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Affective and interest consequences of lecture misbehaviors
for students with mastery goals
Alan K. Goodboya, San Bolkanb, Matt Shina and Rebekah M. Chiassona

aDepartment of Communication Studies, West Virginia University, Morgantown, U.S.A.; bDepartment of
Communication Studies, California State University, Long Beach, U.S.A.

ABSTRACT
Guided by an affective theoretical process, we surveyed college
students (N = 397) to examine the effect of college instructors’
lecture misbehaviors on students’ emotional interest directly, and
indirectly through affect toward the course content, among
students who varied in their desire to master the course material
(i.e., first- and second-stage moderated mediation by students’
mastery goal orientation). Results of a conditional process
analysis revealed that students’ mastery goal orientation emerged
as a moderator of the negative direct and indirect effect of
lecture misbehaviors on students’ emotional interest. Students’
emotional interest declined directly as a consequence of lecture
misbehaviors, and indirectly through a loss of student affect for
the content, but these effects were stronger for students with
higher mastery needs. The indirect effect of lecture misbehaviors
on emotional interest through reduced affect for the course
content was a nonlinear function of students’ mastery goal
orientation. Probing of nonlinear moderated mediation revealed
that students with increasing mastery goals became susceptible
to an accelerating and (more) negative affective process.
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For over 30 years now, instructional communication researchers have studied how
college instructors engage with students in ways that impede their learning and achieve-
ment outcomes (i.e., teacher misbehaviors, Goodboy &Myers, 2015; Kearney et al., 1991;
Vallade & Kaufmann, 2018). Principle among these outcomes is student affect (i.e., posi-
tive attitudes or liking toward classroom elements; Lane et al., 2018), which is compro-
mised when instructors misbehave in class (Goodboy et al., 2018; Goodboy & Bolkan,
2009; Vallade & Kaufmann, 2021). Indeed, the instructional communication literature
has revealed that an affective process takes place when instructors misbehave; that is,
student affect mediates the relationships between teacher misbehaviors and student out-
comes such as motivation, participation, and both perceived and observed cognitive
learning (Goodboy et al., 2018; Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009; Vallade & Kaufmann, 2021).
Perhaps this affective process comes as no surprise considering researchers have
argued that “sound education is based on positive learning experiences” (Ainley &
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Hidi, 2014, p. 205) and that students’ emotions experienced during academic endeavors
are pertinent to the formation of their achievement goals (Pekrun & Perry, 2014).

Relevant to studying affective processes, we consulted elements of Pekrun’s (2006)
control-value theory of achievement emotions (CVTAE) to guide our present study on
teacher misbehaviors. Several constructs found to be associated with teacher misbeha-
viors are also central constructs detailed in CVTAE. As such, the theory offers utility
for delineating the mechanistic processes that result from teacher misbehaviors. For
instance, previous studies have linked teacher misbehaviors inversely to students’
affective experiences and their interest (Broeckelman-Post et al., 2016; Goodboy et al.,
2018; Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009; Goodboy & Myers, 2015; Vallade & Kaufmann, 2021),
and CVTAE predicts that students’ affect is a direct antecedent to students’ interest
(Pekrun, 2006). To the extent that students are exposed to instructional conditions
that undermine their control of class-related outcomes and impede their goal attainment,
CVTAE suggests that this, in turn, would diminish their affect and, as a result, their inter-
est in the course content (Pekrun & Perry, 2014).

CVTAE is also useful as it suggests that this affective process can be further influenced
by distal antecedents such as students’ achievement goals (e.g., mastery and performance
goals; Pekrun et al., 2006, 2009). This notion parallels previous teacher misbehavior
research revealing that achievement goals, specifically students’ mastery goal orientation
(i.e., the goal of improving competence), moderate the effect of teacher misbehaviors on
students’ affect toward course content (Goodboy et al., 2018). Given that the student con-
sequences (i.e., affect and interest) and characteristics (i.e., mastery goals) associated with
teacher misbehaviors are also key processes underlined by CVTAE, we relied on elements
of CVTAE’s theoretical warrant to inform our study. Specifically, guided by the CVTAE
framework, we modeled student affect toward the course content as an explanation for
why (mediator) teacher misbehaviors might deplete students’ interest in a course (con-
sequence), and how this affective process might be more pronounced for students with a
mastery goal orientation (moderator).

Teacher misbehaviors and student affect

The expansive program of research on teacher misbehaviors has produced an extensive
list of potential misbehaviors that might occur in classroom environments. In their orig-
inal study, Kearney et al. (1991) identified 28 categories of misbehaviors and argued they
could be organized into three general dimensions: incompetence, offensiveness, and
indolence. Incompetence comprises misbehaviors that communicate a lack of care for
the student and demonstrate inferior teaching ability (e.g., confusing and unclear lec-
tures, apathy toward students, unfair testing). Offensiveness comprises misbehaviors
that communicate intimidation and cruelty towards students (e.g., sarcasm/putdowns,
verbal abuse, unreasonable/arbitrary rules). Finally, indolence comprises misbehaviors
that communicate absentmindedness and underwhelming course content (e.g., being
unprepared and disorganized, deviating from the course syllabus, returning work late).
Since Kearney et al.’s (1991) original work, subsequent research on teacher misbehaviors
has uncovered additional categories (e.g., ignoring student emails, misusing classroom
technology, intimidating students), further illustrating the myriad ways that instructors
compromise students’ affective experiences1 in a course and ultimately impede student
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learning outcomes (Goodboy & Myers, 2015). Extending this scholarship to an online
context, Vallade and Kaufmann (2018) found that these teacher misbehaviors occur in
both face-to-face and online classrooms.

Similar to Kearney et al. (1991), Goodboy and Myers (2015) replicated the teacher
misbehaviors typology and found that instructors interfere with student learning by
engaging in antagonism misbehaviors and lecture misbehaviors. Antagonism closely
mirrors the offensiveness dimension of Kearney et al.’s (1991) original typology and
includes communicating aggressively toward students by yelling at students, belittling
them, criticizing students’ responses, and discriminating against students, for example.
Similarly, lecture misbehaviors closely mirror Kearney et al.’s (1991) incompetence
dimension and describe instructors who teach course material inefficiently and unenthu-
siastically (e.g., going over the material so quickly that it is difficult for students to take
notes, lecturing in a manner that is perceived as boring and dry, teaching in a confusing
manner, or lecturing in a monotone voice).

Perhaps the best explanation for why teacher misbehaviors can be detrimental in edu-
cational environments stems from their ability to reduce the positive affect students
experience in their classrooms (e.g., Banfield et al., 2006; Goodboy et al., 2018;
Goodboy & Myers, 2015; Wanzer & McCroskey, 1998). That said, although researchers
can study a variety of teacher misbehaviors, lecture misbehaviors are especially likely to
occur in a classroom (Zhang, 2007) and have been shown to serve as a particularly salient
negative predictor of students’ affective outcomes (Goodboy & Myers, 2015). To this
point, Goodboy and Myers (2015) found that lecture misbehaviors exhibited strong
negative effects across traditional learning outcomes including affect toward course
content, affect toward the instructor, affect toward recommended course behaviors, per-
ceived learning, state motivation, and student communication satisfaction. These same
relationships may be anticipated by CVTAE, which predicts that students’ encounters
in class are linked to their emotional experiences in important ways. Pekrun’s (2006)
CVTAE explains that students experience various emotions due to the quality of the
instructional environment which then shapes a wealth of student outcomes (e.g., cogni-
tive processing, engagement, interest, self-regulation). CVTAE argues that positive
emotional experiences in class lead students to develop increased interest in the
course, whereas negative emotional experiences typically lead students to become disin-
terested in the course.

Students’ emotional interest

In addition to undermining students’ affective experiences, researchers have also docu-
mented negative associations between lecture misbehaviors and other affective outcomes
such as students’ intrinsic motivation to learn (Baker & Goodboy, 2018), math anxiety
(Kelly et al., 2020), and emotional and cognitive interest (Borzea & Goodboy, 2016).
Having said that, CVTAE specifically situates student interest as an important
outcome of students’ affective experiences. This is unsurprising, as one of the key precur-
sors to learning is students’ engagement with the course content (Mazer, 2012; Skinner &
Pitzer, 2012). While researchers have primarily emphasized the importance of behavioral
engagement (e.g., effort, persistence, involvement), Skinner and Pitzer (2012) argued that
emotional engagement must not be overlooked because “emotion is likely the fuel for the
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kind of behavioral and cognitive engagement that leads to high-quality learning” (p. 33).
Skinner and Pitzer (2012) suggested that one of the ways that emotional engagement can
manifest itself is through students’ interest. Conversely, the opposite of student engage-
ment, which Skinner and Pitzer (2012) labeled as disaffection or burnout, can manifest
itself through students’ disinterest. Given the importance of interest in gauging
student engagement, and its strong association with students’ affect, we chose to focus
on students’ emotional interest (feeling enthused and excited to be in class; Mazer,
2012) as the outcome in our model. It is important to note that although students’
affect toward the content and emotional interest covary as affective variables, Mazer
(2013c) provided psychometric evidence (discriminant validity) that they are separate
and unique constructs that share a strong and positive correlation.

According to Mazer (2012), emotional interest stems from teaching behaviors that
energize students to want to learn more in a course (see also, Mazer, 2013a, 2013b,
2017). To that end, teaching behaviors such as teachers’ use of confirmation (i.e., demon-
strating interest in students, responding to questions, using an interactive teaching style)
and nonverbal immediacy (e.g., having an animated expression, using vocal variety,
refraining from talking in a dull or monotonous voice) have been found to positively
predict students’ emotional interest (Goldman & Goodboy, 2014; Mazer, 2013a,
2013b). Conversely, teacher misbehaviors share a negative association with students’
emotional interest (Broeckelman-Post et al., 2016). Because lecture-based misbehaviors
are characterized by poor classroom delivery (Goodboy & Myers, 2015), these types of
misbehaving instructors can deprive students of emotional interest cues, which are the
“entertaining details” of a lecture that “potentially excite and emotionally engage stu-
dents” (Mazer, 2012, p. 102).

Emotional interest is triggered in students by a strong affective response and affective-
related processing strategies (Schraw & Lehman, 2001). As Linnenbrink-Garcia et al.
(2010) noted, the “assumption underlying triggered situational interest is that it is a
purely affective experience that arises from students’ positive emotional reactions to
lecture presentations” (p. 656). Therefore, given these considerations for the prescribed
roles of the instructional environment, affect, and students’ interest within CVTAE, we
used theoretical and empirical evidence to model an affective process by specifying stu-
dents’ affect for the course content as a mediator between lecture misbehaviors and stu-
dents’ emotional interest. However, also consistent with CVTAE and previous research
demonstrating that teacher misbehaviors reduce student affect (Goodboy et al., 2018), we
predicted that the emphasis students place on mastering the course material would serve
as an individual difference that moderates our proposed affective process.

Students’ mastery goal orientation as a moderator

Because neither teaching (in)effectiveness nor student learning outcomes occur indepen-
dently of the teacher or the student both teacher behaviors and student characteristics
should be modeled together as a conditional process (Goodboy, 2017). One important
student moderator highlighted by CVTAE is students’ achievement goal orientations.
More specifically, some students have a higher mastery goal orientation and are
focused on mastering the course material and developing their skills (i.e., continuous
self-improvement in a course) rather than getting better grades (Pastor et al., 2007).
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According to achievement goal theorists (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1986), students possess
one or more achievement goals that foster “distinct patterns of cognition, affect, and
behavior” (Harackiewicz et al., 2000, p. 314). A mastery approach describes students
whose primary goals are to learn and understand course content (i.e., master the
material), whereas other orientations encompass students’ goals to outperform their
peers (i.e., performance-approach) or to avoid performing poorly compared with
others (i.e., performance-avoidance; Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1986; Elliot, 1999).

Whereas teacher misbehaviors consistently correlate negatively with students’ affect
and interest (e.g., Broeckelman-Post et al., 2016; Goodboy et al., 2018; Goodboy &
Myers, 2015), students’ mastery goal orientation has been shown to consistently and
positively associate with students’ affect and their interest (e.g., Allen et al., 2006, 2009;
Harackiewicz et al., 1997). With this in mind, we predicted that mastery-oriented stu-
dents (i.e., who value self-improvement in a course and who study for the sake of learn-
ing) would likely experience a greater decrease in their affect for the course content.
Support for this conclusion comes from Goodboy et al. (2018) who found that teacher
antagonism caused a greater reduction in affect for course content for students higher
in mastery orientation. This result is presumably due to the importance that mastery-
oriented students have regarding learning the course content, which is precisely what
teacher misbehaviors interfere with. We expect that this moderated effect would replicate
for lecture misbehaviors as well given that both types of misbehaviors impede learning
goals (Goodboy & Myers, 2015) which are prioritized by mastery-oriented students.

We also predicted that students’ mastery orientation would moderate the relationship
between students’ affect and emotional interest. That is, the effect of student affect for
the content on emotional interest may be greater for students who have mastery needs
because mastery-oriented students have been shown to exhibit more positive activating
emotions than their performance-driven counterparts (Pekrun et al., 2006, 2009). As
Pekrun et al. (2007) noted, “positive activating emotions such as enjoyment of learning
are assumed to increase interest and strengthen motivation” (p. 26). Because positive
affective experiences are strongly related to the interest of the student learner, we predicted
that students who reported greater mastery orientation would also experience more
emotional interest in class from affective experience. Considering these predictions
together from a model building perspective (Jaccard & Jacoby, 2020), we (a) specified stu-
dents’ affective experience as a mediator through which the effect of lecture misbehaviors
impacts students’ emotional interest and (b) treated students’ mastery orientation as a
moderator of this process. We offer the conditional process model we specified in Figure 1.

Our first two hypotheses predict first- and second-stage moderation by mastery goal
orientation:

H1: Mastery orientation is a contributory moderator for the negative effect of teachers’
lecture misbehaviors on students’ affect for the course content, such that the relationship
is stronger for students with higher mastery goals.

H2: Mastery orientation is a contributory moderator for the positive effect of students’ affect
for the course content on emotional interest, such that the relationship is stronger for stu-
dents with higher mastery goals.

Given that H1 and H2 predict the moderation of both first- and second-stage paths (see
Figure 1), a test of the conditional direct effect remains a linear function of the
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moderator, but the indirect effect becomes a nonlinear function of the moderator (Hayes,
2015). Thus, two additional hypotheses are offered, with our final hypothesis (H4) as the
main focus of our study predicting nonlinear moderated mediation:

H3: The negative direct effect of teachers’ lecture misbehaviors on students’ emotional inter-
est is a linear function of students’ mastery orientation.

H4: The negative indirect effect of teachers’ lecture misbehaviors on students’ emotional
interest through reduced affect for the course content is a nonlinear function of students’
mastery orientation.

Method

Participants and procedure

After obtaining acknowledgment from the institutional review board, 397 undergraduate
student participants were recruited from a large public university in the Mid-Atlantic.
Participants were recruited from communication studies courses during the last week
of the regular semester before final examinations and received minimal extra credit for
their participation. As part of a larger study, participants who volunteered were directed
to an online platform where they responded to a questionnaire about their instructor
from their “worst course this semester” to maximize their potential reporting of misbe-
having teachers (Richmond et al., 1987).

Thirty-five students chose to report on a class with a face-to-face modality (i.e., class
meetings occurred in-person every week), 34 reported on a hybrid class (i.e., class meet-
ings occurred in-person and online every week), 139 reported on an online asynchronous
course (i.e., class meetings did not occur live), 180 reported on an online synchronous
course (i.e., class meetings occurred live online through a video conferencing platform
every week), and nine reported on classes using other modalities (e.g., class meetings

Figure 1. Conditional process model.
Note: This model depicts moderation of the direct effect and first-stage and second-stage moderated mediation by the
same continuous moderator.
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sporadically changed modalities throughout the semester). These courses were from a
variety of disciplines including accounting, English, chemistry, biology, math, geology,
economics, physics, and music, among others. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 55
(M = 20.67, SD = 4.22). One hundred and forty-one participants identified as male, 255
identified as female, and one did not report their gender. One hundred and twenty-
four participants were first-year students, 132 were sophomores, 73 were juniors, 67
were seniors, and one did not report their class rank. Eleven participants identified as
Asian, 23 as Black, 10 as Latinx, 20 as Middle Eastern, one as Native American, 322 as
White, eight as multiracial, and one as other; one did not report their race.

Instrumentation

Scale reliability was estimated using coefficient omega (ω) for all measures using
maximum likelihood estimation and 95% confidence intervals derived from 10,000
bias-corrected bootstrap samples (Goodboy & Martin, 2020).

Teacher misbehaviors
Student reports of teachers’ lecture misbehaviors were measured using the 5-item lec-
tures subscale from the instructor misbehavior scale (ω = .903 [.884, .919]; M = 1.571,
SD = 1.293; Goodboy & Myers, 2015). Items began with the stem “Throughout the seme-
ster, my instructor” followed by examples of lecture misbehaviors such as “went over the
material so quickly it was difficult to take notes” and “gave boring lectures.” Response
options ranged from (0) never to (4) very often.

Affect for course content
Students’ affect for course content was measured using four items from the instructional
affect assessment instrument (ω = .844 [.810, .874]; M = 4.734, SD = 1.423; McCroskey,
1994). The scale began with the stem “My attitude about the content taught in this
class is” followed by four semantic differential items with the anchors: good/bad, worth-
less/valuable, fair/unfair, negative/positive. Response options ranged from (1) to (7).

Emotional interest
Students’ emotional interest was measured using the 9-item emotional interest subscale
from the student interest scale (ω = .958 [.949, .966];M = 2.415, SD = 1.027; Mazer, 2012).
The scale began with the stem “I am interested in this class because” followed by reasons
for emotional interest such as “The class experience makes me feel good.” and “The class
causes me to feel to feel energized.” Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to
(5) strongly agree.

Mastery goal orientation
Students’ mastery goal orientation was measured using a 6-item scale (ω = .912 [.891,
.929]; M = 4.735, SD = 1.409; Harackiewicz et al., 2000). This scale emphasized students’
mastery goal orientation in a specific class with example items such as “I want to learn as
much as possible in this class” and “The most important thing for me in this course is
trying to understand the content as thoroughly as possible.” Response options ranged
from (1) not at all true of me to (7) very true of me.
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Results

We used the PROCESS macro (version 4.0; Hayes, 2022) to test our hypotheses as a con-
ditional process model (model 59) using ordinary leastsquares path analysis. Correlations
between variables in the model are presented in Table 1.

Our hypothesized path model (see Figure 1) predicted that the direct effect and the
indirect effect of teachers’ lecture misbehaviors on students’ emotional interest
through reduced affect for the content would be moderated by students’ mastery orien-
tation. We specified mastery orientation as a contributory moderator for (H1) the nega-
tive effect of lecture misbehaviors (antecedent) on affect for the course content
(mediator), which is a specification of first-stage moderation of path a; (H2) the positive
effect of affect for content (mediator) on students’ emotional interest (consequent),
which is a specification of second-stage moderation of path b; and (H3) the direct
effect of lecture misbehaviors on emotional interest controlling for affect (c′). By specify-
ing moderation for H1 and H2 (first-stage and second-stage moderation from the same
continuous moderator), the indirect effect of lecture misbehaviors on emotional interest
through affect becomes a nonlinear function of students’mastery orientation. Path coeffi-
cients and interaction terms that define the conditional direct and indirect effects are pre-
sented in Table 2. To facilitate the interpretation of conditional effects, we probed each of
the three moderated paths (θa, θb, θc′) in the conditional process model at values of
mastery orientation (on a composite scale average ranging from 1 to 7) using the
Johnson–Neyman (J-N) technique (Hayes, 2022). Then, as a function of the two moder-
ated paths from the same moderator, we interpreted conditional indirect effects (θab) as a
nonlinear function of mastery orientation (i.e., nonlinear moderated mediation). A full
reporting of all unstandardized path coefficients and statistical interactions is presented
in Table 2.

With evidence of a statistical interaction (lecture misbehaviors × mastery orientation),
we confirmed that path a was moderated; that is, the effect of lecture misbehaviors on
affect for the course content was moderated by students’ mastery orientation. Using
the J-N technique, results showed that lecture misbehaviors significantly decreased stu-
dents’ affect for the course material starting at a mastery orientation value of 2.339 and
above (B =−.176, p = .05), with a linearly increasing negative effect leading up to the
maximum value of 7 (B =−.509, p < .001). The full reporting of the J-N technique for
this moderated path is reported in Table 3. In other words, teacher misbehaviors
reduced students’ affective experiences toward the learned material unless students
had almost no desire to master the material at all. If students had even the slightest
mastery goals in the course (but still low), lecture misbehaviors were associated with a
reduction in affect, and for those students who were highly mastery-oriented, student
affect toward the content was most compromised. For most students (93.45% of the

Table 1. Zero-order correlations.
Variable 1 2 3 4

1. Lecture Misbehaviors —
2. Affect for Course Content −.350 [−.442, −.254] —
3. Emotional Interest −.444 [−.525, −.351] .573 [.497, .645] —
4. Mastery Goal Orientation −.085 [−.192, .024] .398 [.298, .493] .504 [.423, .574] —

Note: Brackets contain 95% confidence intervals derived from 10,000 percentile bootstrap samples.
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sample), lecture misbehaviors had a significant and negative effect on student affect,
which became linearly and increasingly negative with higher mastery goals, demonstrat-
ing convergent negative moderation (Holbert & Park, 2020).

Next, we found evidence for the statistical interaction for path b (affect for the
content × mastery orientation). Results from the J-N technique indicated that the
effect of student affect for the content on students’ emotional interest (controlling for
lecture misbehaviors) was significant and positive at a mastery orientation value of
2.043 and above (B = .110, p = .05) with a linearly increasing positive slope up to the

Table 2. Conditional process analysis.
Model B SE t p LLCI ULCI

Affect for Content (Mediator)
F(3, 393) = 48.211, p < .001, R2 = .269
Constant −.011 .061 −.180 .857 −.132 .010
Lecture Misbehaviors (LM) −.347 .048 −7.281 <.001 −.441 −.253
Mastery Orientation (MO) .373 .044 8.538 <.001 .287 .459
LM × MO −.071 .031 −2.298 .022 −.132 −.010
Emotional Interest (Outcome)
F(5, 391) = 83.4214, p < .001, R2 = .516
Constant 2.371 .038 61.717 <.001 2.298 2.449
Lecture Misbehaviors −.231 .030 −7.697 <.001 −.290 −.172
Affect for Content (AC) .226 .030 7.613 <.001 .168 .285
Mastery Orientation .257 .028 9.174 <.001 .202 .312
LM × MO −.042 .019 −2.192 .029 −.080 −.004
AC × MO .043 .017 2.468 .014 .009 .077

Note: Path coefficients are unstandardized. For interpretability, variables that define the three interactions are mean-cen-
tered. Results for the J-N techniques (Tables 3–5) that accompany the probing of statistical interactions are not cen-
tered for interpretability using the moderator’s original metric (1–7 scale composite).

Table 3. Johnson–Neyman technique for path a: the conditional effects of lecture misbehaviors on
affect for content at values of the moderator (mastery orientation).
Mastery orientation B SE t p LLCI ULCI

1.000 −.081 .127 −.636 .525 −.330 .168
1.300 −.102 .118 −.863 .389 −.334 .130
1.600 −.123 .110 −1.125 .261 −.339 .092
1.900 −.145 .101 −1.428 .154 −.344 .054
2.200 −.166 .093 −1.782 .075 −.349 .017
2.339 −.176 .090 −1.966 .050 −.352 .000
2.500 −.188 .085 −2.198 .029 −.355 −.020
2.800 −.209 .078 −2.686 .008 −.362 −.056
3.100 −.230 .071 −3.260 .001 −.369 −.091
3.400 −.252 .064 −3.928 .000 −.378 −.126
3.700 −.273 .058 −4.688 .000 −.388 −.159
4.000 −.295 .053 −5.511 .000 −.400 −.189
4.300 −.316 .050 −6.329 .000 −.414 −.218
4.600 −.337 .048 −7.033 .000 −.432 −.243
4.900 −.359 .048 −7.509 .000 −.453 −.265
5.200 −.380 .049 −7.699 .000 −.477 −.283
5.500 −.402 .053 −7.634 .000 −.505 −.298
5.800 −.423 .057 −7.398 .000 −.535 −.311
6.100 −.444 .063 −7.075 .000 −.568 −.321
6.400 −.466 .069 −6.727 .000 −.602 −.330
6.700 −.487 .076 −6.388 .000 −.637 −.337
7.000 −.509 .084 −6.073 .000 −.673 −.344

Note: The region of significance is shown in bold. The moderator value of mastery orientation defining the Johnson–
Neyman significance region is 2.339 with 93.451% of the values in this region. When mastery orientation is below
2.339, the effect of lecture misbehaviors on affect toward the content is not significantly different from zero.
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maximum composite mean value of 7 (B = .324, p < .001). The full reporting of the J-N
technique for path b is presented in Table 4. Results indicated that there was no relation-
ship between affect for the content and emotional interest for students who had almost
no desire to master the material. However, for students who had some mastery goals (but
still low), higher affect for the content was associated with more emotional interest,
which was especially evident for students who had high mastery goals. For most students
(94.71% of the sample), affect toward the content was associated with more emotional
interest, and this positive linear relationship became stronger as mastery orientation
increased, which demonstrates divergent positive moderation (Holbert & Park, 2020).

We next turned our attention to the estimation of the conditional direct effect (the
effect of lecture misbehaviors on emotional interest holding constant affective experi-
ence) as linearly moderated by mastery orientation. Independent of the indirect effect,
evidence of a statistical interaction (lecture misbehaviors × mastery orientation) indi-
cated there was a linearly moderated direct effect. Results of the J-N technique for the
conditional direct effect are reported in Table 5.

The J-N technique indicated that the direct effect of lecture misbehaviors on students’
emotional interest (controlling for affect) was significant and negative at a mastery orien-
tation value of 2.031 and above (B = –.116, p = .05), which included 94.71% of the sample
in this region, with a linearly increasing negative slope up to the maximum composite
mean value of 7 (B =−.327, p < .001). Conditional direct effects are graphed at all
values of the moderated in Figure 2. Put simply, lecture misbehaviors were negatively
associated with students’ emotional interest holding constant student affect, and this

Table 4. Johnson–Neyman technique for path b: the conditional effects of affect for content on
emotional interest controlling for lecture misbehaviors at values of the moderator (mastery
orientation).
Mastery orientation B SE t p LLCI ULCI

1.000 .066 .072 .908 .365 −.076 .208
1.300 .078 .067 1.163 .246 −.054 .211
1.600 .091 .063 1.454 .147 −.032 .215
1.900 .104 .058 1.789 .074 −.010 .219
2.043 .110 .056 1.966 .050 .000 .221
2.200 .117 .054 2.176 .030 .011 .223
2.500 .130 .050 2.624 .009 .033 .228
2.800 .143 .045 3.143 .002 .054 .232
3.100 .156 .042 3.741 .000 .074 .238
3.400 .169 .038 4.420 .000 .094 .244
3.700 .182 .035 5.171 .000 .113 .251
4.000 .195 .033 5.961 .000 .130 .259
4.300 .208 .031 6.727 .000 .147 .268
4.600 .220 .030 7.380 .000 .162 .279
4.900 .233 .030 7.834 .000 .175 .292
5.200 .246 .031 8.044 .000 .186 .306
5.500 .259 .032 8.030 .000 .196 .323
5.800 .272 .035 7.851 .000 .204 .340
6.100 .285 .038 7.576 .000 .211 .359
6.400 .298 .041 7.260 .000 .217 .378
6.700 .311 .045 6.937 .000 .223 .399
7.000 .324 .049 6.628 .000 .228 .420

Note: The region of significance is shown in bold. The moderator value of mastery orientation defining the Johnson–
Neyman significance region is 2.043 with 94.710% of the values in this region. When mastery orientation is below
2.043, the affect for the content on emotional interest is not significantly different from zero.
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negative association became greater for students who had higher mastery goals, which
demonstrates convergent negative moderation (Holbert & Park, 2020).

Finally, we examined the possibility of conditional indirect effects (the effect of lecture
misbehaviors on emotional interest through a reduction in affect toward the course
content) as moderated by mastery orientation. With evidence for joint (linear) first-
and second-stage moderation by mastery orientation (H1 and H2), the indirect effect
is not a linear function of the moderator, and thus linear moderated mediation cannot
be tested using the recommended index of moderated mediation (Hayes, 2015). In a con-
ditional process model with first- and second-stage moderation by the same continuous
moderator (mastery orientation), the indirect effect becomes a nonlinear function of the
moderator.

To claim moderation of mediation when the indirect effect is a nonlinear function of a
moderator, Hayes and Rockwood (2020; see also Hayes, 2015) recommended selecting
two values of the moderator, comparing the difference of the indirect effects at those
moderator values, and generating a bootstrap confidence interval for the difference. Evi-
dence for moderated mediation is confirmed when the bootstrap confidence interval
excludes zero, but we note that this difference is subject to the chosen values of the mod-
erator. We selected values of relatively low (16th percentile; W = 3.500) and high (84th
percentile; W = 6.167) mastery orientation and estimated the difference between con-
ditional indirect effects at these values. The 95% percentile bootstrap confidence interval
(using 10,000 samples) of the difference in indirect effects at these moderator values
excluded zero indicating moderated mediation (θab difference = .084 [.026, .148]), confi-
rming that the indirect effect varied across levels of mastery orientation.

Table 5. Johnson–Neyman technique for path c′: the conditional direct effects of lecture misbehaviors
on emotional interest controlling for affect at values of the moderator (mastery orientation).
Mastery orientation B SE t p LLCI ULCI

1.000 −.073 .077 −.944 .346 −.224 .079
1.300 −.085 .072 −1.191 .235 −.227 .056
1.600 −.098 .067 −1.475 .141 −.229 .033
1.900 −.111 .061 −1.805 .072 −.232 .010
2.031 −.116 .059 −1.966 .050 −.233 .000
2.200 −.124 .056 −2.190 .029 −.235 −.013
2.500 −.136 .052 −2.641 .009 −.238 −.035
2.800 −.149 .047 −3.170 .002 −.242 −.057
3.100 −.162 .043 −3.788 .000 −.246 −.078
3.400 −.175 .039 −4.498 .000 −.251 −.098
3.700 −.187 .035 −5.288 .000 −.257 −.118
4.000 −.200 .033 −6.115 .000 −.264 −.136
4.300 −.213 .031 −6.893 .000 −.273 −.152
4.600 −.225 .030 −7.504 .000 −.285 −.166
4.900 −.238 .030 −7.852 .000 −.298 −.179
5.200 −.251 .032 −7.915 .000 −.313 −.189
5.500 −.264 .034 −7.750 .000 −.331 −.197
5.800 −.276 .037 −7.448 .000 −.349 −.203
6.100 −.289 .041 −7.087 .000 −.369 −.209
6.400 −.302 .045 −6.718 .000 −.390 −.213
6.700 −.315 .049 −6.368 .000 −.412 −.217
7.000 −.327 .054 −6.047 .000 −.434 −.221

Note: The region of significance is shown in bold. The moderator value of mastery orientation defining the Johnson–
Neyman significance region is 2.031 with 94.710% of the values in this region. When mastery orientation is below
2.031, the direct effect of lecture misbehaviors on emotional interest is not significantly different from zero.
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With evidence of moderated mediation, it is useful to apply the Pseudo J-N technique
to probe the conditional indirect effect (in our case, as a nonlinear function of the mod-
erator), which “requires the construction of bootstrap confidence intervals for the con-
ditional indirect effect for many, many values of the moderator and then scanning the
confidence intervals using a computing algorithm to find values of the moderator
where the confidence interval straddles zero and where it does not” (see Hayes, 2022,
p. 445). We employed the Pseudo J-N technique using 10,000 percentile bootstrap
samples, estimated conditional indirect effects as a nonlinear function of students’
mastery orientation at many values, and then plotted nonlinear moderated mediation
and bootstrap confidence intervals (see Figure 3). The Pseudo J-N technique revealed
that at a mastery orientation value of 2.737, there was a transition point where the boot-
strap confidence interval for the indirect effect shifted from including zero (no evidence
of mediation) to excluding zero (evidence of mediation). At this value (W = 2.737) and
above, we have evidence for mediation, and at values below it, there was no evidence
for a negative indirect effect.

As can be seen in Figure 3, because the indirect effect is a nonlinear function of
mastery orientation, the trend shows that the negative indirect accelerates as mastery
orientation increases. In other words, the indirect effect becomes more negative at a
faster rate as mastery orientation increases. The nonlinear conditional indirect effect at
all values of the moderator and its accompanying bootstrap confidence interval is
plotted in Figure 3. To accompany Figure 3, we selected targeted moderator values at

Figure 2. Conditional direct effect of lecture misbehaviors on emotional interest controlling for affect
toward course content.
Note: Dashed lines indicate the 95% confidence interval.
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scale response points for interpretability. Conditional indirect effects and 95% percentile
bootstrap confidence intervals at students’ mastery orientation values of 3 and above
(exceeding the Pseudo J-N transition point) are reported here, further demonstrating
the nonlinear indirect decline in students’ emotional interest through reduced affect
for the content: θab|W = 3.00 =−.034 [−.070, −.005], θab|W = 4.00 =−.057 [−.091, −.030],
θab|W = 5.00 =−.087 [−.125, −.054], θab|W = 6.00 =−.123 [−.180, −.071], and θab|W =

7.00 =−.165 [−.255, −.084]. This result can be interpreted as lecture misbehaviors redu-
cing students’ emotional interest through affect loss as being more pronounced and
accelerated for students who have higher mastery orientation.

Discussion

The purpose of our study was to test an affective process whereby lecture misbehaviors
were associated with a reduction in students’ emotional interest because students disliked
the content they were learning. However, based on guidance from CVTAE, we predicted
this process would be moderated, and especially detrimental, for students whose learning
goals were to master the course material. Results indicated that as mastery goals

Figure 3. Indirect effect of lecture misbehaviors on emotional interest through affect for content as a
nonlinear function of mastery orientation.
Note: Dashed lines indicate the 95% percentile bootstrap confidence interval from 10,000 samples.
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increased, students (a) experienced lower affect toward the content when their instruc-
tors engaged in lecture misbehaviors, and (b) their affect toward the content mattered
more in maintaining their emotional interest. Taken together, as a moderated nonlinear
process, we found that as students’ mastery goal orientation increased, (c) students’
emotional interest waned at faster rates because lecture misbehaviors reduced affect
for the content. Independent of this process, (d) lecture misbehaviors had a direct
effect on emotional interest as well, which was greater for students with higher
mastery goals.

Findings from our conditional process model are consistent with previous teacher
misbehavior research where affect served as a mediator between teacher misbehaviors
and learning outcomes and was moderated by students’ mastery orientation (e.g.,
Goodboy et al., 2018). Findings from our study are also consistent with the general pro-
cesses underlined by CVTAE. As suggested by CVTAE, mastery orientation moderated
the student affect and interest association which has been verified in previous research
(e.g., Tanaka & Murayama, 2014). We found that the negative impact of lecture misbe-
haviors on emotional interest through students’ affect was more detrimental for students
who reported higher mastery goals.

Together, results from this study and others point toward the notion that students’
affective classroom experiences matter insofar as they help direct students’ energies
toward productive learning behaviors. Considering that “emotions are ubiquitous in
the classroom” and are “critically important for students’ learning, developmental trajec-
tories, and psychological health” (Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2014, p. ix), one
obvious implication for instructors is that a focus on cultivating positive affective experi-
ences can help them achieve their classroom goals. Though there are a variety of ways to
promote positive affective experiences in the classroom including the use of humor
(Bolkan & Goodboy, 2015) and the promotion of intellectual stimulation (Bolkan,
2015a), results from this study demonstrate that lecturing in a manner that avoids
issues such as being confusing or boring is important too.

Perhaps the reason for this is that students who are exposed to suboptimal lectures can
find the task of paying attention to course material more demanding from a cognitive
load perspective and may experience the management of this load as a cost (Feldon
et al., 2019). If this is true, then, as Feldon et al. argued, when the level of task
difficulty and mental effort needed to learn exceeds learners’ motivation to do so, the
result may be disengagement (perhaps due to a lack of perceived value or control
which is predicted by CVTAE). Thus, our results could point to the conclusion that
when students experience teachers who engage in lecture misbehaviors, they may feel
negatively about the experience and conclude that the effort required to learn their
course material is simply not worth the investment. As we showed in this study, when
positive affect diminished as a result of lecture misbehaviors, students lost interest in
the course directly, and indirectly because they did not like the content being taught
as much.

In addition, results from this study show that students with a mastery goal orientation,
who tend to have more positive affect in the classroom (Huang, 2011), are particularly
impacted by lecture misbehaviors. Our results suggest that students who want to
master the material are “let down” by instructors who do not put forth the effort or
lack the ability, to teach clearly and enthusiastically. It is only the students who really
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lacked mastery goals (i.e., in the bottom 8.3% of the sample in mastery goal orientation;
W = below 2.737) whose interest remained unaffected by the affective process. Indeed,
most students (even those who have a lower desire to master the material) were impacted
by the nonlinear affective process, and for those students with the highest mastery orien-
tation, the negative affective process became even more of an issue for them. These
results may be particularly problematic because teachers who fail to lecture in appropri-
ate ways may be harming mastery-oriented students’ fundamental beliefs about the con-
nection between effort and their educational outcomes (at least as it pertains to a
particular class). According to Dweck and Leggett (1988), mastery goal-oriented students
believe that effort leads to competence, and they thus seek challenges to enhance their
learning experiences (Dweck, 1986). However, if students lose interest in a course
because they dislike the content from being taught in ways that were difficult to follow
(regardless of how hard they worked), then we may expect that these individuals (at
least temporarily) have trouble maintaining their interest in their class.

Lecture misbehaviors comprise a set of teaching failures that include a lack of clarity
(i.e., teaching in a confusing manner; teaching the material so quickly it is difficult to take
notes) and immediacy (i.e., boring and dry in delivery, monotone voice) in instruction
(Goodboy & Myers, 2015). Meta-analytic scholarship on teacher clarity (Titsworth
et al., 2015) and teacher immediacy (Allen et al., 2006) has revealed strong correlations
with students’ affective experiences, so it is logical (and perhaps unsurprising) that
lecture misbehaviors, which are lacking in both clarity and immediacy, associated nega-
tively with student affect for the course content, which in turn, predicted less emotional
interest. Between clarity and immediacy, clarity is more important in teaching because
depriving students of clear instruction causes reductions in student learning; however,
immediacy helps to supplement clarity for students who lack self-control and have
difficulty sustaining attention toward learning (Bolkan et al., 2017). Thus, our basic ped-
agogical advice is for instructors to be clear and immediate in teaching.

Considering how basic this advice is, readers might agree that it may not be particu-
larly helpful for understanding how teachers might improve their lecturing. Unfortu-
nately, this issue is not relegated to our study because the measure of lecture
misbehaviors largely taps into high inference and subjective impressions of teaching
instead of low-inference behavioral items that can help instructional communication
scholars make specific recommendations for what to do (or avoid) when teaching
(e.g., be less boring, but how?). Part of this operationalization issue is due to the con-
ceptualization of teacher misbehaviors. The construct of teacher misbehaviors is not
well-defined because it could include almost anything a teacher does that students do
not like. The potential types of misbehaviors are innumerable and applying factor-
analysis to teacher misbehavior typologies, even if measured on a continuous scale,
does not often yield clean factors without omitting or deleting many misbehaviors
(that are identified by students as hindering their learning) from a measurement
model (Goodboy & Myers, 2015; Kearney et al., 1991). Unfortunately, dimensions of
teacher misbehaviors from retained measurement models exclude the breadth of mis-
behaviors identified by students, which obfuscates evidence of validity based on
content (i.e., content validity). Second, low-inference misbehaviors (e.g., not responding
to student emails in a timely manner, misusing technology while teaching, presenting
outdated content, reading off PowerPoint slides; Vallade, 2021; Vallade & Kaufmann,
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2018) likely do not share a common underlying cause to warrant a factor, and may
reflect more idiosyncratic limitations that a teacher might possess but that few teachers
actually engage in. Although we operationalized teacher misbehaviors using the lectures
dimension, the Goodboy and Myers (2015) scale is limited in what it measures and
ignores most of the misbehaviors that they, and others (Vallade & Kaufmann, 2018),
have identified in open-ended coding of student examples of misbehaviors (e.g., late
returning work, unfair grading, inaccessible to students, unnecessary expenses, manda-
tory participation, etc.).

The challenges of finding a valid operationalization to capture broad dimensions of
teacher misbehaviors likely stems from the conceptual definition of misbehaviors
which is essentially the opposite of effective teaching behaviors. Effective teaching beha-
viors are treated as unique constructs in the instructional communication literature. For
instance, scholars agree that teacher clarity (Bolkan, 2017), teacher humor (Frymier et al.,
2008), and teacher self-disclosure (Cayanus & Martin, 2008) are multidimensional con-
structs that require their own measurement instruments. Instructional scholars do not
try to derive a factor by lumping all of these effective teaching behaviors together (i.e.,
which are not misbehaviors) and then derive a latent factor from distinct constructs
(i.e., they do not attempt to create an “effective teaching factor”). Why, then, do instruc-
tional scholars insist on trying to recover factors for the broad array of teacher misbeha-
viors by lumping many unique misbehaviors together? Why would scholars expect a
common underlying cause of all misbehaviors when students consider so many of
them to be distinct in their descriptions of problematic teaching? And why cannot indi-
vidual misbehaviors (e.g., sarcasm or putdowns) serve as their own unique independent
variables without trying to collapse many misbehaviors into one factor? We offer these
questions in hopes that instructional communication scholars address these issues of
conceptual and operational definitions and more precisely model how teacher misbeha-
viors impede learning outcomes.

Limitations and future directions

Like all projects, this study has its limitations. One limitation of our study is that we only
measured a narrow dimension of lecture misbehaviors, but the literature discusses many
more acts of misbehavior that might ruin students’ affective experiences and, in turn,
their interest in learning or other learning outcomes. Measuring the lectures dimension
is especially problematic, as was the case in our study, for students who attended asyn-
chronous online courses (35% of our sample) because these courses may not feature a
formal lecture or live teaching component (e.g., perhaps prerecorded lecture videos
but maybe no lecturing at all2). Future scholarship on teacher misbehaviors should
measure low inference and well-defined (specific) constructs (e.g., a teacher does not
respond to student emails) and determine their unique impact on students’ learning
environments.

We believe the teacher misbehavior literature is too broad by definition and limited by
its measurement options that try to capture its breadth. To remedy this, we recommend
that individual and specific misbehaviors be studied, and perhaps the idea that there are
general factors of misbehaviors be reconsidered. It is also possible that teacher misbeha-
viors are better studied as a formative, rather than reflective, measurement model (see
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Bollen & Diamantopoulos, 2017), as specific sets of misbehaviors might “add up” to
interfere with learning, but idiosyncratic misbehaviors may not necessarily be caused
by some underlying and unobserved latent deficiency within teachers. Instead, teacher
misbehaviors might be better modeled as emergent variables or forged concepts (see
Henseler, 2021) derived from components uncovered in the misbehavior typologies.
Our position is that teachers make mistakes and that few teachers (in a sample as evi-
denced by low mean scores) severely lack pedagogical skills, knowledge, or experience
to be effective educators, but that some specific actions and decisions combine (i.e., emer-
gent variable) to make students believe it is difficult to learn (whether that be affective
experiences, motivational states, attention, boredom, and/or cognitive learning).

Another limitation to our study is that we operationalized students’ affect as a global
experience rather than measuring students’ achievement emotions as traditional CVTAE
studies have done. While we relied on this operationalization to stay consistent with past
research and extend the previous work on teacher misbehaviors (e.g., Goodboy et al.,
2018), the scholarship on teacher misbehaviors would benefit from investigations that
incorporate measures of achievement emotions (e.g., anger, anxiety, hopelessness) by
predicting these emotions from students’ control and value appraisals as a true test of
CVTAE. Research that captures the achievement emotions emphasized by CVTAE can
help researchers determine which specific emotions result from specific teacher misbeha-
viors, and how some emotions might yield more pronounced effects on student learning
outcomes.

Conclusion

In conclusion, our study demonstrated that students who possess the goal of mastering
the material and want to self-improve are most impacted by teachers who engage in
lecture misbehaviors. Teachers ought to avoid misbehaving altogether but should recog-
nize that when they do misbehave, almost all of their students who have even the slightest
mastery goal orientation lose emotional interest because they develop a disliking for the
content they are learning. Moreover, at the higher end of the student mastery goal orien-
tation continuum, this negative affect process accelerates downward, and even more
emotional interest is indirectly lost. By teaching in ways that are unclear and not immedi-
ate, teachers should expect their students to dislike the subject being taught and lose
emotional interest.

Notes

1. Affective experiences are different from affective learning (Bolkan, 2015b), although histori-
cally the instructional discipline has used the terms interchangeably (Lane et al., 2018). See
Hess (2015) for a forum on the affective learning controversy.

2. We still observed an indirect effect as a nonlinear function of mastery orientation after
excluding the 139 participants who reported on an asynchronous course.
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