition before they translate into reciprocity, and others showing more direct 
associations with motivational outcomes. We present this reading as a hypothesis to be examined in future 
longitudinal and experimental designs rather than as a confirmed theoretical claim.
Research supports an important direct effect of verbal immediacy via motivation (β = .334, H4), which 
corresponds to earlier findings by Christophel (1990) and Gorham and Christophel (1990) who stated 
these types of behavior are ways of building trust (indirect path) but also serve to reduce uncertainty (Berger 
and Calabrese, 1975) and help create a sense of belonging (Strayhorn, 2012). The direct effect of nonverbal 
immediacy (negative indicators) on motivation (β = .180, H5) indicates that the lack of close nonverbal 
contact leads to reducing affective discomfort and that the reverse is true when using Mehrabian’s (1969) 
approach-avoidance paradigm as indicated by the results of Pourgharib and Shakki (2024) where teacher 
immediacy and rapport predicted student motivation in combination with one another.

Explanation of Unexpected Findings
There is no direct relationship resulting from positive nonverbal immediacy to enhanced motivation. This 
is contrary to what is expected as nonverbal immediacy (as a positive cue) is expected to positively influence 
motivation. Allen (2006) and Frymier (2019) support this. Several possible explanations exist for this.
One plausible reading of this pattern is cultural. Within Turkish higher education, which is broadly characterized 
as relatively high in power distance (Hofstede, 2001) and shaped by an emotional interdependence model 
that places weight on both relational warmth and respect for hierarchical status (Kagitcibasi, 2007), positive 
approach behaviors such as close proximity, prolonged eye contact, or openly expressive gestures may be 
relatively ambiguous in their meaning. Under such conditions, students may rely on a prior judgment of 
trustworthiness to interpret these behaviors as signs of genuine care rather than as breaches of expected social 
distance. From an SET-informed perspective, this could mean that positive nonverbal behaviors carry both 
potential rewards (warmth, recognition) and potential relational costs (perceived role-expectation violation), 
and that trust may tilt this appraisal toward the reward side. We emphasize, however, that the present design 
does not measure perceived costs, role-expectation violations, or interpretive processes directly; the cultural 
reading offered here is therefore one of several plausible explanations and should be tested in studies that 
explicitly model these constructs and, ideally, compare samples across power-distance contexts.
In addition, this trend may also illustrate disparities in the worth of a given set of information. For instance, 
verbal immediacy provides clear-cut semantic meaning; however, the lack of nonverbal behaviors that 
display negativity convey unambiguous signals of information. Although verbally positive behaviors provide 
a greater amount of nonambiguous interpretations, they are not inherently as confident. Therefore, it can 
be argued that non-verbal positive behaviors require trust when attempting to be interpreted. The construct 
of expectancy violations can therefore be extended to apply to media communication contexts through 
Burgoon’s (1993) Expectancy Violations Theory.
The third conclusion from the present findings is that the bifurcation of the nonverbal immediacy scale into 
positive and negative indicators requires careful interpretation. The presence of this bifurcation has been 
documented extensively in the psychometric literature (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Swain et al., 2008), and it 
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does not necessarily imply an exclusive theoretical difference between approach and avoidance behaviors; 
however, the differential predictive patterns exhibited by the nonverbal immediacy scale indicators (e.g., full 
mediation with positive versus partial mediation with negative) suggest that the bifurcation may represent 
meaningful variability that cannot be explained entirely by a method artifact. If the split were entirely 
methodological, one would not expect to find such variation in the structural relationships between trust 
and motivation using positive or negative indicators of nonverbal immediacy scale. While methodological 
and substantive sources of variance likely contribute to the bifurcation, disentangling the sources will be an 
important avenue for future research.

Methodological Limitations
Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the present findings. The first concerns the research 
design. Because the study employed a cross-sectional, correlational survey, the results cannot support causal 
inferences about the directionality of the immediacy–trust–motivation pathway. The mediation patterns 
observed here are consistent with the proposed SET-informed model but are also compatible with reciprocal 
or reverse-direction processes (e.g., students who are more motivated may perceive their instructors as more 
immediate and trustworthy). Longitudinal designs that follow students across instructional encounters, as 
well as experimental manipulations of specific immediacy cues, will be necessary to evaluate the temporal 
and causal structure of the relationships reported in this study.
A second cluster of limitations concerns measurement. All constructs were assessed through student self-
report at a single time point, which exposes the model to common method bias (CMB). Post-hoc procedures 
(Harman’s single-factor test and VIF-based collinearity diagnostics) suggested that CMB was unlikely to 
account for the observed relationships, but these post-hoc tests do not substitute for procedural safeguards 
such as temporal, source, or method separation (Kock, 2015; Podsakoff et al., 2003). In addition, three of the 
five latent constructs yielded AVE values below the conventional .50 threshold, indicating that a non-trivial 
share of item variance is unexplained by the intended constructs. Although CR and HTMT ratios supported 
discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2015), the sub-threshold AVE values, together with incremental fit 
indices falling slightly below .90, signal that the measurement model offers a plausible but not optimally 
calibrated representation of the constructs. Item parceling was deliberately avoided to preserve item-level 
psychometric transparency during a first Turkish adaptation (Bandalos, 2002; Little et al., 2002), at the cost 
of less favorable incremental fit. Future studies should refine the verbal and nonverbal immediacy instruments 
in Turkish educational samples, ideally with reduced item sets and complementary observational measures.
A third set of limitations concerns the sampling and adaptation procedures. Participants were undergraduate 
students recruited through convenience sampling from two public universities in a single Turkish city, which 
constrains the generalizability of the results to other regions, institution types (e.g., private or vocational), 
and educational levels (e.g., graduate or open-distance programs). The Turkish adaptation of the Verbal 
Immediacy Scale, the Individualized Trust Scale, and the Student Motivation Scale followed Brislin’s 
(1970) translation–back-translation procedure, but a formal expert-panel review of content validity was not 
conducted prior to data collection. While the EFA and CFA results support an interpretable factor structure 
for each adapted scale, the absence of a pre-administration content-validation step should be regarded as a 
limitation of the adaptation procedure.
A final set of limitations concerns theoretical scope and the interpretation of the two-factor nonverbal 
solution. The study operationalized trust exclusively through the interpersonal-trust paradigm (Wheeless & 
Grotz, 1977), setting aside cognitive, affective, and institutional trust dimensions to maintain paradigmatic 
coherence with SET. The cost side of SET was likewise not assessed directly: the present analyses include no 
measures of perceived relational cost, role-expectation violation, or hierarchical discomfort, and the cultural 
cost–benefit reading offered in the Discussion is therefore an interpretive proposal rather than a tested 
claim. Finally, the emergence of two nonverbal-immediacy factors (positive and reverse-coded indicators) 
is theoretically interpretable in approach–avoidance terms but cannot be cleanly separated from method-
artifact explanations associated with reverse-coded items (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Swain et al., 2008). Future 
research using multi-method designs, behavioral observation, and items with balanced wording structures 
will be needed to determine the extent to which this bifurcation reflects a substantive distinction.



430

Implications for Practice
First, the structural model indicates that the three immediacy dimensions and interpersonal trust jointly 
explain a substantial share of variance in student motivation (R²  = .503). Although the cross-sectional design 
precludes strong inferences, this consistent association supports investment in faculty communication-skills 
training. Two complementary focus areas appear most defensible on the basis of the present results. The 
first is building interpersonal trust through predictable, consistent, and caring instructor communication, 
which in the present data was the pathway most strongly associated with the link between positive nonverbal 
approach behavior and motivation. In concrete terms, this could include responding to student emails 
and questions within a stated timeframe, following through on commitments announced in class, grading 
according to transparent and stable criteria, and being reliably available during office hours—practices 
that signal benevolence and integrity over repeated interactions. The second is combining direct verbal 
engagement with the reduction of avoidance-related nonverbal behavior, both of which retained meaningful 
direct associations with motivation. Practically, this could include using students’ names, inviting and 
acknowledging questions, and providing personalized feedback (verbal immediacy), while reducing 
distancing cues such as a monotone voice, lack of eye contact, or a closed posture (avoidance behavior).
Second, faculty development programs could give explicit attention to reducing avoidance-related nonverbal 
behavior, since negative-indicator nonverbal immediacy was the strongest correlate of trust in this sample. 
Rather than focusing only on adding warmth cues, training might also help instructors notice and reduce 
distancing signals (for example, through video-based self-review of one’s own teaching, peer observation, or 
feedback on vocal variety and eye contact). This focus may be especially relevant in higher power-distance 
settings, where the absence of distancing behavior appears to carry particular weight in how students appraise 
trustworthiness. 
Third, immediacy-training models developed in Western contexts may need cultural adaptation before 
they are applied in higher power-distance settings. The present pattern is consistent with the possibility 
that, in such settings, positive nonverbal approach behaviors are more readily appraised favorably once a 
baseline of interpersonal trust is in place. A practical implication is that verbal immediacy strategies (e.g., 
personalized feedback, inviting questions) and trust-building practices may serve as a useful foundation, 
with more expressive nonverbal approach behaviors introduced as part of a broader and consistent pattern of 
trustworthy conduct rather than in isolation. We offer this as a practice-oriented hypothesis rather than as a 
prescription, given the correlational design.

Implications for Future Research
The differential mediation pattern presents multiple possibilities for future research. To begin with, 
longitudinal studies should look at the temporal dynamics of the sequence ranging from immediacy → trust 
→ motivation. Additionally, multi-group testing comparing different gender, disciplines, and institution 
types (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) should be used to test the validity of the measurement tool. Cross-cultural 
replications are necessary to identify if the predictive nature of the negative indicators is due to universal bias 
toward negativity (i.e., negativity bias) or if there are cultural components that amplify this. Doing so in 
conjunction with using an observational immediacy factor would help to address the potential influence of 
common methods. Furthermore, other possible mediators and/or moderators should be investigated. Last, 
the cost part of SET should be clearly defined.

CONCLUSION
This study examined whether interpersonal trust mediates the relationship between instructor immediacy 
and student motivation in a Turkish higher-education sample, drawing on Social Exchange Theory as an 
interpretive framework. The structural model accounted for 50.3% of the variance in student motivation 
and provided evidence consistent with a mediating role for interpersonal trust across the three immediacy 
indicator sets, while also showing a differentiated mediation pattern: verbal immediacy and negative-indicator 
nonverbal immediacy exhibited partial mediation, whereas positive-indicator nonverbal immediacy operated 
only indirectly through trust. To the extent that this pattern reflects substantive rather than method-related 
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variability, it is consistent with the possibility that, in higher power-distance educational contexts, the 
association between positive nonverbal approach behaviors and motivational outcomes operates primarily 
when these behaviors are first interpreted through a trust-based relational appraisal, whereas verbal immediacy 
and the relative absence of avoidance behaviors retain more direct associations with motivation. These 
conclusions are necessarily tentative. The cross-sectional, self-report design, the sub-threshold AVE values 
for several constructs, and the unresolved question of whether the two-factor nonverbal solution reflects 
substantive variation or wording-related method variance all constrain the strength of the inferences that can 
be drawn. The findings are most usefully read as a set of hypotheses for further empirical scrutiny rather than 
as definitive evidence about cultural mechanisms. With these caveats in mind, the results offer preliminary 
support for instructional-communication and faculty-development frameworks that treat behavioral 
consistency, the reduction of avoidance cues, and the cultivation of interpersonal trust as complementary 
to traditional immediacy training. Longitudinal designs, multi-method measurement, and cross-cultural 
comparisons across institutional and power-distance contexts are needed to evaluate the immediacy–trust–
motivation pathway proposed here and to determine the boundary conditions of its applicability.
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