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The purpose of this study was to extend teacher misbehavior research via anainmestig
of teacher communication that is perceived as hurtful by college studente Whil
previous research on teacher misbehavior focuses on the content-orientedairoensi
teacher-student communication, this study goes a step further by also cogdiueri
relational dimension. A mixed methods approach is used in this study to explore the
function of hurtful communication in the teacher-student relationship. There were 34
participants in the first, qualitative, phase of this study; whereas the segcamditative,
phase of this study was comprised of 208 participants.

Identified in the results of this study are nine themes of hurtful messagstutiets
perceived teachers to communicate which are also indicative of incompeteiehseaf
teacher misbehaviors. Face Theory was the framework for this studyitfas hu
messages occurred when students perceived their face needs for competenoey,
and fellowship were threatened. Following the communication of a hurtful gegssa
students responded using one of three strategies in an attempt to employeorrecti
facework. Students in the first phase of this study believed their motivatieacti\af

learning, and relational satisfaction was impacted by hurtful message

As suggested by the results of the second phase of this study, there are defierémee
degree of hurtfulness of each type of hurtful message. An increase in hustigsased
in a decrease in relational satisfaction, affective learning, and motivatistudents.
However, students who perceived that their teacher demonstrated solidhliety w
communicating a hurtful message exhibited increased levels of affexdivenig,

motivation, and relational satisfaction.



Taken together, the results of both phases of this study demonstrate that students who
perceive their teachers to communicate hurtful messages are lessdsaiitsf the
teacher-student relationship, and experience a decline in motivation and affective
learning. However, the key to preventing hurtful messages appears to be datngnst
solidarity by creating a teacher-student relationship that moves beyoredmaseld

perspective and views students as individuals with unique circumstances.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
“I praise loudly, | blame softly.” —Katharina Il,URsia.

As evidenced by decades of research in instructional communication,
“‘communication and successful instruction are inherently intertwined...without
communication, classroom instruction cannot be successful” (Daly & Korinek, 1980, p.
516). Because of the relationship between communication and instruction, much of the
research conducted in the area of instructional communication has been dedicated to
teacher behavior. Specifically, a large quantity of this research foocastsdents’
perceptions of what teachers say and do and how these perceptions influence students’
motivation and learning, teacher credibility and effectiveness, and othtdrelassroom
variables (Banfield, Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006; Christophel & Gorham, 1995;
Gorham & Christophel, 1992; Kearney, Plax, Hays, & Ivey, 1991; Nussbaum, 1992;
Nussbaum & Scott, 1979; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998; Wittrock, 1986; Woolfolk &
McCune-Nicolich, 1984). Within the existing research, a considerable amountrof eff
has been made toward identifying “effective” teacher communication leebasuch as
immediacy, clarity, and caring (Nussbaum, 1992). Although this research is walgubt
significant, considerably less time has been spent discussing the incompetdant,
and offensive teacher behaviors that impede effective instruction and studanglear
(Kearney et al., 1991). These behaviors are otherwise referred to as “teacher
misbehaviors” (Kearney et al., 1991).

Regardless of its relatively undersized presence, research condeathgr

misbehaviors is crucial in understanding students’ attitudes and theroolass



experiences. Specifically, existing research on teacher misbehbagohsghlighted the
negative influence that these misbehaviors may have on students namely inaegard
affective learning (Banfield et al., 2006; Dolin, 1995; Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009; Toale,
2001), cognitive learning (Dolin, 1995; Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009), motivation (Goodboy
& Bolkan, 2009; Zhang, 2007), communication satisfaction (Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009),
and patrticipation (Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009), as well as teacher credibibyfigd, et

al., 2006; Semlak & Pearson, 2008) and immediacy (Kelsey, Kearney, Plax, Allen, &
Ritter, 2004; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1996).

As | discuss further in the following section, teacher misbehaviors are pyimar
perception-based. As teachers perform certain (negative) behaviors, sastegn
(negative) attributes to the behaviors and, typically, alter their actsomsesult
(Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009). As such, teacher misbehaviors are often viewed as
suggesting that teachers do not care about the courses or students thathhey tea
(incompetence misbehaviors), that they discourage and humiliate students (offensive
misbehaviors), or that they do not satisfactorily complete their respatmsshilndolence
misbehaviors) (Kearney et al., 1991). Similarly, as Vangelisti, Young, CarpEn¢une,
and Alexander (2005) have found, humiliation and discouragemealsartypes of
hurtful messages. Hurtful messages are operationalized in this study usstig
accepted definition evident in interpersonal communication research: asggaegeserbal
or nonverbal, that elicits feelings of emotional and/or physiological hurt irethgent
(Daily & LePoire, 2003; Vangelisti & Young, 2000). Thus, with at least two of the

existing categories of misbehaviors including dimensions akin to hurtful mesgage



plausible to suggest that the performance of certain teacher misbehavideadty
feelings of emotional or physiological hurt in the students that are edfegtthem.

Based on the abovementioned implications that teacher misbehavior research has
in understanding student- and teacher-related outcomes, the purpose of the present study
is to extend teacher misbehavior research through an investigation of h@stdges.

By addressing hurtful teacher misbehaviors, | hope to raise teachershassoé
students’ perceptions about their communication and the effects that it may have on
student- and teacher-related outcome variables. Pragmatically, this comsssatesing
should help teachers identify instances when they have possibly hurt a stugings fe
in hopes that they may begin to employ corrective action to repair theiomslap with
the offended student. On the other hand, offended students may experience catharsis
while reflecting on their experiences with hurtful messages, which Hoay the student
to gain a more complete picture of the hurtful event, potentially giving them imsight
the teacher’s perceptions, as well. Accordingly, a mixed methodsaleskssign is
enacted to understand how students experience hurtful teacher communicatelhaas
the impact that this communication has on their overall classroom expenehttesa
relationship with the offending instructor.

In the remainder of this chapter, | provide further support for the importance and
utility of the present study. This rationale is presented through a discusseatioér
misbehaviors and their impact on instruction, the nature of face in the teacher-student
relationship, and the basis for studying hurt feelings in the context of instraicti

communication. Finally, | explore the purpose of this study with more profuriditie



subsequent section, | define “teacher misbehaviors” and argue in favorradiegtthis
research by focusing on relation-oriented outcomes in addition to the regilafigd
content-oriented variables.

Defining Teacher Misbehaviors and Recognizing Their Impact

Kearney and her colleagues operationalize teacher misbehaviors as ‘dobge te
behaviors that interfere with instruction and thus, learning” (p. 310). Behaviors tha
students have recalled as being indicative of misbehaviors range froneletski-r
incompetency to more personality-based assessments. In the sautigstf college
teacher misbehaviors, student participants identified their perceptions okg8roezd of
teacher misbehaviors, addressing issues such as punctuality, indiffeaeocéismn,
qualifications, personal attributes, evaluation methods, language skills, and miooftem
students, to name a few (Kearney et al., 1991). In the second part of this stuahy, stude
participants were asked to consider specific college teachers whetinggpasbehaviors
to help the authors assess the range and frequency of the occurrence of nusbeAavi
such, the authors were able to reduce 21 of the previously defined misbehaviors
categories into 3 dimensions: incompetence, offensiveness, and indolence (letainey
1991).

Misbehaviors that are classified into the incompetence dimension are
characterized by a teacher’s inability to embrace basic teachitsy Skiese behaviors
mostly suggest that teachers do not seem to care about the course or their saildents, f
help students prepare for exams, and are not perceived as appreciating student input

during class (Kearney et al., 1991). Instructors behaving in ways that argecedsi



offensive often discourage and humiliate students, use profanity in the classroom, and
tend to be condescending to students. Finally, the indolence dimension is comprised of
behaviors that can be described using the term “absent-minded.” Instructorshate be
in this way are disorganized and may fail to hold class, neglect their grading
responsibilities, and often change due dates or requirements for studegtshasds.
The misbehaviors described in each of these categories have been found te wvitrfer
student learning in various ways (Kearney et al., 1991).

Researchers investigating classroom-related inquiries have oftenddla
popular argument that considers student learning to be best predicted by ‘lacadem
engagement time.” Specifically, teachers who find ways to keep studem&syacti
involved in the learning process are considered to be more effective regaifdles
methods that they use to teach course material (Woolfolk & McCune-Nicolich, 1984;
Woolfolk, 1987). It has been posited that a crucial means for gaining and maintaining
student involvement in the classroom is reliant on the way that teachers caaua@ amd
behave in the classroom (Kearney et al., 1991). As such, teachers that behage in way
that students deem as being positive are effective in achieving this goaawteachers
who behave in ways that students do not like are more likely to meet resistance in the
pursuit of student involvement. As Kearney and her colleagues argue, teacher
misbehaviors may “act as potential antecedents to a number of undesirabié stude
consequents” as they negatively influence the ways that students think and act (p. 110).

One prospective predictor of student involvement following a teacher’s

misbehavior is dependent on the way that students make attributions for the



communication of the misbehavior. Students tend to make biased attributions of teacher
behaviors by over-emphasizing internal causes to their behaviors, thus regsadiveys
as being responsible for their demotivation and lack of learning (Christophel, 1992).
Similarly, when a teacher misbehaves, students frequently attributeaintauses to
these negative teacher behaviors, as well. For example, Kelsey, Kd&lme Allen,
and Ritter (2004) provided exemplars of the internal attributions that participants
disclosed, one being that the instructor “thinks he is superior to us” (p. 49). Ketdey et
further found a significant relationship between the perceived likelihood ofablecie
engaging in misbehaviors and students’ evaluations of internal causes of those
misbehaviors. As an indirect result, Kelsey et al. suggest that “studematiostiand
judgments of their teachers’ effectiveness are both adversely dffgcteacher
misbehavior that is attributed to internal causality” (p. 53). The implicationetheér
misbehaviors are related to both student- and teacher-outcome variabtestates the
task-oriented nature of this line of research.

Unfortunately, by focusing solely on the task-oriented aspect of the teacher-
student relationship, teacher misbehaviors researchers have failed to idetetifial
social and relational variables that may also be affected by the mishshawndhe
present study, | seek to extend teacher misbehavior research by idgnhg/inay that
these misbehaviors influence both contamdrelational outcomes. In order to do so, the
nature of face in the teacher-student relationship must be discussed. Irotépll

section, | present the arguments supporting the ways that face needs function in the



teacher-student relationship, specifically in regard to teacher misbehamihurt
feelings.
Face in the Teacher-Student Relationship

All communication between individuals occurs simultaneously at two levels:
content and relational (Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson, 1967). The content-oriented
dimension is inclusive of the denotative information that is being communicated;
whereas, the relational-oriented dimension involves the relationship among those
communicating and how the content will be interpreted (Watzlawick, Beavin,ke@ac
1967). At this relational level of communication, predictions are made between
communicators concerning the outcomes of the content that is being communicated
(Miller & Steinberg, 1975). Predictions may be made on one of three levelgatult
sociological, or psychological (Miller & Steinberg, 1975). Cultural predictionsateli
that individuals are expected to unite based on their cultural norms and values.
Sociological predictions, however, predict that individuals will behave accoxinbat
is acceptable in their group memberships. Finally, a psychological pevepsotild
suggest that individuals will communicate with one another as unique individuals.
Communication that occurs on a cultural or sociological level tends to be roldaespecif
such as a customer ordering a meal at a restaurant; however, when communicatsn oc
on the psychological level, communication partners treat each other as individuals and
interpersonal relationships may be formed.

In regard to the teacher-student relationship, it is widely believed that thi

relationship operates on the sociological-level, whereby students and sedaeleeach



other in a role-specific manner with certain expectations as to how each shéadohper
their roles. Although instructional communication research has predominategdvie

the teacher-student relationship as such, researchers are beginningribgwidsace

that suggests that the teacher-student relationship includes a relationalatmansvell.

A more recent argument made by researchers deals with the need to vieteathises-
student relationship as being more interpersonal, or psychological, in natureefF&ymi
Houser, 2000). This argument stems from the fact that over two decades of instructional
communication research has identified interpersonal variables (such adianm
affinity-seeking, self-disclosure, humor, caring, solidarity, communicatts, stnd
compliance-gaining) as being positively related to learning (Andersen, 1978taphel,
1990; Frymier, 1994; Norton, 1977; Nussbaum & Scott, 1980; Plax & Kearney, 1992;
Sorensen, 1989; Teven & McCroskey, 1997; Wanzer & Frymier, 1999). The research
supporting this argument largely suggests that the teacher-student rbipteheses
similarities with other interpersonal relationships. Specificallrgmier and Houser
(2000) suggest, “teachers and students go through a process of meeting one another,
exchanging information, and adjusting and developing expectations similar tonyhat a
two individuals would go through in developing a relationship” (pp. 207-208).
Furthermore, the authors contend that teachers and students experiencarimainom
intensive activities that go on in all relationships,” such as negotiating with orfeeatmt
achieve their respective goals (p. 208). However, regardless of whetheaidhert

student relationship remains sociological or moves on to more psychological levels of

prediction, one thing remains constant: teachers and students enter the hgteltianisig



certain expectations of one another. These expectations function largedyobafsice,
or the “socially situated identities people claim or attribute to othergtyTr1990, p.
210).

As | further discuss in “Chapter Two”, evidence exists in support of themoti
that the teacher-student relationship is largely entrenched in face neétie @otential
for face threats to occur. It has been argued that students become emativabiéd in
various aspects of the educational experience, such as conversations about tiseir grade
(Goulden & Griffin, 1995; Janzow & Eison, 1990; Sabee & Wilson, 2005; Smith & Price,
1996), illustrating the importance of teachers and students constantly workaaptda
and maintain each other’s face. As students and teachers alike attematitonmenous
(negative face) and respected by significant people (positive face) thteolddeof a face
threat, or identity challenge, may be heightened (Cupach & Metts, 1994). Owerall, t
contention that the teacher-student relationship (a) includes both content and telationa
dimensions, (b) is either sociological or psychological, and (c) cariilestwumportant
face needs, allows me to present two main arguments. First, the teadeet-st
relationship may include an emotional dimension that is understudied and needs to be
understood to facilitate important content and relational outcomes. Second, the
likelihood that the teacher-student relationship may move past the socioleyedabf
prediction and enter the psychological level of prediction may be largely hindetied b
occurrence of certain face threats.

In the present study, | seek to explore one emotional dimension to the teacher-

student relationship, that of hurtful messages stemming from particularrteache
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misbehaviors. In doing so, | hope to help teachers understand the importance of
balancing the content and relational dimensions of communication within this
relationship. Researchers have already begun to emphasize the important otitabmes
relational development and maintenance, in addition to more content/task oriented
dimensions, may have on the classroom environment. Frymier and Houser (2000)
suggest that, although the teacher-student relationship “lacks the equatigflyypi
associated with friendship and has time constraints not typical of friendship,” tbe bas
functioning of communication in the development and maintenance of the relationship is
not affected (p. 208). As such, the authors contend that the results of their research
support the conclusion that teachers must find a way to balance the content amthfelati
dimensions of their relationship to successfully facilitate student lgarfihey criticize

the fact that “teachers have not been encouraged to think about the relationships they
have with students beyond those that are clearly inappropriate” despite thecetu
effective teaching requires both personal communication and effective conteatydeli

(p. 217).

The key to balancing the content and relational dimensions of communication
appears to be treating students as individuals (psychological level) retheransumers
(sociological level). Consequently, research shows that when teachatsideats
interact with each other on the psychological level, respect and trust develop. The
development of this respect and trust makes it much easier for students ta fiselytha
are part of a safe learning environment. As Frymier and Houser (2000) posit, “aghievin

higher levels of learning such as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation may require
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interaction between teacher and student” (p. 217). Consequently, for this trust tpdevel
and be maintained, certain face needs will be required to be upheld, or the proper
corrective actions will need to be enacted following a face threat. Undbetynif

teachers and students do not recognize this need, it is possible that the tedeimer-st
relationship will not be perceived as satisfying and, thus, may not have the potentia
move beyond the sociological level.

Furthermore, it is logical to suggest that, if the teacher-studenbrelaip
experiences many of the communication messages that occur in other personal
relationships (Frymier & Houser, 2000), teachers and students may expemeitare s
emotional ramifications following negative communication. These emotional
ramifications may be, in part, due to the performance of certain misbehaviarsathbe
perceived as face threats that create an “unsafe” learning enviromaeistriot
indicative of individualized trust and respect. Because of this implicatiorert éisat
teacher misbehaviors need to be studied with an emphasis on emotion and equivalence to
the attention given to the face threats that occur in other human relationships. As
discuss in the following section, hurt feelings typically result from the peoceibiat
another individual does not regard their relationship with another individual to be as
important as that individual desires (Leary, Springer, Negel, Ansell, & E1868).

This coincides with the definition of positive face, or the desire to be liked gretted
by significant people in our lives (Cupach & Metts, 1994). This connection makes it
logical to assume that hurt feelings may result from threats to positeed form of

face that appears to be particularly important in the teacher-studéingigp (Sabee &



12

Wilson, 2005). As such, this warrants the need for teacher misbehavior research to
consider hurt feelings as a potential consequence of face threats in tiee-ttadent
relationship, as well. In the following section, | present a definition of hurt andrfurthe
rationalize the attention to hurt in the present study.
Defining and Rationalizing the Study of Hurt

Hurt has long been viewed as the pain that results from sustaining a physical
injury. More recently, however, researchers have begun to examine physibjgn,
or social pain, as it relates to experiencing feelings of hurt. In favor ofighwsof hurt,
Danziger and Willer (2005) presented a case study of a 32 year-old woman svho wa
diagnosed with congenital insensitivity to pain and, thus, had never experienced painful
feelings following the physical injuries she sustained in her liketimmterestingly,
following her younger brother’s death from an automobile accident, the womareduffe
her first feelings of pain—an intense headache that lasted for days. Altth@ugoman
had never experienced feelings of pain from physical injury, she was ablectteaexe
this pain from a physiological or emotional trauma. As such, this case studygatbn
recent research—suggests that “threats to social connection may stipaifdtl
feelings, or social pain, via some of the same physiological mechanisuaeattyy
physical injury” (MacDonald, in press).

In its earliest conceptualization as physiological injury, hurt was regjasia
negative emotional feeling that an individual experiences when they percditieetha
have been harmed and/or emotionally injured in some way by another individual

(L’Abate, 1977; Folkes, 1982). In the present study, | operationalize the feéhogt
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using this same conceptualization. This particular feeling has been pairesiddong
emotions such as fear, sadness, anguish, agony, and shame in that they all involve a
degree of suffering (Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987; Leary & Spring

2001; Vangelisti, 2001; Sanford & Rowatt, 2004; Feeney, 2005); however, it is important
to recognize that hurt is distinct in and of itself and plays an ample role in human
relationships.

The aforementioned case study provides sufficient evidence of the special role
that emotions play in our communicative relationships. Although humans have the
capacity to experience a variety of emotions, such as sadness anuréeghaut their
daily lives, there are many emotions that are exclusively experiea@eceault of
communication within our relationships. Emotions such as hurt feelings, jealousy,
embarrassment, loneliness, social anxiety, and shame are emotions that “ocour onl
response to real, anticipated, or imagined encounters with other people” (Leary &
Kowalski, 1995; Tangney & Fischer, 1995; Miller, 1996; Leary, Springer, NegelJlAnse
& Evans, 1998). Extensive research has been conducted with the purpose of examining
the role of emotions in interpersonal relationships. However, research on hangdeeli
has been particularly sparse despite the notion that “the psychological hurt endjbrydere
interpersonal events can be as acute and aversive as the physical pain ohjoogily
and it sometimes lasts far longer” (Leary et al., 1998).

Studying hurt feelings in human relationships is significant fofiéhe of
communication as these feelings are evoked by and expressed through conmnunicat

itself (Vangelisti, 1994). Communication is central to the process of regeawvid
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responding to messages that evoke feelings of hurt. Focusing in the communication of
hurt as a process, rather than solely focusing on hurt as an emotion, is importase beca
communication and emotion are inextricably linked. Communication can awaken or
suppress emotions and emotions can facilitate and inhibit communication (gar&eli
Crumley, 1998). As a result, some relationships can become irreparably damaged by t
hurt feelings that individuals experienced following certain relatioaakgressions, such
as sibling favoritism or sexual infidelity (Leary et al., 1998). Otkktionships can be
strained but may be able to be repaired following less-severe relatiosalr@tidins,
such as unreturned phone calls and forgotten anniversaries (Leary et al., 1998).
Regardless of whether the relational damage is temporary or longkeany and his
colleagues contend that hurt feelings almost always results in the pamoafptelational
devaluation, or “the perception that another individual does not regard his or her
relationship with the person to be as important, close, or valuable as the persai desire
(p. 1225). This is particularly important to the present study, as teachehavglys that
result in hurt feelings, or students’ perception of relational devaluation, may lbe tma
move from the sociological level to a psychological level. Because of thisntstuday
not be experiencing the type of relationship or, at the very least, the typenaidetat
they expect within this relational pairing. In this regard, teacher migioebanay
experience relational outcomes analogous to those that are experienced in other
relationships following the communication of a relational transgression.

In addition to relational transgressions, one of the most recognizable

manifestations of hurt feelings across cultures and contexts is thatalfesatusion, or
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a threat to one’s identity (MacDonald & Leary, 2005). Being excluded intzoredhip
involves a loss of important rewards in addition to the identity threat (MacDonald, in
press). Because of this, hurt feelings are often associated witlpg@nseof rejection,
non-inclusion, betrayal, and criticism (Leary et al., 1998), with messagejction
being considered more hurtful than neutral messages (Leary et al., 1998; Buckley
Winkel, & Leary, 2004). This also has important implications for the teatbdent
relationship, as teachers are placed in a position of authority that regeimesot provide
positive and negative feedback and criticisms of students’ work. In doing so, teachers
hold an important part of student identity and rewards in their hands. The teacher-student
relationship may include rewards such as validation, feelings of achieyvemdnt
learning which may be “lost if the relationship dissolves, potentially leadimgmense
distress” (MacDonald, in press). Therefore, teacher misbehaviors thereeeved by
students as being hurtful may not only threaten the teacher-student relationshige, but t
face needs of students, as well. In the present study, these partisldlehaviors will be
operationalized as being indicative of hurtful messages, or a nonverbal, verbal, or
combined communicative message whereby feelings of hurt—emaotional and/or
physiological—are elicited (Vangelisti & Young, 2000; Daily & LePpR603). To
conclude this link between teacher misbehaviors and hurtful messages, | suenth@ariz
purpose of the present study in the following section.
Purpose of the Present Study
As warranted in the current chapter, teacher misbehavior research has an

important role in understanding the ways that teachers and students interactggnd ass
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meaning to one another’s classroom-related behaviors. The purpose of thegpoelsent

is to extend teacher misbehavior research via an investigation of the te&ihedraviors

that are perceived as threats to students’ face needs, thus contributingngs feefiurt

in these students. In doing so, | hope to highlight the importance of considering both the
content and relational dimensions of teacher-student communication; speaificall

regard to the role that emotion plays within this relationship. Because thé&sé hur
messages are also teacher misbehaviors, it is likely that they witliresahtent-related
outcomes, such as reductions in student learning, motivation, and participation (Kearney
et al., 1991); however, because hurtful messages are a relational construstialspit i

likely that they will generate outcomes analogous to those that they producerin othe
relationships, particularly relational devaluation and relational distgricenary et al.,

1998; Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998).

Furthermore, with such an emphasis being placed on the need for teachers and
students to communicate on a more psychological level to truly achieve effective
learning, (Frymier & Houser, 2000) | also seek to explore the implicatanshe
enactment of hurtful messages, or the violation of face needs via teashehaviors,
may have in the teacher-student relationship. Based on the previously cisgdritet
is logical to suggest that the teacher-student relationship may be hingdnedfol
messages in such a way that it may not be able to move beyond the sociological level.

Therefore, the results of the proposed study will provide better insight into the
ways that face threats via hurtful teacher misbehaviors influence both comtent (

student motivation) and relational (i.e., relational satisfaction) dimensiohe t#dacher-
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student relationship. Specifically, this inquiry will give teachers insigbtfive primary

areas:

Teacher misbehaviors that students perceive as being hurtful.

How students perceive their identities to be threatened following hurtful
communicative behaviors, if at all.

How students communicatively respond to these hurtful behaviors in an effort
to restore their identity, if at all.

How hurtful behaviors impact students’ relationships with their teachers and
their overall classroom experience, if at all.

Students’ advice for teachers regarding communicating with students and hurt

feelings.

The results of this study should equip teachers to recognize when their contionnica

behaviors may have hurt students so that they may begin taking steps to repair the

relationship in order to avoid the potential long-term occurrence of negativemalati

and/or content-oriented outcomes.

In the following chapter, | continue to provide foundational justification for the

proposed study via a discussion of the following topics:

1.

2.

The link between teacher misbehaviors and hurtful messages.
The link between hurtful messages and identity.

The outcomes of hurtful messages in other relationships.

The content-related outcomes of teacher misbehaviors.

The use of Face Theory in instructional communication research.
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6. An argument for Face Theory as an ideal theoretical framework for guiding
the current study.
The research questions for the present study are integrated throughout tee chapt
Summary

In this chapter, | provided support for the importance and practical utility of this
study. | illustrated the importance of considering teacher misbehaviorsanuirtpact
on instruction and the teacher-student relationship, as well as the sigmfafastadying
hurt feelings in the context of instructional communication. Furthermore, diargl that
the overarching purpose of this study is to extend teacher misbehaviors regearch b
focusing on relation-oriented outcomes in addition to the commonly studied content-
oriented variables. In doing so, we gain better insight of the ways that hurtBdgees
influence both dimensions of the teacher-student relationship. Now that the purpose of
this study has been presented, | discuss the rationale and justification shuadlyis

further in “Chapter Two.”
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CHAPTER TWO: OVERVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to review the extant research related to hurtful
messages and teacher misbehaviors and to present the research questions andshypothese
for the proposed study. The first sections of this chapter provide an overviewygdhe t
of hurtful messages that occur in various human relationships, as well as théhatay
hurt individuals respond to these messages. Next, | discuss Face Theoryfak a use
framework for understanding the communication that occurs between teachers and
students. Finally, | discuss the relational outcomes of hurtful messagésamhtent-
related outcomes of teacher misbehaviors.

Hurtful Messages in Human Relationships

The communication that occurs within human relationships is extremely comple
Humans rely on each other for love, affection, friendship, belonging, praise, and other
benefits. With such reliance on one another, we can easily consider our sense of
vulnerability when communicating with others with whom we seek these benefits. The
complexity of the human communication process serves as an illustration of higw eas
misunderstandings can occur between communicative partners, often resulting in hurt
feelings. Therefore, researchers have explored the types of commumoesisages that
elicit hurt in family, romantic, and working relationships.

In an early attempt to create a typology of hurtful messages in general
relationships, Vangelisti (1994) asked participants to describe instancesarheone
had said something to them that hurt their feelings. Although her inquiry was non-

specific in regard to context and only dealt with verbal messages, her data fdund tha
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disclosures of information, accusations, and negative evaluations were thecoposhf
types of hurtful messages reported by participants. Vangelistéangdswarrants the
need to explore hurtful messages within the teacher-student relationship, as
communication between teachers and students is mostly comprised of informative
statements and evaluations, which are both considered possible offending messages
Although Vangelisti’s (1994) research on verbal messages is useful, Leary,
Springer, Negel, Ansell, and Evans (1998) identified her typology as limited it that
focused exclusively on verbal communication, rather than including elements of
nonverbal behavior. In response to this limitation, Leary et al. conducted algenera
analysis of the causes and consequences of hurt feelings. Participanandenaly
assigned to complete one of two questionnaires that either prompted them to think of a
specific time when someone said or did something that hurt their feelingsia altien
they said or did something that hurt someone else’s feelings. As a resitet.ah
created a 6-category typology of hurtful events across relational cortakisdlude
behaviors such as active disassociation, passive disassociation, criti¢craiyalbe
teasing, and feeling unappreciated/used/taken for granted (pp. 1229-1234). The
participants reported having their feelings hurt by “close friends, or raccr@mdating
partners,” as well as “acquaintances, family members, and authgutgdisuch as
teachers and bosses” (p. 1228). Therefore, Leary et al.’s research futthes jus
extending hurtful messages research into the teacher-student relationtey, @evide

an explicit link between teachers and hurt feelings.
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Although Leary et al.’s (1998) general typology is an adequate foundation for
exploring hurtful messages across contexts, several researchers havantallditional
step by revising it to make it applicable to specific interpersonal relatpmsMills,
Nazar, and Farrell (2002) revised the typology in an investigation of mother-child
communication and found that children perceive their mothers’ hurtful messages to be
inclusive of discipline (such as yelling, punishment, and denying permission), and
disparagement/disregard (such as sibling favoritism, broken promise, disrésg&ng,
criticism, and distancing). Mothers, on the other hand, reported that their children
communicated hurtful messages inclusive of disparagement/disregard gslisreapect,
yelling, and criticism) and child misconduct (such as nhoncompliance and @hysic
aggression) (pp. 741-744). Feeney (2004) further revised the typology as it applies t
romantic relationships. This revision includes active and passive disassociation,
criticism, infidelity, and deception as hurtful behaviors (pp. 503-504).

Each of the aforementioned relationships, like the teacher-student relgtjonshi
requires a degree of self-disclosure, trust, and interdependent goals toGbrivgah &
Chapman, 2008; Gewertz, 2002). Because of this, the reasons that individuals have for
feeling hurt following a communicative event will differ based on the way liegt t
perceive their relationship with the offender. With this in mind, Vangelisti, Young,
Carpenter-Theune, and Alexander (2005) revisited these hurtful message typatogies
created the “underlying dimensions of individuals’ explanations for their hliride&to
serve as a foundation for all forms of hurtful messages, regardless of coriteikt. T

typology consists of eight forms of hurtful messages: relational denigrationjdtiom,
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verbal/nonverbal aggression, intrinsic flaw, shock, ill-conceived humor, mistakat inte
and discouragement.

Relational denigration consists of messages that make the receivas feeligh
the relationship is less important to the offender, that the relationship wasahugeaas
the receiver thought, and makes the receiver feel betrayed or used. Humibassisc
of messages that embarrass, humiliate, or make the receiver feel badislboinerself.
Messages that are considered verbally or nonverbally aggressive arenstategjative
tone or are personal attacks on the receiver. Intrinsic flaws focus on Hiavtae
receiver has and may not be able to change, whereas shock consists of unexpected
messages of which the receiver was not prepared. lll-conceived humor invabiag te
that the receiver did not find as funny and/or making fun of the receiver. Mistakein inte
guestions the receiver’s judgment or shows that the offender did not understand the
receiver. Finally, messages of discouragement point out that somethingshat w
important to the sender does not matter and/or that the positive efforts of themrdoei
not matter (Vangelisti et al., 2005).

In an early conceptualization of the proposed study, | (Maresh, 2007) conducted a
pilot study (See Appendix A) of students’ perceptions of hurtful teacher comrtianica
using Vangelisti et al.’s (2005) general typology. Maresh’s findings sutiggsttudents
provide similar explanations for their hurt feelings as individuals who have been hurt i
other interpersonal relationships. Specifically, the types of hurtful gesshaat students
reported experiencing consisted of humiliation, verbal/nonverbal aggressiok, shoc

mistaken intent, and discouragement. The fit between my pilot study data andisfangel
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et al.’s (2005) general typology hurtful messages suggest that the rules surroo@ding t
hurtful communication process in other human relationships are also applicable to the
instructional context. Furthermore, the exemplars provided by the pilot studygzants
illustrate the link between teacher misbehaviors and hurtful messagesh agpesof
hurtful message is found on the list of teacher misbehavior categories provided by
Kearney, Plax, Hays, and Ivey (1991). Teacher misbehavior categoriegthat w
specifically addressed in the pilot study in the form of hurtful messageslénsarcasm
and putdowns, verbally abusive, unreasonable and arbitrary rules, unresponsive to
students’ questions, apathetic to students, and shows favoritism or prejudice (Ktarney
al., 1991).

The results of the literature on hurtful messages indicate that hurtful reessag
differ across interpersonal contexts. For instance, a message that coagioered
hurtful between siblings may not be viewed as hurtful in a romantic partnership or
friendship. Because every relationship differs in regard to the identity needs of
individuals, it is unreasonable to assume that what is considered hurtful in one
relationship will be perceived as hurtful in all relationships (Feeney, 2004, Méizar,
& Farrell, 2002). Unfortunately, most of the research that has been conductettify ide
types of hurtful messages is general and meant to encompass all relatiokghiles
these general typologies are useful, it is important to conduct an inquiry into hurtful
messages that is specific to relationships, such as the teacher-stiadiemistep, rather

than relying on existing typologies to make sense of the phenomenon.
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Although relationships differ in the specific types of hurtful messageathat
experienced by individuals, the underlying cause of hurtful messages iseilithe
same: perceptions that a message violates expectations for that pasiati@nship. As
| explain in the aforementioned pilot study, the fact that students do expeeefingd
of hurt following interactions with college teachers warrants a need femdirg hurtful
message research into the teacher-student relationship. Speciftsléxtension must
explore the types of relational transgressionsteacher misbehaviorsthat result in
hurt feelings. Therefore, the following research questions are proposed:

RQ:: What type of hurtful messages do students perceive college teaghers a
communicating to them?

RQ: How, if at all, are the types of hurtful messages that students perceigecolle
teachers are communicating to them representative of teachehavige?

Just as individuals’ perceptions of hurtful messages may differ from one
relationship to another, their responses to feelings of hurt may also differ. Tthes, in
following section, | discuss responses to hurtful messages across releioiexkts and
present a research question that is specific to the teacher-studeomsaiati

Individuals’ Responses to Hurtful Messages

In addition to the importance of understanding the types of messages that people
perceive as being hurtful, it is also worthy to identify the ways that offeindedduals
respond to hurtful messages that they receive. An individual’s response to a hurtful
message often depends on such factors as their gender, the power differedaatsre

the relationship, their relationship with the offender, and the attributions theyasase
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why the message was communicated (Leary, et al., 1998; Young, Kubicka, Tucker,
McCoy, Kanaan, Chavez-Appel, & Dinger, 2003; Miller & Roloff, 2005; Young,

Kubicka, Tucker, Chavez-Appel, & Rex, 2005; Bachman & Guerrero, 2006; Feeney &
Hill, 2006). Furthermore, the ways that individuals respond to a hurtful message often
impacts the likelihood of that relationship to either remain intact or to dissobea{p &
Honeycutt, 1985; Baxter, 1986; Metts & Cupach, 1986; Metts, 1994; Leary, et al., 1998;
Feeney, 2004; Vangelisti, 2005).

The degree of hurt that an individual feels following a hurtful message often
dictates how the receiver will respond to the message. Numerous studies havldbund t
the intensity of hurtful messages has a strong influence on the types of essihahs
individuals provide (Young, Kubicka, Tucker, Chavez-Appel, & Rex, 2005; Vangelisti &
Crumley, 1998). For instance, Young, et al. (2005) found a relationship between
message intensity and active distancing, negative affect expressiohythst
communication, and violent responses. This result suggests that “when a hurtfigenessa
is accentuated with negative language or a harsh manner of delivery, thereapoase
of a receiver is to be defensive and, in extreme cases, even violent” (pp. 135-136).
Furthermore, the amount of emotional pain evoked by the hurtful messages in some
instances is “severe enough that respondents were unable to access asnge®fa ra
reactions as they may have if they were less hurt” (Vangelisti & Cryurh898, p. 182).
Thus, individuals who are deeply hurt by events such as break-ups or sexual infidelity

may choose to acquiesce—or “pull away or lash out’—rather than actively regpibred t
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offender (Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998; Young, et al., 2005, p. 136; Bachman & Guerrero,
2006b).

As the amount of emotional pain caused by a hurtful message ranges between low
and severe, so do the types of responses that persons who have been hurt communicate.
In many instances where minor to moderately hurtful messages are caratednihe
offended individual will remain unaware of the feelings of the hurt individual. As
Feeney and Hill (2006) found, a high proportion of hurtful events are reported by only
one of the individuals in the relationship with many of the victims choosing to not
actively respond to the hurtful event. Victims who were more likely to discuss the
feelings with the offender did so when they were extremely distressed byrthd
event. These findings are important as they suggest “that greater vtiigsslimay be
an important impetus for couple communication, which presumably alerts the gknpetr
to the existence and extent of the victim’s hurt” (Feeney & Hill, 2006, p. 605). This also
has implications for cases of low or moderate hurt, as offenders are legsdikecome
aware of the other individual’s hurt feelings. This lack of awareness may beettbor
perceived by the offended individual as “further evidence of their failure to wdiieh
may further aggravate existing feelings of hurt (Feeney & Hill, 2006, p. 605).

In addition to the degree of hurt that individuals feel following the receipt of a
hurtful message, the relationship that individuals have with the offenders roay als
influence their response. In family relationships, lower levels ofisakttip satisfaction
influence family members’ likelihood to take part in distributive communicatictivea

distancing, and avoidance/denial as a response to hurtful messages (Young, et al., 2005).
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As such, if an individual is already dissatisfied with the relationship, they e likely
to enact distancing responses and less likely to respond actively to make theroffend
aware of their feelings. Furthermore, an individual's view of theitiogiship with the
individual largely depends on whether they feel that the offender was $yrapodogetic
for communicating in a hurtful way. When individuals believe that their partner has
sincerely apologized, they are more likely to forgive the offender and ugeatite and
distributive communication (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006b).

As this study and others indicate, there are various characteristicstédratide
how individuals who have been hurt in a variety of interpersonal relationships will
respond to hurtful messages that they have received. Because of this, YaMgeins,
Carpenter-Theune, and Alexander (2005) created a general typology of the ngderlyi
dimensions of individuals’ reactions to being hurt to make sense of the types of responses
that occur across interpersonal relationships. In this typology, they founattimeson
types of responses communicated by persons who feel that they have beetiveirt: ac
verbal, invulnerable, and acquiescent responses. Active verbal responses consist of
attack silence, and asking for or providing an explanation. Invulnerable responses
include ignoring, laughing, or crying, and acquiescent responses comprigmgfig
and/or apologizing to the offender (Vangelisti et al., 2005). The general, nomxiconte
specific nature of this typology previews the ways that individuals acrosswoication
contexts choose to respond to hurtful messages, but is not specific to one particular type

of interpersonal relationship.
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Vangelisti et al.’s (2005) typology was utilized in my (Maresh, 2007) pilotystud
to begin to identify the responses that students report using after they hawedrace
hurtful message from one of their teachers. Following the receipt of a hurdfshges
according the Maresh'’s findings, students reported engaging in active vethal a
acquiescent responses. When they provided an active verbal response, they verbally
challenged the teacher, did not respond to the teacher, simply walked away from the
teacher, asked teachers for explanations as to why they said or did somethiogdedpr
explanations for the things that they did or said. Acquiescent responses consisted of
students giving in to teachers’ wishes or apologizing to their teachers, esgaol
whether they felt that their actions warranted an apology.

As the current research on responses to hurtful messages suggests, following the
receipt of a hurtful message, individuals will make attributions for the offenidéznt
and will enact a behavioral change in the form of a communicative response. As it
pertains to the present study, students may make incorrect assumptions abot teache
intent for communicating hurtful messages and may respond negatively. Although
students may feel hurt by teachers’ communication, it is likely that tesaaheeunaware
that the messages they communicated have been perceived as hurtful bg.stBygent
gaining knowledge of the ways that students communicatively respond, and thus change
their behavior, teachers may be able to approach students and encourage them to
communicate about their feelings. The encouragement of open communication may
allow teachers to improve and/or repair their relationships with offended students

Therefore, the following research question is proposed:
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RQs: How do students who perceive that their feelings have been hurt by teachiéus’ hur
messages respond?

The awareness that teachers may gain by understanding how students respond to
them after they have been hurt is particularly important in the teachenstud
relationship. Because a clear power differential exists between teactiestudents, the
response strategies that students use may be influenced by their need to meantain a
identity with their teachers. This form of identity maintenance is discussbd
subsequent section.

Theoretical Rationale

As students choose how they will respond to teachers following the
communication of a hurtful message, many identity issues are brought to tihenforef
Based on this notion, the results of my (Maresh, 2007) pilot study suggest the use of Face
Theory as the theoretical perspective. In the pilot study interviews, studiemts
described their responses as being communicated in an effort to keep theirstéach
becoming angrier with them and/or viewing them as bad students, or to restore thei
image with their teachers or classmates after becoming endsatiag a publicly
communicated hurtful message. Furthermore, students also describedtfadling
because of their fear that their teachers or peers did not/would not like thermausde
their teachers did not trust them enough to treat them as professionals. Eaoh of thes
ideas pertains to the concepts of positive or negative face needs and/or casrective
preventive responses. Therefore, | discuss Face Theory and provide suppornager the

of this theory as the guiding framework for the dissertation in the sectidrisltbe.
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Face Theory

Just as in the pilot study, the elements of this study deal largelyderttity.
First, students have a particular identity that they wish to uphold for theietsaantd
peers. Secondly, teachers have an identity that they rely on for establishing and
maintaining credibility in the classroom. When students feel that theirtylaas been
challenged, they may feel that this challenge is hurtful. Similarlyadhters feel that
students have challenged their identity, they may reciprocate by chadj¢hg students’
identity. Regardless of the specific details, this emphasis on identgyarah
theoretical framework that can help us understand how our identity functions in our
communication and why our identity needs are important during times of problematic
communication. Furthermore, a theoretical framework is needed that can affet ins
into the reasons why students experience hurt feelings and how they choose to respond
following this hurtful interaction. For this framework, | turn to Goffman’s (1%&0Qe
Theory

According to Cupach and Metts (1994),

When a person interacts with another, he or she tacitly presents a conception of

who he or she iddcq in that encounter, and seeks confirmation for that

conception. In other words, the individual offers and identity that he or she wants

to assume and wants others to accept. (p. 3)

In the 1950’s and 1960’s sociologist Erving Goffman proposed a cooperative
principle whereby people agreed to support each other’s performance of tfdkeiri

daily interactions (Goffman, 1959). Although Goffman was mostly concerned with
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public performance, his conceptualization of face has become an important component in
research concerning the management of interpersonal relationships hig/gretnise in
mind,
the purpose of Goffman’s Face Theory is to help us understand two important
aspects of interaction: (a) why and how people construct their public images, and
(b) the strategies people use to maintain or restore their own or other's iage
they are lost or threatened. (Metts & Cupach, 2008, p. 203-204)
Face Theory has its roots in Goffman’s (1967) work on interaction management and has
consistently been developed by various researchers over the past three demades.
Goffman, everyday social interaction mirrors the performance in a‘jtiags/designed,
consciously or unconsciously, to create an impression for others of who we are—an
idealized self that fits appropriately into the requirements of the contéxpach &
Metts, 2008, p. 205). In accordance with Face Theory, interactants undergo an
“expressive ritual” whereby they support each other’s face presan{&offman, 1967).
Generally, interactants do so because they realize the reciprocalofahee
communication of identity. In other words, if they do not help others protect their face
then they cannot expect others to help them protect their own face (Metts & Cupa
2008). Instances do exist, however, where an interactant challenges, or threatens a
person’s face. These face threats may occur in two contexts: positiveetteand
negative face needs. Positive face needs pertains to an individual's desir&éed bedi
respected by significant people in their lives, whereas negative facerafds an

individual's desire to be autonomous, or free from constraint and imposition (Brown and



32

Levinson, 1987). As follows, facework refers to “the communication stratecadalze
to conversational partners to present, maintain, or restore a person’s iolecdity has
been challenged” (Goffman, 1967).

Although the components of Face Theory are considered “automatic and
unconscious,” the relevance of saving and repairing face becomes pastichiaous
when a problematic communication situation occurs (Cupach & Metts, 1994). Because a
person’s face is such a vulnerable part of their identity construction, thdatgyersons
manage these problematic communication situations has direct implicaticeyéoal
aspects of their relationship. Cupach and Metts (1994) specifically arguéthguality
and longevity of relationships and the psychological health of the relational paarer
at stake in these situations (p. 3). These implications are particularlgnetevthe
teacher-student relationship as college students adjust to the autonomy oflidely
seek a long-term mentorship from their instructors to help them achieve tleer-car
related goals.
Threats to Face Needs

There are two main instances when an individual may be prone to lose face. In
these instances, the individual may be in wrong face or out of face (Metts &Cupac
2008). When an individual is in wrong face, their image is being discredited by some
type of information or action; whereas, when a person is out of face, they are unable to
put forth the image that is expected of them in a particular situation (Mé&tgpéch,
2008). In either situation, positive face and/or negative face needs are beatgrtad.

When face loss occurs, “we become flustered, we feel embarrassed, or even
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‘shamefaced™ according to Metts and Cupach (2008, p 206). As a result, the
individual—and often those who witnessed the face threat—will enact facework to
restore their identity after it has been threatened.

In the context of the present study, students’ face can easily becomentbdeas
they attempt to manage both positive and negative face needs in a variety of unique
communication situations. Students may specifically desire being liked spetted by
their teachers and peers (positive face), and may experience ghaltertheir image
when they answer a question incorrectly in front of the class (wrong faeepuge of
this possibility, Face Theory has been previously applied in instructional cocatiani
research; specifically, in regard to face-relevant teacher commioniea&tivities, teacher
feedback about student work, and student-instructor conversations about disappointing
grades (Kerssen-Griep, 2001; Kerssen-Griep, Hess, & Trees, 2003; Sabé&moi, Wi
2005).

In this literature, Face Theory is discussed in terms of teaddetudent face
needs. Sabee and Wilson (2005) found that students have learning goals that direct the
majority of their face threatening actions toward their instructor’'s inegtaice, whereby
students who have other primary goals (such as persuading, impressing, mg)fighti
direct their face threatening actions toward their teacher’s positive anavedgaé (p.
200). The authors posit that this may be a result of students with learning geaisityel
that their future performance would improve with their teacher’s help, whettedents
with different primary goals are more likely to challenge or caéidhe teacher, as they

do not feel that adopting different learning strategies will lead to imprnosgdrmance
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(Sabee & Wilson, 2005). This is particularly relevant to the proposed study as student
who believe that they can still receive rewards from a teacher (suehraing, career
opportunities, or letters of recommendation) may be less likely to respondvegttia
teacher when their feelings have been hurt.

Researchers have also detailed the types of face-saving st ahegiteachers
employ during communication with their students. Kerssen-Griep (2001) disdovere
seven types of face-relevant instructional communication activities dratagsociated
with students’ motivation to learn. These strategies emphasize teanheusaging
students’ ownership in the class, creating a safe communication climebey&ging
student participation, analysis, and evaluation of course concepts, respecting autonomous
thought, and focusing on improvement (p. 265). Similarly, Kerssen-Griep, Hess, and
Trees (2003) found that the facework dimension of instructional communication was
particularly important when providing feedback on students’ work. Specificaty, t
forms of facework—solidarity and tact—were identified as predictindets’ intrinsic
motivations, interaction involvement, and task-mastery orientation to their sahump.
372-373). Solidarity facework was the most consistent predictor of positive classroom
outcomes, whereas tact facework predicted students’ accomplishment imotivat
attentiveness, and absence of their amotivation and work-avoidance orientation (p. 373).
This further illustrates the need for teachers to be cognizant of stude@sideds
during feedback-giving aspects of their communication with students. If teauieemot

face-sensitive during this communication, hurt feelings are likely to. arise
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Of particular interest to the present study is the contention that “insguctor
competent facework in such situations may be more consequential for motivatios than i
similar facework during less exposed classroom interactions” (KefSgep et al., 2003,

p. 268). Thus, teachers should be careful with their communication in sensitive
situations, such as those involving providing feedback of students’ work or contributions
to the class, and in motivating the class to succeed. More importantly, tedchads s
constantly attempt to provide face-support during their interactions with ssudent
regardless of the purpose of their communication (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci, Ryan, &
Williams, 1996; Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991).

While the aforementioned literature suggests that Face Theory isaibplic
teacher-student communication, this theory is especially pertinent torgfuadytful
messages in the college classroom. Students often want to be liked and respibetied by
teacher and peers, and the typical college classroom is designed to stolamds’
critical thinking skills with more active involvement and autonomy. In this regard,
students have certain face needs that may conflict with teacher comnaumipassibly
resulting in hurt feelings. As Kerssen-Griep, Hess, and Trees (2003)eXfdaework
is important to maintaining the productive identities and learning relationshtps tha
facilitate successfully innovative teaching designs and tactics” (p. 3t®refore, the
following research question is proposed:

RQ:: What form(s) of face threat do students experience when they perceive yhat the

have been hurt by a teacher's communication?
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As explained above, individuals enact a certain response (or facework) following
the receipt of a message that threatens their identity. Thus, restorinty ideatigh
facework is discussed in the following section.

Restoring Identity through Facework

Although our face needs are implicit in our every day communication, Cupach
and Metts (1994) posit “it is only when some event, action, or comment discredits face
threatens to discredit face that strategies to minimize the occurmhcem@sequences of
face threat come into consciousness” (p. 4). In an instance where we feel tfaaie
may be or has been threatened, we communicate in ways to repair or save.our face
When a face-threatening act may be avoided or minimized before it occursjuadBvi
utilize preventive facework. According to Cupach and Metts (1994), this type of
facework includes: “avoiding face-threatening topics, changing the subject of
conversation when it appears to be moving in a face-threatening direction, andipcete
not to notice when something face-threatening has been said or done” (p. 6). Itis
important to note, however, that preventive facework is not only used before a face-
threatening event occurs—it may also be used after an incident occurs thatfaadeas
an individual to feel that their face may be threatened again.

Conversely, corrective facework is employed when a face threat thabtvas n
anticipated occurs. Corrective facework may be employed by the person whethas |
face, the person responsible for creating the face threat, or others wheedtttesface-
threatening communication. Cupach and Metts (1994) discuss corrective facework

strategies as being inclusive of: “avoidance, humor, apologies, accounts, gxcuses
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justification, and physical remediation” (pp. 8-10). Avoidance is accomplishecting a
as though one’s face has not been threatened. In particularly intense haidtenis, a
form of avoidance that may be utilized by the offended is “physically flabimg
embarrassing or shameful encounter” (Cupach, Metts, & Hazleton, 1986). Humor is
comprised of simply laughing or making a joke about the incident. Apologies, on the
other hand, are simply statements of regret or remorse, requests for fagj\@ne
restitution offers. Accounts consist of verbal explanations for the incidentficpci
excuses or justifications. Excuses minimize the offender’s responsibilitgyd incident,
whereas justifications downplay the incident through reframing. Finall\giqdily
remediation involves a nonverbal correction of any physical damage thatcoasedas

a result of the face-threatening incident. Regardless of the strategieyed) Goffman
(1967) argues for the use of facework in that the ability to do so is synonymous with
acting with “tact,savor-faire or diplomacy, or social skill” (p. 13).

While facework has been applied in instructional communication research, it has
yet to be considered as having a role in hurtful messages communicated behcleerste
and students. As Cupach and Metts (1994) explain, “in order for people to achieve their
own goals, they must be able to establish and maintain desired identities forhesch ot
when they interact” (p. 15). If we consider college teachers’ goalsuiderst learning,
the current study becomes increasingly relevant in understanding how ewiofat
students’ face needs may lead to an unsuccessful outcome in regard to studeimg’ lear
The effective use of facework by teachers and students, specifically,dmasdreed a

factor in student motivation, instructional communication competence, and student
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involvement (Kerssen-Griep, 2001; Kerssen-Griep, Hess, & Trees, 2003). tulaa/ti
Kerssen-Griep (2001) states, “facework clearly is one means by whitteteac
continually encourage (or diminish) students’ self-determination” (p. 270).efbney

the following research question is proposed:

R@Q: How do students employ facework in their communicative responses to hurtful
messages that they perceive being communicated by their teachers?

Because hurtful messages may be intentionally or unintentionally delivered
during teachers’ communication with students, we must continue to conduct research
using Face Theory in instructional communication. By attempting to understand the
factors that may contribute to the lessening of student motivation, studemideand
instructional effectiveness, we become better teachers—those who havditthoabi
foster rewarding relationships with our students. As such, it is my goal theausesults
of this study to continue to advance Face Theory’s utility in instructional comatiamic
research. One way to do so is to understand the consequences of face threatsmn the for
of hurtful messages in the college classroom. Therefore, the consequencdsilof hurt
messages and teacher misbehaviors are discussed in the next sections.

Relational Consequences of Hurtful Messages

Although hurt feelings are a common occurrence in our every day interpersonal
relationships, the intensity of emotional pain that individuals experiencesaslaaf this
hurt varies considerably. The consequences of hurtful messages differ, in partthdue t
entire process surrounding the communication of the hurtful message. As appraisal

theorists suggest, experiencing an emotion such as hurt requires that the offended
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individual perceive that they have been hurt and then assess the impact of the hurtful
message on their well-being (Lazarus, 1991; Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1998). The
attributions that individuals make concerning the hurtful message dictatdv@ow t
receiver will respond to the offender and, ultimately, the severity of the quoersees of
receiving this message.

The offended individual almost immediately makes an attribution as to the intent
of the individual who communicated the hurtful message. Those who receive hurtful
messages on a regular basis from the offender and/or perceive that the offender
intentionally communicates in a hurtful way are more likely to experience lewas or
relational satisfaction than those who believe that the hurtful messagecicental
(Cramer, 2000; Vangelisti & Young, 2000). Furthermore, the perception that individuals
have concerning their relationship with the offender prior to the hurtful message be
communicated also has a role in the consequences of this behavior. In the context of
romantic relationships, the level of marital distress evident in the relatoaacts the
ways that spouses will attribute each other’s behavior, with distressed sptaldag
more negative attributions about their partner’s behavior (Fincham, Beach, &Bauc
1987; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996). Vangelisti and Young (2000), for example,
found that individuals who felt their relationships were highly satisfying were tikely
to judge the hurtful message as being unintentional than those who were less satisfie
with their relationships.

Ultimately, the characteristics of hurtful interactions have beencaduence

the likeliness of the hurt individual to distance or protect themselves from the sburce
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the painful interaction (Leary, et al., 1998; Feeney, 2004; Vangelisti, 2005). Thus, an
individual's perception of relational satisfaction following the communication of a
relational transgression determines whether the relationship will béngastat whether

a “break-up” or end to the relationship will occur (Baxter, 1986; Metts, 1994; Bletts
Cupach, 1986; Planalp & Honeycutt, 1985). Interestingly, individuals who feel that their
relationships are overall rewarding report greater relational gadiér the occurrence of

a hurtful event and often decide to stay in the relationship with the offender desmite bei
hurt (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006).

Additionally, those who discuss their feelings with the offender may be more
satisfied with their relationships than those who do not discuss the issue (Va&gelisti
Crumley, 1998). Unfortunately, many individuals do not feel that they can discuss their
feelings with the offender. The degree of hurt that individuals feel followingetiesat
of a hurtful message, in part, determines whether they feel that they neetliss dneir
feelings with the offender. The more hurt that an individual feels after ¢lcewe a
hurtful message, the more likely they are to share their feelingsheitbffiender (Feeney
& Hill, 2006). Furthermore, women imagine being more willing to confront hurtful
messages from their romantic partners than men would be and men report being less
likely than women to confront their partners following hurtful messagese({\il
Roloff, 2005). However, those who do not share their feelings with the offender may
continue to become frustrated with the offender (Feeney & Hill, 2006), which may lead
to negative long-term consequences, such as relational damage, dissatishackior

damage (Vangelisti, 2005). Based on these claims, the degree of hurt elicited by
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teachers’ hurtful messages and the impact that these hurtful messages tiasierds s
must be explored.

The implications of this literature have fascinating connotations for the present
study, as students who feel that they have a rewarding relationship with dobire
may feel compelled to assign positive attributions to the hurtful communication and
continue their relationships with their teachers despite their feelings of@arthe other
hand, students who do not feel that they have a rewarding relationship with theirgeache
may choose to terminate the relationship with their teacher before othaftlompletion
of the course. Additionally, many students may not feel comfortable disculssingurt
feelings with teachers that they believe hurt them. In instance$igelte proposed
study is important in helping teachers identify the behavioral cues of thenssu
responses. By understanding when students have been hurt by a message that they have
communicated, teachers may open the lines of communication with them. Perhaps by
inviting students to discuss their feelings, the teacher-student relationshipema
maintained, as students may view the teachers’ concerns as a cue that thejntikaaot
to hurt them. Therefore, to explore the ways that students believe teachers should
communicate potentially hurtful messages to them and repair the relationshiplase
been harmed by a hurtful message, the following research questions and hypo¢heses ar
proposed:
RQs: What advice do students have for teachers regarding communicating with students

and hurt feelings?
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RQ,: What impact do students believe hurtful communication has on their classroom
experience?
RQs: What items related to types of hurtful messages and perceived impact of these
messages will best measure the themes presented in the qualitaii® res
RQ: How, if at all, does the type of hurtful communication create differences in the
degree of hurt perceived by students?
Hi: The degree of hurtfulness of a message will be negatively related to students’
perceptions of relational satisfaction with their teachers.

As the existing literature on the consequences of hurtful messagestsutges
is a possibility for relational reparation and development following a hurtfu
communicative event. This further justifies the need for extending research foih hurt
messages into the teacher-student interpersonal relationship. Howevelgaicha
relational satisfaction is not the only consequence of hurtful messages. itdalexpl
examine outcomes that are specific to the teacher-student relationshipssdise
consequences of teacher misbehaviors in the following section.

Content-Oriented Consequences of Teacher Misbehaviors

As stated in “Chapter One,” teacher misbehaviors are teacher behlators t
interfere with instruction and learning and negatively influence the thaystudents
think and act (Kearney et al., 1991). This is important to the present study because
negative communication, such as hurtful messages, may impact students’ classroom
experience by potentially affecting how they think and behave in the classroom.

Moreover, if we subscribe to the communication-as-process paradigm, it should be
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argued that the students’ receipt of a hurtful message from a teagheotnwaly
negatively impact the student, but the teacher as well. Overall, students wiateishdic
that their teachers misbehave described their teachers in negative tetmas being
unable to relate to students, uncaring, unwilling to initiate personal relaipsnsith
students, selfish-centered, and not being committed to teaching (Kearhe$@9H).

Distinctively, teachers who commit misbehaviors that are classified as
incompetent and/or indolent, are considered to “clearly interfere with itistratgoals
and student learning” to the point that “students do not feel they are learning as much as
they should” (Kearney, et al., 1991, p. 323). Because instructors are, to some degree,
responsible for making sure that students are learning in their courses porsaint to
recognize when they are acting in ways that students may perceive@gsibaiptive to
their learning.

In addition to student learning, teacher misbehaviors may also have an impact on
students’ motivation for the course that is taught by the offending teacher. nGanda
Christophel (1992) found that college students were able to identify 20 categories—or 3
factors—of classroom elements that they considered to be demotivating.s©f the
categories, context factors accounted for 21% of the overall demotivators,
structure/format factors accounted for 37%, and teacher behaviors accouwt&¥h fof
the overall demotivators (Gorham & Christophel, 1992). Interestingly, dileof t
demotivating teacher behaviors are known teacher misbehaviors; spegifroai|
knowledgeable, no sense of humor, boring, language barriers, unapproachable, no office

hours, nonimmediate nonverbal behaviors, digresses, irresponsible, and negative physical



44

appearance” (p. 249). Therefore, if hurtful messages are considered a foachef te
misbehavior, it is plausible to suggest that these messages will be demotivating
students who perceive to be the recipient of such a message. This is important as
Gorham and Christophel (1992) suggest, both their study and Kearney et al.’s (1991)
study present similar “teacher misbehaviors” as being central to the laoitigftion in
college courses. As such, Kearney et al. “recommend with reasonable confidgnce t
these are behaviors in which teachers should not engage because they are likely to
adversely affect student motivation” (p. 250).

Based on existing teacher misbehavior literature, it is obvious that stueksrtts r
unfavorably when they feel that teacher has done something they do not like. While
some of these reactions pertain to student-related outcomes such as leatning a
motivation, research also supports the notion that students may begin to percamesteac
unfavorably, as well. Several studies have examined the ways that the oecofrenc
teacher misbehaviors effects students’ perceptions of teacher crgdiaiting, and their
affect for the instructor. In these studies, the results unanimously indicaséutihents
perceive teachers to be less credible and caring when any of the threaf types
misbehaviors are present. Specifically, students’ perceptions of teachpetence are
affected most by incompetent teacher misbehaviors, then offensive and indatdmr
misbehaviors (Banfield, Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006). Teachers who are high in
immediacy and do not communicate misbehaviors, however, are perceived asdeing th
most competent and trustworthy (Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998). Furthermore, the

offensive teacher is perceived to be the least caring, followed by indolent and



45

incompetent teachers. Teachers who are highly immediate are consstentias more
caring, regardless of whether they communicate misbehaviors, but the absence of
misbehaviors allows them to be perceived as more caring than those who misbehave
(Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998). Finally, teachers’ trustworthiness is dimithigtes

greatest when they misbehave in offensive ways, followed by being indolent and
incompetent (Banfield, Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006). While Thweatt and McCroskey
(1998) suggest that the negative impact of teacher misbehaviors might bazezlibala
teacher’s use of immediacy, they do contend that it is “very doubtful...that immediacy
would overcome highly serious teacher misbehaviors such as abuse or harassment,
seriously unfair grading practices, or treating students in an inhumamerhgm 356).

This could be the case because “attacking students personally is unlikely to build or
sustain any level of student/teacher trust” (Banfield, Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006, p.
70).

In addition to having an impact on teacher credibility and caring, there is also
evidence that suggests that teacher misbehaviors have a significant imgadean s
affect for the teacher (Banfield, Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006). As Banfield et a
suggest, offensiveness impacts student affect for teacher the most, follpwed b
incompetence and indolence. A teacher who engages in offensive misbehaviors will be
evaluated the least positively, as students express a disliking for that teadzee
unwilling to take another course with that teacher. Incompetent and indolent seacher
both are negatively evaluated in terms of student affect, and students ardlifegssowv

take a class from an incompetent teacher than an indolent teacher (BanfieRD@6al
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As the results of this study suggest, “some teacher misbehaviors probably should be
considered more serious than others” (p. 69).

As the extant research on the consequences of teacher misbehaviors implies,
students may rate instructors poorly on various dimensions of effectiveness and
experience a decline in motivation and learning in courses with teachers siiehave.

To investigate these potential negative outcomes, the final hypothesesited:p
H,: The degree of hurtfulness of a message will significantly relate &fféz}ive
learning, and (b) student motivation.

Hs: Students’ perceptions of instructional face support will significantlyedéta(a)
degree of hurt, (b) affective learning, (c) motivation, (d) relational setiisfa .

As evidenced by the research questions and hypotheses of this proposed study
(see Table 1), investigating the content and relational outcomes of hurtBdgasesn the
teacher-student relationship has potential benefits for both the teacher and student
Teachers may become better equipped to identify when they have hurt studantss feel
and become more adept at understanding how to protect students’ face needs in the
classroom. This may allow students to retain an affect for learning andvatmaotfor
the class, as well as potentially becoming more satisfied with thdioreaip with the
perceived offending teacher. In doing so, both students and teachers may experience

improvement in their overall classroom experience.
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Table 1: Research Questions and Hypotheses

RQ. | What type of hurtful messages do students perceive college teachers are
communicating to them?

RQ | How, if at all, are the types of hurtful messages that students perceivecolleg
teachers are communicating to them representative of teacher misb&havior

RQ; | How do students who perceive that their feelings have been hurt by teachers’
hurtful messages respond?

RQ, | What form(s) of face threat do students experience when they perceive that they
have been hurt by a teacher’'s communication?

R@Q | How do students employ facework in their communicative responses to hurtful
messages that they perceive being communicated by their teachers?

RQ; | What advice do students have for teachers regarding communicating with students
and hurt feelings?

RQ; | What impact do students believe hurtful communication has on their classroom
experience?

RQ | What items related to types of hurtful messages and perceived impact of these
messages will best measure the themes presented in the qualitativ@ results

RQ | How, if at all, does the type of hurtful communication create differences in the
degree of hurt perceived by students?

Hy | The degree of hurtfulness of a message will be negatively related to student
perceptions of relational satisfaction with their teachers.

H, | The degree of hurtfulness of a message will significantly relate adfégtive
learning, and (b) student motivation.

Hs | Students’ perceptions of instructional face-support will significanttedo (a)

degree of hurt, (b) affective learning, (c) motivation, and (d) relational azttcf.
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Summary

In this chapter, | highlighted the research on the types of hurtful messagbs and t
responses that offended individuals communicate following the receipt of a hurtful
message. | also argued for the use of Face Theory as an underlying toutwati
understanding the process of hurtful communication in the teacher-student relptionshi
Finally, I discussed the outcomes of hurtful messages in other interpersahahsslips,
as well as the consequences of teacher misbehaviors. With the rationale aodtijostif
for this study having been discussed, | utilize “Chapter Three” to describexitbé m
methods research design that | will implement to address my reseastioiggiand test

my hypotheses.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study is to investigate teacher misbehaviors as a form of
hurtful messages, with the specific goal being to raise teacheascia@ss of students’
perceptions of this form of communication and the effect that it has on students’
classroom experience. Specifically, this study is conducted using a mixeadse
research design to (a) gain an in-depth understanding of students’ experig¢hces wi
hurtful messages, and (b) to understand the degree of hurt perceived by students, and the
impact that this hurtful communication has on students’ perceptions of relational
satisfaction with their teachers, as well as their motivation and lgar&y using an
exploratory sequential design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007), themes of hurtful
messages, students’ reported responses to hurtful messages, perceived impthek of hur
communication, and advice for teachers are generated. Then, the responsesgoncerni
the impact of hurtful communication are used to generate a survey instrumetiothat
us to measure the impact that these hurtful messages have in the classroom. To make
sense of this data, Face Theory is used as a guiding theoretical framemtbr& $tudy
(as detailed in “Chapter Two”). In this chapter, the epistemologisahgstions of
mixed methods research, as well as the participants, research design, psycedur
instruments, data analyses, and validity techniques are described. To besgnss the
epistemological assumptions that guide mixed methods research.
Epistemological Assumptions
In terms of epistemology—or how we gain knowledge of what we know—the

relationship between the researcher and the research, and the issue of tylaeetivi
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significant (Mertens, 1998). The epistemological assumptions of this &sidgrr the
idea that no one paradigm will allow us to arrive at “truth” alone—rather, a conabinati
of paradigms is most useful in allowing us to fully understand a phenomenon. This
assumption, otherwise termed “pragmatism,” stems from the ongoing debatem¢he
guantitative and qualitative paradigms (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). The pragmatic
worldview is problem-centered and specifically considers the consequencésms a
and their role in real-world practice (Creswell, 2003). Furthermore, Hypyatic
approach places its emphasis on shared meaning and joint action and reminds us that our
values are always a part of our research (Morgan, 2007). As such, Morgan (2087) state
that an integrated (onixed methodsapproach to research “rejects the need to choose
between a pair of extremes where research results are either ebymgpetific to a
particular context or an instance of some more generalized set of prin¢plé§).
In the present study, the pragmatic worldview is upheld as | combine deductive
and inductive thinking by mixing qualitative and quantitative data. Specifidally
use multiple methods of data collection to best answer the research question, wil
employ both quantitative and qualitative sources of data collection, will focus on
the practical implications of the research, and will emphasize the impodance
conducting research that best addresses the research problem. (C2&fwvell
p.23)
As assumed by pragmatism, however, our values are a part of our reseanchigiAlt
operate primarily from a pragmatic perspective, my values asachse are reflected in

my choice to emphasize interpretivism over a post-positivist perspectivde Mibiieve
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that the combination of qualitative and quantitative data will allow me to best raifeve
research questions, the goal of my research is to “rely as much as possible on the
participants’ views of the situation,” and to “focus on specific contexts...in toder
understand the historical and cultural settings of the participants'W€lte2007, pp.
20-21). In doing so, | am able to make sense of the meaning-making that students go
through when they perceive that they have been hurt by college teachers’ coatiminic
Therefore, | utilize a mixed methods research design that combines toueahitad
guantitative perspectives (pragmatism), with an emphasis on the qualitative data
(interpretivism). Specifically, | use the qualitative interview digdaved from the first
phase of data collection to inform the construction of the quantitative survey instrume
in the second phase of the study. In doing so, the survey will address constrwet$ that
more accurately tell the story behind the process of the hurtful communicatiacthed
between college students and teachers. A more detailed explanation of ituggpart
research design is discussed in the section that follows.
Research Design

This study is situated in the mixed methods research design, focusing on
“collecting, analyzing, and mixing both quantitative and qualitative data in ke stgly
or series of studies” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). The central premise @fl mix
methods research is that the use of quantitative and qualitative data collection i
combination provides a better understanding of the research problem than usmg eithe
approach alone (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Specifically, | use the exploratory

sequential design (QUAP quan) which consists of two phases: a heavily emphasized
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gualitative phase followed by a quantitative phase (Greene, Caracelli,h&arGra989)
(see Figure 1). In this design, the researcher first collects andeséhe qualitative
interview data. The quantitative survey data is then collected and analyzethér
understand the research problem (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). The second
(quantitative) phase builds on the first (qualitative) phase, and the two phases are
connected in the intermediate stage (instrument development) of the study. In the
instrument development portion of the research design, researchers “build on tise resul
of the qualitative phase by developing an instrument, identifying variablestiogs
propositions for testing based on an emergent theory or framework” (Cré&s®iaho
Clark, 2007, p. 77). Because the design begins qualitatively, Creswell and Plano Clark
(2007) argue, “...a greater emphasis is often placed on the qualitative data” (p. 77).

There are several strengths to using the exploratory sequentsakttredesign.
First, although the design emphasizes the qualitative aspect, it inclgdastdative
component to add understanding and generalizability to the research findings. Second,
the two-phased research design is straightforward and easy to implexheapart
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Finally, using the instrument development design
specifically enables the researcher to further study specific thdgngsd from the
gualitative data to determine relationships, or the extent to which a partiatiksle
influences another variable.

My rationale for using this approach to guide the present study is threefidt. F
the qualitative data helps to provide an understanding of the participants’ encdtimter w

hurtful communication, while the quantitative data provides statistical sebalt allow
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Phase One Phase Two
QUAL QUAL QUAL Develop quan quan Overall
data > data » findings [® instrument[—> data > data » results and
collection analysis collection analysis interpretation
Procedures: Procedures: Procedures: Procedures: Procedures: Procedures: Procedures:
= One-on-one = Coding = Describe = Consider = Surveywith5 = Subscale =  Summarize
semi = Thematic themes themes for subscales reliabilities themes.
structured development subscales (DH, AL, M, = Hypothesis = Discuss
interviews * Find existing RS, IS) and testing validity.
(n=234) scales for demographic
survey items
(n =208)
Products: Products: Products: Products: Products: Products: Products:
= Transcripts = Coded text = Descriptionof = NewRQs& = Numerical = Cronbach’s = Description of
= 32 themes 32themes Hs item scores alpha themes
= J14items * One-way = Description of
across 5 ANOVA instrument
subscales = Pearson’s = Description of
product relationships
moment and

correlations

differences

Figure 1: Visual Diagram of the Procedures Used to Measure Exploratonya@uaResults with Quantitative Data
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me to explore the impact that this incident has on participants’ classroom egpeel
their relationship with the offending teacher (Creswell, 2003; CreswelaoRClark,
2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Next, by speaking firsthand with my participants in
the initial, qualitative, phase of the study, | gain information about the ways ¢lydet
hurtful messages impact their classroom experience. This data al®tesdasign an
instrument that will more reliably assess these variables than | woalld& by
relying on previous research on teacher misbehaviors and hurtful messages alone
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Finally, by expanding the amount of participaris in t
second, quantitative, phase of the study, | can argue for the generalizability of my
findings (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). As evidenced by this rationale, the use of a
mixed methods research design is beneficial to this study. In the sectitoiltved, |
discuss how mixed methods research can specifically enhance research in the
Communication Studies field.
Communication Studies and Mixed Methods Research

The Communication Studies discipline is no stranger to mixed methods research;
as a matter of fact, it is one of the more accepting fields concerningjgrasdic flux.
Although the terminologyrhixed methodsds fairly new for our discipline,
communication researchers have used qualitative interview data to build ajuantit
surveys for several decades. These researchers, however, have ppuidistyed their
data separately, minimizing the attention given to using mixed methods. Offi spec

example of an instructional communication study that was published as one “mixed
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methods” study, rather than one qualitative and one quantitative study, was cdroplete
Corrigan, Pennington, and McCroskey (2006).
Corrigan et al. used a design that is the direct opposite of that which is used in the
present study to investigate the effects of intercultural communicationatistr in
relation to students’ levels of ethnocentrism and interethnic communication apgoghe
(ICA). Although a mixed methods design was not the original intent of the authors, they
found great success in implementing an explanatory sequential design (@tlAsy to
make sense of their quantitative findings. At its earliest stage, the actmoiscted a
guantitative “Study 1” to “examine the impact that a semester of interallt
communication had upon student levels of ethnocentrism and interethnic communication
apprehension” using a pre-test/post-test procedure (p. 7). They presentedultsiata
conference and the non-significant findings garnered a less than positive respanse f
the conference attendants. This response resulted in the authors conducting a’“Study 2
whereby they gathered qualitative interview data to account for the discyepaheir
guantitative data. The value of conducting research using the mixed methods design can
be illustrated in the authors’ own words:
the quantitative findings show us that something is missing from the instructional
experience essential to improving our students’ affective orientatitmaddress
more thoroughly this question, and account for some of the possible limitations of
study-onea broader based assessment of students’ involvement in intercultural

communication courses was pursued. (pp. 15-16)
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Although my study differs from Corrigan et al.’s study in that it is exploratory
sequential design, rather than explanatory sequential, my decision to use mixedsmet
research is similar to that of Corrigan et al. At the 2007 annual National Comtiamica
Association conference after presenting my pilot research, | was asked stiomngie
One, how would | be proceeding with my research on hurtful messages? And two, if my
participants had mentioned how the hurtful communication impacted their classroom
experience? These two inquiries regarding my pilot study sparked my imterest
pursuing a more thorough qualitative data collection and the addition of a quantitative
phase to measure the impact of hurtful messages. This process is at the hegdal§the
and utility of the mixed methods paradigm—testing research ideas in forums aimg gai
feedback from our peers to provide the impetus for further research (Cr&swlato
Clark, 2007). Unfortunately, all forms of research—whether it is qualitative,
guantitative, rhetorical, or mixed methods—ecarry limitations. The liroitatof a mixed
methods inquiry are discussed in the next section.

Limitations of Mixed Methods Inquiry
While there are many strengths of combining quantitative and qualitatieclese
methods, there are also several challenges in each of the mixed methausypesig
One specific challenge of the exploratory sequential design is the diffisidpecifying
the procedures of the quantitative phase, as it is difficult to predict how thehiase of
the research will shape the second (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Similarly,
determining what qualitative data should be used and how to use it to form the

guantitative instrument also poses a challenge. Finally, making a decistowlaether
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the same participants should be used in both phases of the study may also be considered a
challenge. To address these potential limitations, | tentatively coohposguantitative
research questions from the data derived from my pilot study. | also designed my
interview guide to include specific questions that focus on outcome variablesl tela
the classroom to help ease the transition to the instrument development phase.| Finally,
expanded my sample of participants in terms of size and geographic location in the
second, quantitative, phase of the study to allow me to reach a larger population and
argue for the generalizability of my findings. The specific data&ctdin and analysis
procedures that | use in the present study are elaborated in the subsequest section
beginning with the first, qualitative, phase.
Phase One: Qualitative

The primary method of this first phase is the qualitative tradition. Spdigifica
the phenomenological approach to qualitative research is taken in this phase ofythe stud
with the intent of describing “the meaning for several individuals of their lived
experiences of a concept or a phenomenon” (Creswell, 2007, p. 57). Phenomenology
involves the use of rich description and close analysis of a lived experience tdamiers
the construction of meaning-making through perception (Sokolowski, 2000; Stewart &
Mickunas, 1974). As Starks and Trinidad (2007) explain, “the truth of the event, as an
abstract entity, is subjective and knowable only through embodied perception” (p. 1374).
Therefore, phenomenological research contributes to the deeper understanding of
individuals’ experiences by exposing these instances and helping us understand the wa

that individuals create meaning in these instances. As a result, Sokolowski (20€€) wri
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“phenomenological statements, like philosophical statements, state the olmddhs a
necessary....but even if not new, they can still be important and illuminating, beeause
often are very confused about just such trivialities and necessities” (p. 5T@cd@nting
what individuals have in common as they experience a familiar phenomenon—in this
case hurt feelings—we are able to gain an understanding of the meaning of this
experience for those particular individuals. As Creswell (2007) posits, “thiy fedn
object is only perceived within the meaning of the experience of an individual” (p. 59).
Therefore, the goal of this phase of the study was to describe the hurtful
communication process and the impact of this communication as understood through the
experiences of participants (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). To accomplish this goal, my
participants and | partook together in semi-structured, focused interviexake (K 996;
McCracken, 1998) targeting their perceptions of hurtful messages that thegddoem
their teachers and how they felt that this negative communication has echpiaemn.
According to Strauss and Corbin (1998), this method is necessary because “gualitati
methods can be used to obtain the intricate details about phenomena such as feelings,
thought processes, and emotions that are difficult to extract or learn about through more
conventional research methods” (p. 11). As this description illustrates, the purpose of
gualitative research is to provide a greater understanding of a phenomenlaefrom t
participants’ point of view. Baxter and Babbie (2004) further explain, “intevpret
researchers strive to paint a verbal picture so rich that readers of théestualy if they

had walked that mile in the shoes of the group members” (p. 62). By conducting open-
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ended interviews in the first phase of my study—where participants tfiselyssed their
experiences—the types of hurtful messages that participants reporteemxipg, as
well as their feelings on the impact of this negative form of teacher behaei@ not
limited to pre-configured categories (Rubin & Rubin, 2005).

Participants

The purposive sample population (Miles & Huberman, 1994) for the first phase of
this study was sought using the following criteria to locate studentd:Iéasa 19 years
old, and (b) believe they have been the recipient of a hurtful message by a college or
university teacher (c) while they were enrolled in a course with thetteéea Upon
receiving approval from the institutional review board for human subjects (IRBjyan
recruiting participants for this study. Participants were sought throamlenience
sampling techniques, such as announcements sent directly via e-mail and word of mouth.
Also, teachers in the Communication Studies department at a large Midwestersityniver
provided the research announcement to students in their undergraduate communication
courses. Participants that were recruited in these courses receiged edifr for their
participation in the study, at their teacher’s discretion. In order to prasemhple
representation of typical college students’ experiences with hurtful comationic
participants were not restricted to a particular class-standing, magogr@agp, or
institution. Rather than seeking a specific number of interviewees, | eulldata until
theoretical saturation (Kvale, 1996; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) was reached. That is,
continued to interview participants until no new information emerged during coding and

existing dimensions and themes that have been identified were repeated in subsequent
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interviews (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Although theoretical saturation was achieved
within the first 24 interviews, | continued to interview participants to ineréaes validity
of my results and establish a more credible set of data.

| interviewed a total of 34 participants for this study, 21 females and 13 males.
Thirty-two participants were between the ages of 19 and 24, whereas tw@pat§ci
were between the ages of 30 and 35. Of these patrticipants, there were 29tifietide
themselves as White/Caucasian, four Black/African-American, oranAand one
Native-American. Participants reported receiving hurtful messagestéachers in the
following departments: Accounting, Architecture, Athletic Coaching, Bigl&ysiness,
Chemistry, Civil Engineering, Communication Studies, Computer Science, Dance,
Engineering, English, French, History, Mathematics, Music, Nutrition, Sociplogy
Spanish, and Speech-Language Pathology/Audiology. Hurtful messages oaturred i
lower division undergraduate, upper division undergraduate, and graduate-level courses.
Participants reported receiving the following grades in the course Wigsr@erceived a
hurtful message to be communicated: A (n=9), B (n=11), C (n=4), D (n=2). Three
participants reported dropping the course, and four were still enrolled in tise @uhe
time of the interview. The amount time that participants reported as haviragl [sasse
the hurtful message occurred ranged from less than 6 months to over 3 years.

Data Collection

Each participant’s interview lasted approximately thirty minutes to oneamal

was conducted in a location that was private and convenient for the participants. The

majority of the interviews were conducted in a private research offickaegea
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Midwestern university, while the other interviews were conducted in a pdeater of a
coffee shop, or over the telephone. To ensure that ethical considerations were followed,
participants were informed, at the outset, of the purpose of the study and wegedemi
that their participation was voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study
without penalty at any time. Each participant was asked to read and sign an informed
consent form (see Appendix B) to ensure that they understood their rights as a
participant. They were then asked for their permission to have their voice ceeotide
a digital recording device during the interviews and were reminded thaidbeiity
would remain confidential in all stages of the study. To maintain this conatignand
avoid any breaches in ethics, | use pseudonyms in my study as opposed to the seal name
of the participants or the teachers that were named during the intervieargielns were
transcribed for analysis purposes, resulting in 401 single spaced pages ofptsansc
Focused Interviews

As | mentioned in the previous section, my participants and | took part in semi-
structured, focused interviews (Kvale, 1996; McCracken, 1998) that followed an
interview guide to allow each person to discuss their feelings and other itormbout
their experiences that they believed was important to share with me (Ruluibig, R
2005). An early version of the interview guide was developed and tested in the pilot
study that was discussed in “Chapter Two.” Each pilot interview lasted dreB®@eand
40 minutes and, following each interview, participants were asked to suggest changes t
could be made to the interview guide to help future participants recall theiresqesr

more efficiently. The interview guide that | used in this study is a ptadube
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suggestions made by my pilot study participants, along with my own ideas for
improvement based on the quality of description that | received from the pilot study
participants.

The final interview guide consisted of a series of demographic questionsddllow
by open-ended and retrospective questions (see Appendix C). Participantskedrena
describe an experience when a college instructor communicated in a way thiagihurt t
feelings. They were also asked to discuss how they communicated with ttnactors
before and after their feelings were hurt, and how they dealt with the hung&etiat
they experienced. With the suggestions from the participants in my pilot studpathe f
interview guide also included questions designed to elicit responses about thethatpac
participants believe the hurtful message has had on them and their classpeoieneg;
specifically, why the felt the communication was hurtful, the attrdmstithat they made
as to why the hurtful message was communicated, how the hurtful messagedmpac
their experience in the class, as well as how they feel about theiomskap with the
teacher that communicated to them in a hurtful manner.

Data Analysis

Qualitative analysis deals with the separation of data from the context of
individual cases and the assigning of codes to units of meaning in these casesdeshe c
are then examined for patterns and organized into central themes acrosgé/ttiaal
cases (Ayers, Kavanaugh, & Knafl, 2003; Morse & Field, 1995; Starks & Trinidad,
2007). The phenomenological approach to data analysis is described by Creswell (2007)

and Moustakas (1994) as a three-part process. First, horizonalizationcgouwrst
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whereby significant statements or “quotes that provide an understanding of how the
participants experienced the phenomenon” should be highlighted (Creswell, 2007;
Moustakas, 1994). Then, a description of what participants experienced—a textural
description—is written using the significant statements and themes @lre2007;

Moustakas, 1994). In this stage, Creswell (2007) explains that data is codedybingna

and categorizing specific statements into clusters of meaning theseepthe

phenomenon. Finally, the researcher presents the essential, invanieot st—or
essence—of the phenomenon. The essence is a descriptive passage that alloger the rea
to come away from the research feeling that they have vicariously expexdlithe
phenomenon and should be able to come to similar conclusions about the meaning of the
phenomenon (Creswell, 2007; Moustakas, 1994; Polkinghorne, 1989; Starks & Trinidad,
2007).

To analyze the data from the current study, | followed the steps of
phenomenological analysis using a mixture of analytic induction and deduction. Upon
transcribing the data, | enacted a close reading to familiarizdfrytethe data,
making note of specific statements that provided understanding of the participants
experiences (Creswell, 2007; Lindlof & Taylor, 2002; Moustakas, 1994). Following this
step, | printed copies of each transcript and made handwritten notations in thesmarg
using different colored highlighters to denote similarities in themes. Durisgtdp, |
specifically sought to find instances in the data that related to each othehia way
that they belong together as a category (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002; Ragin, 1994 mdihe

treatment of the data was conducted via inductive analysis, where | direatezs of the
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hurtful messages students perceive college teachers communicated tR@hgerthé

ways that students respond to hurtful messag€s)( the advice that students have for
teachers regarding communicating with students and hurt feelq@¥} @nd the impact
that students believe hurtful communication has had on their classroom expédRi&rce (
The themes/categories that resulted from this analysis were idertiioedh the
participants’ descriptions of their experiences (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

The secondary treatment of the data was conducted via deductive analyljs whic
according to Huberman and Miles (1998), works best when the researcher “has a good
bank of applicable, well-delineated concepts” (p. 185). Since teacher misbehavior
research is a well-known conceptual foundation and features a reliable tydology
deductively coded the types of hurtful messages that students perceivedvasg éwen
their college teachers into the existing categories of teacher mistrsh@Q,). This
allowed me to determine what general types of teacher misbehaviors, ifangem
considered hurtful by students. Furthermore, during my pilot study, Face Theory
emerged as a foundation for understanding the reasons why students felt hurt and how
they chose to respond to their teachers following the communication of a hurtful
message. Since Face Theory is a well-known and reliable theoreticaltfonntiaoded
the data concerning face into its specific tenets. Specifically, thes fof face threat that
occurs when students perceive that they have been hurt by a teacher’s conwnunicat
(RQ), and the ways that students employ facework in their communicative responses to

hurtful messageRQy).
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Data Validation

Several steps were taken to ensure the overall validity of my qualitatireiew
data. To preserve the accuracy of the verbal accounts of my participant®eses |
recorded (with the permission of my participants) and fully transcribediaterview.
In instances where | was not granted permission to record the intertoml,extensive
notes during the interview and shared them with the participant. As they read my notes,
allowed them to correct any inaccuracies and verify that | have pyaperesented their
experiences. In addition to this, | continued to analyze data from partichgymisd the
point where theoretical saturation was reached. By continuing to intervigeigaants, |
was able to confirm the validity of my findings and establish a more cres#ble data.
Next, to confirm my analysis, | tested my data in a three hour-long collalsodata
conference with five different researchers who were trained in the gualparadigm.
In this data conference, the scholars worked with me to check and refine lysysaaiad
categories, further testing the validity of my findings (Miles & Hubermao4).
Finally, participants were given the opportunity to review the themes tleigechfrom
their interviews. Following the data conference, 15 participants revieweedgreed
with the themes that were constructed from the interviews. This processhbeme
checking allowed me to further validate my data by ensuring that itedetureflected
my participants’ experiences rather than my interpretation of thearexces.

Interim Phase: Instrument Development
In the first phase of this study, participants freely expressed teéirgs and

experiences concerning hurtful messages that they believe instruotorsicicated to
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them in the college classroom. During this phase, | paid special attention to any
information that the participants shared with me concerning the ways thé¢tlththe
hurtful messages had impacted them in general. | developed a spec#ichiapgestion
(RQ) to identify this impact in hopes of constructing a survey that would help me
generalize this impact to other college students. To assist in the developitiest of
guantitative survey, | also posed a research questi@s) (0 determine which items and
scales would best measure the themes presented in the qualitative fes@altswer this
research question and guide the construction of my survey, | followed DeVellis’ (2003)
guidelines in scale development.

DeVellis (2003) argues that scale development may be done in an 8-step.process
The first of these steps is for the researcher to determine clearlyhglatant to
measure (p. 5). In this step, the researcher should ensure that the boundaries of the
phenomenon are recognized so that the content of the scale remains inclusive of only the
constructs that are intended to be measured. The specific ways that myagdsitelt
impacted by the hurtful message was inclusive of various constructs. Duringahe da
conference that | held with my colleagues, we paid special attention tqtréisealar
constructs and considered the picture that | wished to illustrate with this ddbas data
conference, we agreed that affective learning (affect for course aheétgaognitive
learning, credibility, vengefulness, likelihood of future communication, motivation,
relational satisfaction, classroom anxiety, teacher effectivenesdaacei attributions,

and face were all potential variables that could be measured. From thicbsistlcts,
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we determined that the most prevalent and seemingly relevant variabléectreea
learning, motivation, relational satisfaction, and face.

At this point, | had to make several decisions concerning the specificity of the
constructs that would be measured and whether | should create a new suorapita ¢
existing scales. This step is similar to DeVellis’ (2003) second step atieges pool of
items that will be included in the scale. Because of the fact that tieepeeaexisting
scales that address the constructs that | wanted to measure, | sougatda@aurvey
that combined reliable scales to give a more complete understanding of the ghenom
One specific theme that was consistent in the first phase of this studwilealt
participants believing that an especially hurtful message had a veryrtgrgetion them
and that they had a lesser impact when the messages were not as hurtful. Based on this
description, | chose to utilize Young’s (2004) “Degree of Hurt” scale to gain an
understanding of how hurtful participants perceived certain messages to ladiom rtel
one another. Similarly, | created an item that listed the 9 types of hurtfuhgesshat
were identified in the first phase of the study. This allows me to determine whitil hur
messages are considered more or less hurtful than others.

Another theme derived from the first phase of the study dealt with participants
disliking the teacher and/or the course that the teacher taught and no longer teanting
participate in the course after they received a hurtful message. higith tind, the best
scale to measure this construct is McCroskey’s (1994) “Affective Liggini
Furthermore, participants also commented on their lack of interest, motivatabesioe

to study and otherwise participate in the offending teachers’ course. Christgpe0)
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“Motivation” scale appears to be a superlative measure for this construcy. Man
participants emphasized that they felt like their relationship with the affgneacher
deteriorated or became “non-existent.” Although many of them felt thatiileyt
necessarily have a “special” relationship or friendship with most of #eshers, they
still mentioned that the relationships that they had with the offending teactesfare
worse than the relationships that they had with other, non-offending teacheesl dda
this idea, | chose a modified version of Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick’s (1998)
“Relational Satisfaction” scale to highlight this construct. Finalace=Theory emerged
as an important sense-making tool in my pilot study and continued to remain relevant in
the first phase of the study as participants mentioned that they felt husbexa
violations to their face needs. Many of them specifically cited the offenelanipérs’
lack of tact in handling the violations of face; therefore, | knew that | needecdtdyde
scale that specifically emphasized teachers’ attention to studentsidads. The
“Instructional Face-Support” measure developed by Kerssen-Griep, athessrees
(2003) was created specifically for the purpose of measuring teaattergion to
students’ face needs.

It should be noted that the third step of DeVellis’ (2003) scale development
guidelines, determining the format of the measurement, is covered in the useid exist
reliable scales. Each of these scales has been determined to have pragktédwe
items and successful response formats. In the fourth step, DeVellis recdsihaving
the initial item pool reviewed by experts to “confirm or invalidate your desmiof the

phenomenon” (DeVellis, 2003, p. 86). | sent a completed draft of the survey to four
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colleagues that have worked with similar constructs and asked them to ratieesaich i
terms of its relevance to the phenomenon that | am attempting to measuredingctmr
DeVellis (2003), “this is especially useful if you are developing a medsatavill
consist of separate scales to measure multiple constructs” (p. 86). AdiDE0E3I)
states, experts should have little trouble determining which scale iteraspmamd to
which constructs. The individuals that reviewed my survey evaluated it ascheang
concise, and highly relevant to the phenomenon and specific constructs that | sought to
measure. As such, | chose to move forward with this portion of the study. The final
steps of scale development are embedded in the administration of this sunedgreher
they are further discussed throughout the second phase of the study.
Mixed Methods Validity

Much has been said about the challenge of measuring validity in mixed methods
research due to the combination of both qualitative and quantitative research and their
respective requirements for validity (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2008). To address this
challenge, validity in mixed methods research as “the extent to whichuganal
persuasive interpretations can be drawn,” and “the extent to which desidgeragevith”
these interpretations (Creswell, in press). With each type of reseaigh hesixed
methods study, there are specific steps for determining the validity afabigh. This
study utilizes an exploratory sequential research design with an emphassroméent
development; therefore, the specific steps to ensure the validity of this studygely

focused on issues concerning the research design.
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The validity concerns that are most pertinent to the present study deaksfigcifi
with sample, scale development, instrument, and procedure. One concern mayhee tha
participants used in the first and second phases of the study may not be represgnta
the population (Creswell, in press). The criteria for participation in both ploéses
study included the need for participants to have been the recipient of a hurtfujenessa
communicated by a college teacher. This criteria ensured that ethehpafrticipants
have experienced the phenomenon being researched, thus being representative of the
population. Another validity concern may be the use of qualitative data analysis
procedures that do not yield useful scale items (Creswell, in press). Bg pogsearch
guestion that focused specifically on the impact that hurtful messages had cpaas]
| ensured that | would yield qualitative data that was directly relatethad hwanted to
measure in the second phase of the study.

Other pitfalls to validity deal with scale development—specificallypibesibility
that rigorous scale development procedures were not used, that items wede forme
inadequately, that the items formed may be ambiguous and not representative, or that the
instrument that was designed may not be better than other literature-basedeamtstrum
(Creswell, in press). As evident in the section above, titled “Interim Plmaseiment
Development,” | took specific steps to ensure that | would not face validitysisstie
the development of the instrument. | strictly followed DeVellis’ (2003) scale
development procedures, making sure that items were properly constructed ang that the
were clear and representative of the phenomenon that they were meant to bengneasur

During these steps, | found that | could not develop an instrument that would better
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measure these constructs alone; rather, | turned to existing and well-kredests
create one survey that would help me more accurately measure all of ttraatens
together. Furthermore, | carefully observed each existing scale aledsma that they
had been previously determined reliable and valid in the research of constriletstsim
those in the present study. Once this reliability was determined, | pitetealitvey and
deemed it satisfactory for use in the second phase of the study, which is discukse
section below.
Phase Two: Quantitative
Following the creation of my quantitative survey, | began conducting “Phase
Two,” using the post-positivist, quantitative tradition of research. As suggestkd by
“exploratory sequential” research design in mixed methods research, thisyatsase
secondary to my initial qualitative phase and is meant to be treated as aupltowhis
first phase. As such, this phase of the study was designed to explore speedis aé
the impact of hurtful messages communicated to students by college teachers.
Participants
Upon receiving approval from the institutional review board for human subjects
(IRB), | began recruiting participants for this second, quantitative, phake sfudy.
The convenience sample population for this phase of the study consisted of students who
perceive to have been hurt by a message communicated by a college téacher
convenience sample was deemed most appropriate for this study as it isentapoes
of the target population (college students) and because of the increased likelihood of

participation from students who believe that they have been hurt by a colleger tach
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some point in their higher education. Participants for this phase of the study were
solicited from a large Midwestern University, as well as postings on swtiabrking
websites that are targeted to college students, directly via e-mail, wolitf,rand
flyers.

Comparable to “Phase One,” my colleagues and | also provided the research
announcement to students in our undergraduate communication courses. Participants
who were recruited from these courses received extra credit at tlobiertgadiscretion.

Also similar to the first phase of this study, participation in this phase ofutg st
required that students satisfy the following criteria: (a) be at leastd8 vf age, (b)
have been the recipient of at least one hurtful message communicated by accollege
university teacher, and (c) have been enrolled in a course with the teachemaé tthe ti
hurtful message was communicated. Participants were not restrictedrtecalgr class-
standing, age group, or major.

Participants were 77 males and 131 femdies208) who believed that a teacher
had communicated a hurtful message to them at some point during their college
education. The participants included 4 freshman, 45 sophomore, 49 junior, 47 senior, and
32 graduate students, as well as 30 non-students. The students reported receiving hurtful
messages from both mald< 133) and femaleN= 75) teachers, 144 of whom where
Assistant/Associate/Full Professors, 61 who were Graduate Teaclsisgigfiss or
Adjunct Instructors, and 2 who were listed as other teachers, such as @3ini€ize
participants represented various academic disciplines and received tifeirrhassages

in courses of various sizes (under 50 studéts148; 50-100 studentBl= 22; and over
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100 studentd\= 38) and levels (freshman/sophomad\e, 154; junior/seniorN= 34; and
graduateN= 19). Fifty seven percent of the participants believed that their teachers w
aware of the fact that they had communicated a hurtful message, whrelse£6.6% of
students believed that the teacher had attempted to apologize or otherwisdlmrrect
hurtful message after it was communicated. The ethnic distribution of the saagple
78.4% Caucasian, 9.6% Hispanic, 2.9% African American, 2.9% Biracial, and 4.3%
Other.
Data Collection

Participants in Phase Two were asked to fill out a copy of the questionyaire b
logging on to QuestionPrd@rtfulcommunication.questionpro.cemrhis website is an
ethical means to collect data as it is encrypted and designed to protemp i
confidentiality and responses. The only location where participants intleide@ame is
on the first page in the form of a signature to the informed consent form. The consent
form page is separate from the data, as the data collected from theiswassigned a
unique ID number. As the principal investigator for this research, | am the asbnpe
who has access to this password-protected, private, encrypted website.

When patrticipants first accessed the website, they were required &nctan
the approved Internal Review Board informed consent form (see Appendix D). In doing
so, participants were informed of the purpose of the study and we reminded that their
participation is voluntary and that they could withdraw from the study at ary fitheir
signature ensured that they read the consent form and understood the rightsethat we

provided to them throughout this process. Additionally, if any participants chose to
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include any identifying information, such as their teacher’'s name, in the dmphogr
guestions they were assured that this information will be substituted seitd@nyms in
the final write-up of the study. After electronically signing the imfed consent form,
participants were instructed to complete the research instruments imcefeveone
teacher that hurt their feelings. In instances where they felt that tddyeka hurt
multiple times, they were asked to reflect on the most hurtful instance. Baseddatethe
derived from the first phase of this study, participants were asked to respaateto s
assessing the degree of hurt they felt by the hurtful message, th#dnedlaatisfaction
with the teacher that communicated the hurtful message, as well as thetivaff
learning, motivation, and the amount of face support they felt their teachethgave
during the communication of the hurtful message. Each of these scales is deniewe
detail in the following sections.
Instrument

Participants were asked to complete a survey (see Appendix E) condaming
type of hurtful message they perceived to have been communicated by a tea o
and how this hurtful message impacted them. In the demographic questions for this
survey, participants were asked to reflect specifically on one teacher who h#deehurt
feelings and, if their feelings had been hurt more than once, to reflect on the nfost hurt
instance they experienced. In this section, | included a question askingppatdob
specifically describe this instance, including what this teacher sdid,ovhat they—as
a student—said or did, and why they believe that the message was hurtful. During the

data conference held for Phase One of this study, my colleagues and [ felotiding
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this demographic question to the participants would allow them to reflect on the instance
and more accurately recall what they believed had happened. We felt thalebigoref
would increase the accuracy of their responses in the actual survey. |ginviten |
piloted the demographic questions and survey to confederates that were rejpresgntat
the population that would be filling out this survey, they mentioned that this question
helped them focus on the hurtful message and increased their clarity of theénigllow
survey. Following the demographic questionnaire, participants were prompted to
complete a series of scales in reference to themselves and the teachehitheshivere
reflecting. In this phase of the study, the independent variables are hetkdge type,
degree of hurt, and instructional face support; whereas, the dependent var@ables ar
degree of hurt, relational satisfaction, affective learning, and student hastiysee
Table 2). Each of these scales is described in the sections that follow.
Degree of Hurt

To measure the degree of hurt that participants felt following the communication
of a hurtful message by one of their teachers, participants were asked to fitheasare
of two 7-point Likert-type items (Young, 2004). The first item prompts partitgi@
rate the extent of the hurtfulness of the message from 1 (not at all hurtful) toem(@ytr
hurtful). The second item examines the amount of emotional pain caused by the
statement from 1 (it did not cause any emotional pain) to 7 (it caused a gtext dea
emotional pain). Previous alpha for this scale is reported to be over .85 (Young, 2004).

The alpha for this study was .85.



76

Table 2: Variables, Research Questions, and Related Subscale Items

Independent Variable 1: Type of Hurtful Communication

Dependent Variable 1:
Degree of Hurt

Research Question 9:
Does the type of hurtful
communication create
differences in the degree of
hurt perceived by students?

Item(s):
1,2,3

Independent Variable 2: Degree of Hurtfulness

Dependent Variable 5:
Relational Satisfaction

Hypothesis 1:

The degree of hurtfulness ¢
a message will be negative
related to students’
perceptions of relational
satisfaction with their
teachers.

Item(s):
f2,3,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12
y

Dependent Variable 6:
Affective Learning

Dependent Variable 7:
Student Motivation

Hypothesis 2:

The degree of hurtfulness ¢
a message will significantly|
relate to (a) affective
learning, and (b) student
motivation.

Item(s):
f2,3,4,5, 13

Independ

ent Variable 3: Instructional

Face-Support

Dependent Variable 8:
Degree of Hurt

Dependent Variable 9:
Affective Learning

Dependent Variable 10:
Student Motivation

Dependent Variable 11:
Relational Satisfaction

Hypothesis 3:

Students’ perceptions of
instructional face support
will significantly relate to
(a) degree of hurt, (b)
affective learning, (c)
student motivation, and (d)
relational satisfaction.

Item(s):
2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11
12,13, 14
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Affective Learning

To measure participants’ general attitudes toward the teacheothatunicated a
hurtful message to them, the Affective Learning Measure was usedme&asgire is an
eight-item instrument that consists of four bipolar, seven-step itemsedirestard
students’ general attitude toward a teacher and four bipolar, seven-step iteeraiognc
students’ willingness to take another course with this teacher (McCroskey, 1994).
Previous alpha for this scale has ranged from .89 to .98 (Frymier, 1994; Kearney, 1994;
McCroskey, Fayer, Richmond, Sallinen, & Barraclough, 1996; Richmond, 1990;
Sidelinger & McCroskey, 1997). The alpha for this study was .89.
Student Motivation

Christophel’s (1990) State Motivation Scale (SMS) was used to assess the amount
of motivation that participants felt following the receipt of a hurtful mes$amgn one of
their teachers. The SMS is a 12-item seven point scale of bipolar adjeciives (e
motivated/unmotivated, excited/not excited, inspired/uninspired) designed to measure
students’ motivation concerning a specific class. Previous alpha for tlasissa
reported to be over .90 (Christophel, 1990). The alpha for this study was .85.
Relational Satisfaction

A modified version of Hendrick, Dicke, and Hendrick’s (1998) 7-item
Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) was included in the survey to measure
participants’ general satisfaction with their teachers following ¢imencunication of
hurtful messages. The RAS measures general satisfaction, how a fzesdneir

relationship compared to others, how well the relationship has met their expestand
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how many problems there are in the relationship (Hendrick, 1988; Hendrick et al., 1998).
Participants answered questions about their relationships on a scale remgiogé
(least satisfied) to five (most satisfied). This scale was chosendeeitaan be used
measure relationship satisfaction in different types of relationships, asedppasolely
measuring marital satisfaction (Dinkel & Balck, 2005; Doohan & Manusov, 2004;
Hendrick, 1988; Hendrick et al., 1998). Because this scale is most often used in
reference to romantic relationships, several items were adjusted taurtbat study.
Specific changes included substituting the word “teacher” for “partaad’the word
“respect” in place of “love.” Previous applications of this scale, including thdke wi
similar word substitutions, have demonstrated internal reliabilities betBéeand .89
(Dinkel & Balck, 2005; Fischer & Corcoran, 1994). The alpha for this study was .88.
Instructional Face-Support

Prior to Kerssen-Griep, Hess, and Trees’ (2003) study on instructionabi&sew
no suitable instructional face-support measure existed. Thus, Kerssen-@gepahil
Trees developed the “Instructional Face-Support” scale to measure thetdeghéeh
students perceived their teachers to attend to their face needs for autoompgtence,
and fellowship during their evaluations of students’ work. The purpose of this measure
in the current study was to determine if students believed that their teattedsd to,
or violated, certain face needs during the communication of the hurtful message.
Therefore, participants were asked to indicate the degree to which eachtataheests
reflected their teachers’ behavior during the communication of the hurtfgsbges The

measure consists of 15 items on seven-point Likert scales, ranging from oaeg(fjoio
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seven (very much). Of these items, five focus on attentiveness to autonontadgce (
five reflect attentiveness to competence face (approbation), and fiveronce
attentiveness to fellowship face (solidarity). Previous alpha for thess, iteclude .74
for tact, .71 for approbation, and .86 for solidarity (Kerssen-Griep, Hess,e%,12803).
Alpha for this study was .83 for tact, .80 for approbation, and .89 for solidarity.
Summary

In this chapter, | have provided a description of the participants, procedures, and
data analyses that will be conducted in both phases of this mixed methods study. In
doing so, | have described the criteria for participation in the study, how individesds
recruited, the questions included on the interview guide, and the specific melasures t
were included in the questionnaire. | have also discussed the possible issuedlthat |
face in conducting a mixed methods analysis with such a distinct population of college
students. In general, the current study has been designed to be reliable, valid, and
protected against potential shortcomings. Overall, | anticipate thatutiswill add to
our understanding of hurtful messages and illustrate the process of hurtfajegess

within the teacher-student relationship.
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CHAPTER FOUR: UNDERSTANDING HURTFUL MESSAGES

The data in this chapter reveals the types of hurtful messages participanitsde
experiencing, the ways that they chose to respond to these messages, anccthbampa
they believe to have experienced as a result of these hurtful messagessuliseof this
data analysis support the premise that hurtful messkgsscur in the college classroom
and that students are affected by the communication of hurtful messageshieysedn
the previous chapters, | outlined eight research questions that guide the fiesvipties
study. This chapter details the emergent themes that helped to answeratanrese
guestions by providing, through exemplar statements, a clearer picture ofyghthata
students experience hurtful messages in the college context. For a tabutsantegicn
of these research questions and themes, please see Table 3.

There were a total of 34 participants for this phase of the study (21 females and 13
males). In the passages that follow, it should be noted that | use a specific method t
organize participants and their comments. As | transcribed each interassighed a
unique number from 1 to 34 to the participant and numbered each line of single-spaced
text. To demonstrate the experiences of my participants with clarityizeutiese
numbers following each exemplar statement that is used throughout this discaigsion (
34: 279-282). The exemplars for each of the research questions are shared in Hetail in t

following sections.



Table 3: Qualitative Research Questions and Themes

Research Question

Themes
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RQu: What type of hurtful
messages do students perceive
college teachers are
communicating to them?

Deconstructive Criticism
Inappropriate Jokes
False Assumptions
Public Embarrassment
Disregard

One-sided Accusations
Misunderstood Motives
Refusal to Accommodate
Discrimination

RQ: How, if at all, are the types @
hurtful messages that students
perceive college teachers are
communicating to them
representative of teacher
misbehaviors?

—h

Incompetence
Offensiveness

RQs: How do students who
perceive that their feelings have
been hurt by teachers’ hurtful
messages respond?

Active Verbal
Invulnerable
Acquiescent

RQu: What form(s) of face threat
do students experience when the
perceive that they have been hur
by a teacher's communication?

Competence (+)
Autonomy (-)
Fellowship (+)

RQ: How do students employ
facework in their communicative
responses to hurtful messages th
they perceive being communicate
by their teachers?

at
d

Corrective Facework

RQs: What advice do students ha
for teachers regarding
communicating with students and
hurt feelings?

Show students that you care
Realize the power of your words

Be positive & offer ways for the student to improve
Balance professionalism & a personal relationship

Listen to the students’ side of the story

Consider students’ background and/or culture

RQr: What impact do students
believe hurtful communication ha

on their classroom experience?

Motivation
Affective Learning
Relationship Satisfaction
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Types of Hurtful Messages

The first research question was asked to determine the types of hurtfabpgess
that students perceived being communicated to them by their collegerseaires
themes emerged revealing the specific types of hurtful messagestbaeported by
students. These themes include: deconstructive criticism, inappropriate jtdees, fa
assumptions, public embarrassment, disregard, one-sided accusations, misunderstood
motives, refusal to accommodate, and discrimination. In the sections that follow, |
discuss each of these themes in depth, focusing specifically on using thpaadic
own words to accurately represent their experiences.

Deconstructive Criticism

The first theme that emerged in regard to the types of hurtful messages that
college students reported receiving from their teache&lsdsnstructive criticismThe
messages that are classified into this category are critidhare insensitive, are not
constructive, and/or imply that the efforts of the student do not matter to therteach
Several students reported receiving messages of deconstructivencritimm their
college teachers. During the interviews, these students appeared, nonverbally, to be
especially distressed by these types of messages from theirgeache

The first instance of this type of hurtful message was described By S&arah
spoke with me about the challenges that she has faced in her college education due t
being a minority student with various language barriers due to her culturaigipgr

She explained that the profession she was hoping to pursue after college regraets a

! The names of the participants have been changeatect their identity.
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deal of public speaking, so she decided to enroll in a course that would give her the
opportunity to overcome these barriers and gain experience in speaking to an audience.
She described being “really excited” to enroll in this course and receive tiedia

her teacher that would help her improve her speaking skills (5: 76).

After she received the first evaluation from her teacher, she descrébad fe
discouraged because her teacher told her that she had a “speaking issue,” but fid not of
any sort of recommendation for improvement, rather he commented that her “vocabulary
just isn’t big enough for my liking” and gave her a failing grade (5: 80, 82). Although
she described feeling deterred by his feedback, she decided to “keepaguiméscribed
visiting a lab to receive help, having a tutor to help her learn a broader vocalmgdlary a
incorporate “big words” into her speeches (5: 85, 88). Sarah felt proud of the work that
she had done and the progress that her tutor felt that she had made, but she noticed that
her teacher’s opinion of her abilities did not change. She claimed that, despifeter ef
“...during my speech it was like he would just sit there like he was utterlystisd like
that | was even talking” (5: 88-89).

When | asked Sarah to elaborate on the hurtful message that she receivad, she s
that she felt “degraded” because she had taken great strides to improyeeitteodher
work that her teacher criticized, but he continued to offer negative evaluattbiasitvi
including any positive comments or strategies for ways that she could funtirerve.

As she said,
A girl was sitting next to me and like, | mean, she was ridiculous, she would be

like “Oh, I just put this together last night,” and we’d look at her evaluation and
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like it was nothing but “You did this really well” like 1 promise you | could bring
you all three of my evaluations and there was not one positive thingonsot
thing that ever said “You did this well, but you need to work on this” and | think
thatwould’'ve made me be like well at least he thinks I’'m doing something right,
but | felt like there was nothing | did right...l wish he could see all three of the
evaluations he gave mé&lot onepositive thing. (5: 130-137)
She also added that the lack of positive, or constructive, criticism was hurtful to her
because,
First it didn’t feel like he was trying to help me, it was like he was justadizny
me, and like we’re from two different backgrounds obviously and it felt like he
was degrading me for that like, of course your vocabulary is gonna be higher than
mine, especially at this point...I've never been criticized to a point where it fe
like | was just like zero, like I've never felt so below anyone in my lifeldett
like that with him like that's what made it so hurtfund | didn't feel like he was
trying to help me. (5: 157:164)
As a result of this lack of constructive criticism, Sarah said that sheséettrawn back,
like usually in classes like I'm like uh | have fun. | know my professor,|likee
talking and like | was scared to even open my mouth in this class...” (5: 90-91). As a
matter of fact, she described being so hurt by the message that she consideyied cha
her major and her career goals altogether.
| was really like contemplating changing my major like it had redthat point

like | would cry some days in that class just ‘cause | would know the answers to



85

some of the stuff that he would say and like but these other kids like | would just
let answer him because | felt so dumb like | didn’t wanna open my mouth in front
of him and | would be like, | would be all excited inside ‘cause | knew every
answer, but like | was just so afraid to talk to him and ‘cause | really thougét ther
was something wrong with my speech. (5: 100-106)
Although she understood that she did have a language barrier, Sarah felt hurt because he
teacher did not offer suggestions for improvement and did not acknowledge the efforts
that she made toward trying to improve. As such, Sarah’s statements provide evidence
that the use of deconstructive criticism may impact students in a way tintgragevith
their classroom interaction and overall experience.
In a different scenario, Erin also experienced a form of deconstructiesanit
She described herself as being a new college student who was working trangition
from high school to college. She wanted to show her new teachers that she cared about
her education, so she regularly visited with each of her teachers during theithoffics
and made sure that she completed all of her assignments on time. She said that she was
Valedictorian in high school and that this performance carried over into her college
education, as she received mostly A’s in the courses that she was taking. fimtda ef
continue this performance, Erin told me that she attended her teacher’s officeotask's t
for help with studying for her final exam. During this meeting, she explanatche
became hurt by the way that her teacher focused on the things that she had done
incorrectly, rather than on the things that she did well. She said,

She basically just let me have it kind of. | went into her office hours and she said,
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you know, this is what you did wrong and this is what you did wrong. And
instead of trying to say “I realize that you've tried to help things out and yo
know, work at it,” she basically just said everything wrong that I'd done
throughout the semester and, you know, instead of looking at a test that | got a 93,
she’d point out the seven points that | got off instead. And it was about a half-an-
hour in her office that | just didn’t care about her class anymore. It jusiahm
for your first semester it kind of makes or breaks you a little bit.” (28: 191-197)
After Erin shared her experience with me, | asked her to focus on whytshe fel
hurt by her teacher’s behavior. She then told me that it was hurtful
because it focused on the negativity. She didn’t try to say anything positive. She
didn’t, you know, try to say, “This is what you did wrong, buy you can help it by
this”...She didn’t form any kind of positive or any, like it's okay to criticize but
there was no constructive criticism. It wasn’'t “Yes, you did well,” or “Yai di
bad, but you can make it up in this way.” It was just all negative and IKelt li
nothing | could do would be right. (28: 233-237)
As a result of this deconstructive criticism, Erin stated that “it was ngbayHast
semester for me after that” (28: 201) and that, for the remainder of the sestester
distanced herself from her teacher by instead asking other students foAsalpe said,
“l just tried to [pause] just do whatever | could to do it, and | kinda did it on my own, |
didn’t really ask her for help, | would go to other students instead of her to ask for help”

(28: 306-308). Thus, for Erin, the lack of constructive criticism and the sole focus on the
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negative aspects of her performance in the course changed her perceptiersoafge
and made her want to distance herself from the teacher.

Thomas is another participant who experienced deconstructive criticism. He
specifically talked with me about his intense love for music and how he has become
discouraged following his teacher’s criticism of his performance. He espdl&iow he
was unable to afford a specific piece of equipment that his instrument requivethas,
with his teacher’s knowledge, purchased a substitute piece of equipment that was of
lower quality. He also mentioned that the piece of equipment he used as a substituti
coupled with his nervousness, slightly affected the outcome of his performanceasThom
then described his audition:

| get freakin’ nervous like with auditions and stuff like that, mahelievably

nervous....And uh, you know, | just tried to relax, I tried everything but, you

know, it's just the way it is. So and | and I'd been playing it, you know, in like my
rehearsals with the TA and when | rehearsed with my accompanist prdttgrwel

the fact that the equipment was, | didn’t have the right equipment, but....I thought

it sounded, it was it was alright....And uh | uh finished uh [pause] playing and my
accompanist left and and then | played my scales and and he [the teacher] said

“Thomas, that sounded like shit.” (24: 221-228)

As Thomas shared his story with me, he mentioned that this particular statement
was hurtful because he felt his teacher was excessively harsh. Hermaénhat the
teacher would have been more effective in his communication if “he could’ve said uh

[pause] it, you know ‘Thomas, I'm gonna be honest with you, you didn’t play that
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well’...I guess just to say, you know, and while still keeping it direct, “You diday pl
that well’” (24: 341-344). Rather, the insensitivity that was implied with thehhar
criticism contributed to Thomas’ feelings of hurt and overall discouragement.

The experiences described in this section seem to indicate that much of the
hurtfulness that stems from deconstructive criticism is the teacheus éocthe negative
aspects of students’ work and the lack of positive affirmation and/or strategies
improvement. While deconstructive criticism can be especially hurtfulticderg as it
may imply that the efforts of the student do not matter, these exemplars se€matei
that the difference between criticism and a hurtful message may be as agmblanging
the wording of a message to be more positive and goal-based.

Inappropriate Jokes

The second theme of hurtful messages that was present in my interviews with
students isnappropriate jokes Messages that are included in this category involve
teachers teasing or making fun of students, especially when students do notsind the
jokes to be funny or in good taste. As each student shared their experience with this
particular type of hurtful message, they reported being shocked or taken althek by
joke, consistently stressing the inappropriate nature of the jokes.

The first participant who discussed a teacher making an inappropriate joke was
Mandie. She began by providing me with a background of her relationship with the
offending teacher, stating that she had taken a few courses with this {@amhir the
semester that she received the hurtful message. She disclosed that she tfaaha bit

attendance problem in the first course that she took with this teacher, but added that s
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quickly “realized that that was my fault, not her against me” and changed herdsehavi
the following semester by becoming “really diligent” and maintaininfepeattendance
(3: 89-90). She said that, based on her improvement in the previous semester, she was
shocked to receive a hurtful message on the first day of class in a newesemwtasher
teacher. In the following description, Mandie shares her feelings about the hurtful
message she received:
We had some new people join the class and | said that it was my fourth year here
and then | tried to make a joke lightheartedly like “Oh, don’t worry about it, I'm
not even close to graduating” because everybody was like “Oh, it's my fourth
year and I'm graduating in May.” And so my thing was, I'm not even close. And
she’s [the teacher] like, “Oh that, well you must be pretty stupid then” and that
that incident was in front of the whole class and that was right at like the
beginning of the semester. (3: 156-161)
When asked about why this particular message was hurtful to her, she explainet, “Um,
think that her calling me stupid, whether or not it was a joke, um you just don’t do that
and | don't, you don’t do that to a little kid and you don’t do that to a 22 year old. |
wouldn’t do it to a 40 year old and it’s, that was like, oh my gosh, that just....heatly
my feelings” (3: 198-201).
Another example of inappropriate joking comes from Tamika who described
being a student in a course where the students and teacher all knew each othetlquite w
She explained that her significant other, Phil, was well known in their field and,

therefore, was no stranger to the students and teacher in this particular caunga T
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described being well aware that her teacher “has a very sarcastogéy and she

made a lot of teasing comments to like a bunch of select students,” but stilirtdity

the teasing that occurred between her and the teacher (10: 143-144). The indident tha
stood out the most to Tamika was delivered by the teacher in regard to her aations
with Phil. According to Tamika, “I was chit-chatting with the instructor ancbbtite

blue she said, *You know, Phil really has horritdste in women.” And so | said, ‘Do

you mean his prior girlfriends or his current girlfriend?’ And she said, ‘Oh both!
Hahahaha'....| am sappalledwith her”(10: 240-242, 250). Following this joke,
Tamika mentioned feeling personally attacked, as she believed that the teasher
“insulting” her on purpose (10: 372). She explained,

Well in so many words, she said “You're a horrible person” you know, she um,

by saying that Phil has horrible taste in women and when | clarified do ybe, if s

had meant oh past girlfriends than | would’'ve taken it as a compliment because

everybody likes to diss that other woman....But because she specifically said past
and present, not only did she say “Tamika, | think you're horrible,” but she

lumped me together with the ex-girlfriend. (10: 323-326, 330-331)

Dillon experienced a similar situation, whereby he was the recipient of an
inappropriate joke by his teacher, whom he believed may have assumed that he was a
joker himself. According to Dillon,

Well, | had some friends in the class, so | mean we kind of joked around and stuff

in the back and, you know, always kind of laughin’ so | think he just thought that

we were just a bunch of pranksters.... [chuckles] Well ac- he was walkingdar
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handin’ out tests and like | forgot his name, but | go “Hey Mister,” and like “What
uh, what'd | get on the quiz—er on the test?” This is the test that | showed up for
not even knowing that there was a test and it was fill in the blank....so | thought |
did awfuland he was like “Well, | can count it on fou- | can ha- | can count it on
one hand” (30: 152-154, 181-183, 187-188).
While Dillon acknowledged that his teacher may have thought it was acceptédsd
him because he appeared to be a jokester himself, he argued that this joke took an
inappropriate turn when it dealt with his teacher actually discussing his igr&dnt of
his classmates. As he remarked, “But he like he totally said it to the dasise $0 | was
just like ugh....which is probably violating some kind of privacy thing” (30: 192, 196,
200). A commonality across this hurtful message as well as those expetignce
Mandie and Tamika is the personal nature of the jokes that were told. This mateindica
that, regardless of one’s relationship with their students, a joke about one’s péisonal |
or information may be perceived as inappropriate and hurtful in the classroom context
False Assumptions
The next theme reported by participants veése assumptionsMessages of false
assumption are typically stated in a negative tone and are communicatecadiesrs
make incorrect presumptions about a students’ performance or dedication to their course.
There were several accounts of faulty assumptions in my interviews wiitigaarts, but
each participant mentioned feeling offended or betrayed by this communication.

Specifically, they each mentioned that the message was hurtful becausetag@utiing
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a lot of time and effort into the course and their coursework, so they felt hineiby t
teachers’ assumptions that they did not care.

Kendra, for example, discussed her disappointment with the participation grade
that her teacher had assigned to her. She explained logging into the online grading
system and noticing that there was a “D” recorded under the participattonrcolJpon
noticing this grade, Kendra said,

| called her and | asked her, you know, why | got a “D” for participation haed s

told me it was because um | missed- missed a class and didn’t talk to her about it

which was not the case and then um she said, well | said, “It's bringing my grade
from an A to an A minus” and she said “Well what's the difference between that,
isn’t an A minus good enough for you?”....and she said “Well, maybe if um you
and your teammates never left class early,” which I'd never left ebadg but

my teammates did, and | said “Well, | think you know that I'm the one who never

left class early” and she said “Well all you athletes think you guysioa

whatever you want, so | think an A minus is good enough for you.” (2: 90-98)
Kendra’'s experience illustrates that each student is different, evem af plaeir identity
is defined by an external cohort, such as athletics or a Pan-Hellenic dtauing
generalizations about students based on their group memberships may ullieaaltéby
hurt feelings, as these assumptions are often incorrect or stereotypiedliby. Kendra
clarified the reason that she felt this message was hurtful by statihopk just getting

that stereotype that athletes don’t care about their education and that she kind béablew t
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out of proportion and gave me that label when | didn’t do anything to give her that reas
to give me that label” (2: 135-137).

In a similar instance, Kathryn believed that her teacher had preagxisti
assumptions about her performance in the course because of her self-distloguee a
disability. As Kathryn explains, she approached her teacher with paperworkriogce
the accommodations that she would need due to her disability. Her teacher then accepted
the paperwork, but refused to accommodate her in a way that would ensure herisuccess
the course. During her many interactions with this teacher about her dysabiitfelt
hurt by the assumptions that he made about her because of her disability. In one
interaction, she describes attending her teacher’s office hours to discdssineto
perform well in his course,

And he said, “Well, there’s no workin’ out that issue, obviously, you've already

made that known to me.” [pause] And um, so so that wa- that was a very kind of

hurtful kind of, a lot of that was very hurtful um in the fact that he wasn’t

receptive to me and he, | mean made a lot of assumptions, when he shared with

me um that what he had read from this sheet of paper that outlined a disability that

| had, he made assumptions and | had asked him [pause] t-to let me explain which
he said was not necessary....Well it was necessary because the assumptions he
made were were very wrong and what he said is he he he just didn’t think that me

being successful in his class was gonna happen. (14: 344-349, 353-354)

As Kathryn described during the interview, she told her teacher about aleititisand

special needs on the first day of class, attended each class, and worked hard on her
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assignments. Thus, when her teacher assumed that she was not dedicated teethe cours
because of her disability, she perceived this message to be both incorrecttifahd hur
Another false assumption that resulted in hurt feelings for a student was
experienced by Brandon, a student in the honors program. Brandon was taking a course
for credit in the honors program and described his teacher’s dissatisfachidmswit
performance, which ultimately led to the teacher communicating a homéfsgage to
him. He explained,
| don’t know, she [pause] | guess wasn’t pleased with the progress | was making
aaand | don’t know, just kinda more, | mean, | think obviously if someone’s not
doing what they’re supposed to be, you should tell ‘em, but | don’t think a lot of
tact was used and [pause] my personal character | felt was a tdtikeat, but
so....I mean, just like an overall vibe of like me being a lazy person and not
taking my academia seriously, | guess. (17: 149-152, 157-158)
Similarly, Mark approached his teacher concerning his struggles with @ahesakat
were being given in one of his courses. He described being afraid of apprdaehing
teacher, but doing so because his performance in the course was important tg him. A
Mark said,
So it was a little scary, but one day | had the courage to go to the office and ask
for help for my quizzes and he was like, “What do you need?” and | said, “I'm in
[course] and | had a question about the quizzes.” And he was like ‘What about
it?” And | told him about how | was struggling and not getting very many of the

points and he said, “Yeah, you haven’t been doing well, but that's not my
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problem” and he continued to say, “Well that's the problem with students that just

came out of high school.” And | told him about how I'm a good student and he

said, “Well, you need to figure something out then.” (34: 87-93)

Finally, in a separate case, Lauren attended her teacher’s officeéddigsuss
potential topics for a paper because she was unable to think of a topic that interested he
and fit the criteria of the assignment. Lauren recalled her teachiegséihat’'s okay.

At your age, it's okay, | mean some people just aren’t intellectuallpusiri(19: 184).
Immediately, Lauren felt “offended” and replied with an explanation. Acogriti
Lauren, she said “Well no, that’s not it...But | just don’t have anything | want te writ
about” (19: 185-186). As a response, she said that her teacher explained,

“Oh no, no, it’s fine, | mean some people would be okay with, you know, going to

work, and then going out to eat with a friend, and then going shopping, and then

going home, watching TV, and going to bed.” She’s like, “Some people are okay
with just having that in their life, and that’s okay.” And | didn’t really know how

to take it. But, like, okay, you just told me | wasn't intellectually curious and y

like kind of insulted, like, the things that | would do. (19: 186-193)

In each of these cases, the students perceived that their teachers made
assumptions about the reasons why they were not performing well or theilliapabi
succeed in the course. Each of the students described these assumptions as being
incorrect and unwarranted. For the students, however, the implication that they are laz

or incapable of doing well regardless of their efforts was hurtful.
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Public Embarrassment

Another theme related to hurtful messages by teachers that was dermetidr
interviews ispublic embarrassmentAs the name implies, hurtful messages of public
embarrassment occur in front of individuals other than the teacher and student, and
humiliate, or otherwise make the student feel uncomfortable. The forms of public
embarrassment that were reported by participants ranged fromreeegemanding to
expressing verbal frustration with a student.

In terms of verbal frustration, Lupe articulated the impact that she fexthegt
teacher embarrassed her in front of the class. She explained that she did notnahdersta
concept that had been previously discussed, so she raised her hand and asked for
clarification. Upon doing so, she says

| was in class and everybody, you know, there’s like 100 people in the class or

150 and | had, | didn’t understand something apparently that we had gone over

before and so | asked him to explain it and he says, “Well, | already explaated t

[said in short, negative tone]” And it was just like that was it and | was like,

“Oookay. Well, nevermind, | won't ask a question again.” (4: 85-88)

When asked about the hurtfulness of this message, Lupe shared that she wdar{yartic
afraid to speak in class and felt that this embarrassment may impact théuatbptssin
the course, as well. For Lupe, public embarrassment was especially bectulse “It
just seemed like | kinda felt stupid. | guess. | felt like | wasn'tyeabrthy of his time

kind of...” (4: 135-136).
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In a similar case, Emily explained that she had an international teacherasho w
difficult to understand, at times. She said that there were often misunderstandings
between the students and the teacher concerning upcoming assignmentviéied.act
She attempted to explain the misunderstanding with her teacher and, as secesuigr
a hurtful message of public embarrassment. In Emily’s words:

| raised my hand and | was like um I think that what people are trying to say,”

because you know in talking with other people, “is that we don’t underbkkand

what this is saying like it's just a whole bunch of word- like letters and nwmber

all together and no one understands what this is.” And he was like “You don’'t get

this?” Like [in slow speech rate] “Are you stupid? Do you need me to write it out
for you?” | was like “No.” And he and then he and | was like “No, never mind”
you know ‘cause like instantly | was just [pause] Whoa! You know...I was like so
embarrassed that | was just, like, | just wanted him to stop talking [nervous

laugh]. (25: 154-162)

Once the initial hurtful message had occurred in front of the class, Emiljnbeca
embarrassed and wanted the interaction to end. As this exemplar shows, as ¢ne teach
continued to probe Emily about her need for clarification, she became more esdxdrra
Another example of public embarrassment was experienced by Jamal, who was
taking a course about a particular type of software that he had not encountered befor
He mentioned that he did not use the software correctly and that his teacleeliateiy
reprimanded him in front of the class, even though she knew that he was one of the

students who did not have prior experience in this software. According to Jamal,



98

She was going through, we turned in homework and when she was going through

she called my name out, she’s like “JOHNSON!"—that’'s my last name—

“JOHNSON! What is thi8!” | was like “What's what?” and she’s like “You

drew a circle there, there’s not supposed to be a circle up here [scolding tone]!”

was like—and in front of the whole class! | was like thinking, you could’ve pulled

me aside after class or something, but she had to do it in front of the whole class.

(13: 80-87)

As Jamal mentioned, the public nature of this message is part of what contributed to his
feelings of embarrassment and hurt.

A final example of public embarrassment occurred when Aaron was sitting in
class talking with a few of his classmates. He describes sittingmgealecture course
where it was not uncommon for students to have side conversations while the teacher i
explaining course material. In his particular case, Aaron said that hesandrds were
discussing the material that the teacher was presenting. As the teactes! thatr
conversation, Aaron says that she called on him and said “Oh! | beloytiknow the
answer to this problem because you haven't been listening all classlinghy82:

124-125). As a response, Aaron said “Okay” and explained,

So she asked me the question and well, turn, surprise, | got it right, so kind of

took one back at her.....’cause she like put me on the spot in front of all these kids

saying oh, you're stupid or you're you don’t know this answer, why don’t | just

put you on the spot and show everyone else that you are wrong, you don’t know

what you're talking about. (32: 126-127, 165-167)
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As Aaron points out, oftentimes students who are having side conversations in a large
lecture course are discussing course material—when the teacher uses raassmieat
tactic to approach a student who they believe is off-task or purposely disruptive,
miscommunications and feelings of hurt may occur.
Disregard

Messages dalisregardwere also common, thematically, in the interviews. This
particular type of hurtful message occurs when teachers demonstrate ansalooflaek
of caring for their students. These messages may occur when the teaches tppe
impatient, does not respond to e-mail in a timely manner, or treats the student as a
number rather than an individual with specific concerns. Several students shared
moments that they felt like their teachers did not care about them, and theptaese
are provided in this section.

Cicely recalled being confused by her status in a course that she hadienrolle
with the suggestion and permission of her academic advisor. She stated that she was
enrolled in the course, attended the first day of class, and then later noticéxa: tivass
dropped from the course without her knowledge. She described,

So, | called a bunch of different, like, advisors and stuff and tried to figure out the
reason why. And none of them could tell me the reason why, so | ended up going
to the class the next day and um it was and | went up to his desk and | like
introduced myself and he just goes “Oh. How'd gt into this class?” and like

real up and in my face and | was like’ | was like | have no i- and he was like

“Who’d you get the call number from? Who signed you up for this? There’s no
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way you could’ve gotten into this class” and | was like “My advisor gavehme t

call number.” And then he goes on to say “Well, um, give me her name because |

am going to contact her and possibly write her up to the Dean.” (7: 72-81)
As this occurred, Cicely mentioned being confused because she had followed all of the
steps that her advisor had asked her to, and did not realize that the course requiled specia
permission or prerequisites that she had not fulfilled. Since the teacher chose thi
approach over explaining the problem, Cicely said she felt awkward for thetgpfi
the semester. As she said,

| went um after class, like just throughout the semester, | felt like hé’sgesa

cold to me....I also went to his office again to apologize and | walked in and he

was just like “You're gonna need to wait outside.” He’s like “Taeye here

first” and | was like “Okay. | was just letting you know | was hereKelirying

not to be rude. (7: 82, 89-92)

Another student, Kelly, had a similar situation with a message of disregang
first day of the course. She recalled attending the lab portion of the courgehgher
teacher passed out a syllabus that included “demeaning” information and photographs.
She stressed that, although this message was sent to the entire course anbderot jus
individually, that she personally felt hurt by it. She then expanded specifically on the
message that was hurtful,

He came in with um he had a printed piece of paper....Um but it started saying

like “There are such thing as stupid questions, so don’t ask them,” like um “I

don’t bother you on your free time, so don’t come into my office hours,” like all
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this separate stuff like don’t bother me on my free time, like don't like um, “If
you have a question on a quiz, it's a quiz, I'm not gonna-I'm not gonna help,” like
stuff like that. Then, on the back he had a huge picture of like a McDonalds
french fry thing and it was like, it was a weird saying and it was sometkimg li
just like very demeaning and saying some people are meant to serve others.” (29:
204, 220-226)
Kelly then disclosed that the message was hurtful because it made legreotirat he
did not care about his students because he was so aloof on the first day of class and in the
course policies that he included on the syllabus.
A few students remarked on the hurtful messages they experienced after
struggling with the course material. It was when they approached theirrseabbat
their struggles that they felt like the teacher communicated in a way thatdladack of
caring for them and their efforts in the course. For example, Jorge spoke about hi
performance on three exams in one of his courses. He mentioned that he took the third
test and the teacher returned the grades during the next class period. iHbamme
receiving his third test grade, which was subpar, and speaking with the ¢@aggme
he studying with and finding out that they answered the questions the same way, but did
not have similar grades. He said, “It's like | had almost the exact samerarsithe
person | was studying with and my grade was still a D, F, | believe. And et lup to
her and asked her and said ‘Is there any reason my grade is that way?’ and she sai
‘You don’t matter; it’s fine” (9: 75-78). Shocked by his teacher’s statemenge 3aid

“I'm like, I'm like ‘Whoa—what?’ I'm like ‘I don’t matter?’ I'm like 'You mean my test
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doesn’t matter or | don’t matter?’ She just ignored me...” (9: 79-80). Jorgather’'s
statement, coupled with her lack of response when questioned, led Jorge to believe that
he did not matter and that his teacher did not care about him.

Similarly, Samantha mentioned having difficulties with her quizzes. She
described her difficulty as knowing the information, but not understanding the way it wa
presented in the quizzes. In order to seek help, she opted to e-mail her teacher. As a
result,

He never returned my e-mails, | wrote him probably 3 e-mails, he never returned

my e-mails, and then one day | went up to him after my second exam that | had

done maybe a couple percentage points better on and | was like “Okay, I'm

having a lot of problems with this class. | like [subject]; I'm normallytgrgbod

at it. | know that doesn’t really mean anything ‘cause you're ardiftdeacher,

but I really need some help. | need some, you know, | need your guidance like |

don’t know what to do.” (26: 208-215)

While Samantha mentioned opening herself up to her teacher and asking for help, she
also mentioned his apparent lack of caring due to his response. She stated tshg after
approached him and shared her concerns, the interaction ended in the following way:

You know, he basically [pause] he looked at me and [chuckles] he goes, “Well

sweetheatthe goes, “Sometimes life’s not fair and you have to” he’s like “You

have to know everything.”....And it made me feel [pause] i-it made me feel really

stupid. And | didn’t appreciate the sweetheart thing.” (26: 216-217, 225-226)
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As Samantha shared, the condescending nature of the message—with the userof the t
“sweetheart” and saying that life is not fair—implied that her teacklenati care about
her and was not interested in helping her succeed in the course.

Another example of a message of disregard occurred when Mandie met with her
teacher during office hours. She explained that her teacher had several points in the
semester in which she required students to visit her office hours to discussageispr
in the course and on their group projects. During their private meeting, Mandie said,

| didn’t miss class once, um | thought | was doing really well on the group

projects and um which we met with her or whatever and she starts going off about

how she doesn’'t wanna hear me talk in class. Because | annoy her and | annoy

everybody else. Nobody in class likes me, um | have an attitude problem and |
need to get that adjusted, and | should probably just drop the major. And so | got

to the point of tears where | couldn’t even say anything back to her. (3: 90-95)
Mandie explained the emotions that she felt after her teacher told her thal sloé di
want her to speak during class. Specifically, she said “I felt really @dhgattacked
and it was like right then and there that | was like okay,d@uot care for me as a
student...” (3: 110-111). Her emphasis on feeling like her teacher did not care about her
as a student exemplifies the description of hurtful messages of disregard.

A final example of this type of hurtful message can be discussed usingd&char
experience at the end of the semester. Immediately following ftaai® Richard

noticed that he was a few points (not percentage points) away from passing the course
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and meeting his prerequisite requirements for the next level of coursedieichis
Richard said,

Well this was, it was after our final and | was like | think like 5 points away from

a C or somethin’ so | emailed her, just said, if you could find it in your heart to

please somehow be able to find me 5 extra points and let me continue on and just

help me save money, help me, you know, continue to go on to [course] and just
get done with all these prerequisite classes...and she didn’t email me back, didn’t
t-do anything like that so and then | just get on my [online transcript] like a week
later and saw the D and | was just like “YGu...”You jerk,” | guess I'll use that.

“You jerk.”....And so that kind of pissed me off. (27: 137-142; 147)

As | probed Richard for more information about his grade, he clarified that he
understood that he may not be given a “break” with his grade, but that he felt the teache
could have at least responded to his e-mail request by letting him know that she would
not be able to help him. He described himself as a student who went to office hours
frequently and showed his teacher that he cared about the course as often as gmssible
he felt that he deserved at least a response to his e-mail. Because he delveotimisc
response, he said “And then | don’t know that was probably, that was probably just
because | mean she knew who | was, she didn’t e-mail me back, she coul- she didn’t
explain at all” (27: 151-153). Considering this exemplar along with the others in this
section, it is clear that students may perceive their teachers to bengnehen they feel

ignored or if they feel that a teacher’s unresponsiveness or aloofness isamedarr
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One-Sided Accusations

The next category of hurtful messages is thainefsided accusationsA one-
sided accusation occurs when a teacher reprimands a student before asking theim f
side of the story. Several one-sided accusations occurred concerning potadgatiac
dishonesty; however, it is important to note that one-sided accusations areitedttim
this topic alone.

To begin, Jose explained that he was taking a course where everyone met in the
computer lab and completed assignments using the computers. He said that his
predicament was unique in that he and his friends did not share answers with each other,
rather they worked together to type up a blank chart that they were askeaté¢o cre
Specifically,

Instead of going on two separate computers to copy the chart we uh, | read the

chart, they copied it into the computer and um we didn’t’ think anything of it

because it was just a a basic, you know, take this chart from this paper, put it on
the computer, and then we e-mailed it to each other so we had it and then we went

and answered our questions individually. (12: 99-102)

Because this was a chart that had been provided to everyone, Jose did not feel as if he
were committing academic dishonesty. Thus, the following interaction that hdthad w
his teacher came as a surprise to him. According to Jose,

We turned uh the assignments in and then when we got them back a week or so

later, um we had gotten uh an 88 out of 100...and there was nothing wrong with

our answers, nothing wrong with the assignment except for, um on the top it said
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“See me.” So both of us got that and so we both went and saw him and he talked
to us about um he informed us of the cheating and academic um integrity policy
for the [field] department and told us that that was why we had gotten points

taken off—because we had cheated on our assignment. (12: 107-113)

For Jose, the hurtfulness of the message stemmed from being unable to deferid himsel
and for being accused of cheating when he and his classmate did not work together on the
actual assignment.

Similarly, Eric took a quiz in one of his courses and noticed that he lost credit for
one of the short answer style essay questions. He proceeded to question his teacher about
the reasoning behind his loss of credit, as he felt he had a strong argument incfupport
the answer that he wrote down. This confrontation ultimately led to the hurtful
interaction. As Eric said,

| thought | had a pretty valid answer that her teaching assistant took gfband

know | took it ‘cause | was on my way to my lab and | talked to my lab TA about

it and | really didn’t understand why my answer was wrong and to be honest with

you, she didn’t know why it was wrong either, so | thought | had a pretty valid

point to go talk to the lecture teacher about, you know, why maybe | can get some
credit back on this question. [pause] [sigh] So the next class period, um, she
usually asks if people have any questions to come talk to her after class, so |
tracked her down after class and brought up my point where | thought that, you

know, this could’ve been right. And uh, | showed it to her and since it was a

written response, um | had erased some stuff prior—this was all when | was
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taking the quiz—I erased part of my response and added stuff in and just changed

my answer when | was taking it. And she kind of accused me of cheating, that |

changed it outside of class to take it to her and show her that I, you know, this was

my answer. (21: 162-176)

Much like with Jose’s example, Eric felt hurt by the accusation of cheating-etaibpe
since he was not given the option to defend himself and was not given any other
explanation regarding the situation.

Another example of a one-sided accusation occurred when Deshondra had to
leave town to take care of a family situation before the due date for a mapr cla
assignment. Deshondra explained that she took her assignment with her and worked the
entire time she was on the airplane. She mentioned that she knew that this subject was
not her strongest suit, so she expected to receive a lower grade, but she did nod expec
be accused of cheating. In her words, she explained:

We were right about to take a test and he handed them back and when he gave me

mine back, he said “This was awful; | need to talk to you.” And | was like okay,

‘cause like | knew it wouldn’t be good and it’s like it's not my strong point. And

so | was like okay whatever, so | flipped through and on the back it said “I don’t

accept cheating in this class” and | was like okaaay, you know, like mayhs it w

a misunderstanding, like I'll just go talk to him. (8: 96-102)

Deshondra emphasized her attempt to approach this situation in a positive vikgy, as s
knew that this could potentially be a misunderstanding; however, when she attempted to

discuss this with her teacher, she felt hurt by his response.
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| went up and um just said, you know, “I can see you had a concern about like the

integrity of my work [pause] | would like to discuss this with you.” And um he

said, “Well, yeah, you cheated.” And | was like “Well actually, no | didn’t, but

could you show me where the discrepancy is and maybe | could explain to you

why it could be a problem?” And so he said “Sure” and he pulled out the other
assignment that he thought | had copied off of and proceeded to look through both
of them for probably 10-15 minutes while | stood there and waited and then he
said um, he was like “Well, | don’'t see what the problem was, but | could look it
over again and talk to you later.” And | was like “Okay.” And he goes “But

you’re off my blacklist for now.” (8: 103-111)

Deshondra highlighted that she felt hurt by the accusation and his inability to support hi
accusation, especially as he continued to end the interaction with a snide rehnark r
than an apology for the misunderstanding.

A final example of a one-sided accusation took place as Danielle completed an
assignment and filed it into a shared sorority record at the end of the esenidst next
semester, her teacher accused her of cheating as someone else fromithéusosat in
the exact same paper that she had placed in the sorority file. Danielle claahsiaet
had no knowledge that her sorority sisters would turn in her work, but she did
acknowledge that she knew they would use her work for ideas for their assign/ents.
Danielle recalled,

We had to write a lab report...and it was a really long um written paper. And then

| like put mine into the test file after | completed the class and then the next
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semester someone used the same one....he sent me an e-mail and like | didn’t
really know what it was about, you know it wasn't, | was actually thinking that
like I might've like gotten some kind of like research assistant thing or sargethi
and then | got there [teacher’s office] and like he had my um paper and the one
that someone else had turned in and it just kind of like shocked me and stuff and |
just didn’t really, like in the e-mail he didn’t really say anything Ikeat
specifically we were gonna talk about, and he had like 3 other professors there, so
it was really intimidating. (20: 137-139, 183-188)
While Danielle admitted during our interview that she was in the wrong for
placing her assignment in the test file to begin with, she stated that the hasgdge
was not so much the accusation, but the fact that her teacher caught her off quard by
sharing his concerns in the e-mail to allow her to prepare for their meatstgad, she
was confronted by a panel of professors in the department and felt uneasy andsscared
he made his accusations without knowing her version of the story. As is evident in the
exemplars above, the common distinction in each of the hurtful messages in tosycate
is the use of the “guilty before proven innocent” tactic by the offending teachers
Misunderstood Motives
Misunderstood motivesre another type of hurtful message that was discovered
during my interviews with participants. This theme specifically dedls messages that
show that the teacher did not understand the student’s behavior. Examples of
misunderstood motives typically deal with a teacher questioning a studelgiagnt or

behavior. Several students felt hurt by these misunderstandings, as they fiettitha
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teachers may have been quick to assume that they were engaging imebeddaior to
be disruptive or disrespectful.

Amie described her class as being frustrated by her teacher’s lack dédgew
about the online course system because it prevented her from being able to post students
grades in a timely manner. One day, she said that she mustered up some courage to
speak for the class and share their concerns with the teacher. In doing aad,she s

| just told her that the class was worried that we weren’t getting whateaged

to out of it [the course] and asked her if she could like [deep breath] learn [the

online course system] so we can get- know our grades....and she kinda got in my

face and got that, you know, like “This is your first year in college you tegve

you don’t know what to expect” and [pause] um, that | don’t have the right to

guestion her teaching abilities and just like said | was attacking herabneth

(15: 114-116, 210-212)

Amie expressed that she was not trying to attack her teacher or insela¢i@ng
abilities; rather she was trying to show the teacher that the clasemased about
their performance and show her what strategies would help them learn thalmate
her teacher felt insulted, she misunderstood Amie’s motives and communicated
negatively, hurting Amie’s feelings in return.

Another example of misunderstood motives is evident in Dominic’s narrative, as
he said that he received conflicting information from a teaching assistant and his
professor of record concerning notes that were to be taken on a guest ecturer’

presentation. When he pointed out this conflicting information, he felt that hisiteache
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communicated in a way that mocked him and showed that he felt Dominic was
attempting to stretch the truth. As he shared in his own words,
| said “My my teacher’s assistant they told me that we didn’t take-wetdidatl
to take notes on this date with this uh for this presentation, they said that
something was gonna be up on [the online course system],” | asked if uh if he
knew anything about that or when it would be posted because the test was in like
5 days and um then he sent me back an e-mail...First it said um “Dominic, you
are so very wrong” um “who told you” it was just a ridiculous e-mail like “who
told you you didn’t need to take notes? Um you say they” like | remember this
because | remember because | read it so many times...he was like “ytbeysay
because | said they told me that | didn’t have to take notes and then it’s like “it’'s
al- it's always they, um give me a name, give me the teacher’'siataats
name...” (31: 165-175)
Dominic said that he felt hurt by this e-mail interaction, as his teacher didugbhim
or, at least, tell him that he would speak to the teaching assistant and look into éne matt
Kevin also encountered a hurtful message due to his behavior being
misunderstood by his teacher. He pointed out that his teacher required them to do skits to
illustrate course concepts. He explained that his group created a skit usiraythe m
Scarface as a referent,
Well it happened actually during a skit [pause]. And um, part of our skit, | can’t
remember what it was about to this day, but | was- | was doing an accemd][paus

like, from a Cuba- like | wa- | was a character from a movie....And |, andlema
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it pretty clear that we're- it was- | was Tony Montana from Scayfidas it

wasn't like | was just saying, you know, an accent without any clarificatidmeof t

character [pause] that | was portraying....After the speech sh-likekehéllneed

to see you guys, see you after class.” And I'm like, “Okay” and she jsiatis

told me what a terrible person | was for [pause] doing this accent....and | was like

“Oh, I'm so sorry, you know, | didn’t even remotetyean anything by that at

all.” And she’s like, “I don’t care, I'm giving you a zero” all this stuff. dshe’s

like, “Y-you're just not a good person.” (23: 195-197, 209-214, 220-222)
As Kevin’'s exemplar illustrates, he felt hurt by the misunderstanding thatred
between him and his teacher following the skit. In each of these instancetera’st
behavior is misunderstood and, thus, their motives are questioned, leading to hurt
feelings.

Refusal to Accommodate

When teachers imply that a student’s efforts do not matter and refuse to amoperat
with their needs and extenuating circumstances, students perceive this behavior a
hurtful. Correspondingly, this behavior is termetusal to accommodatdn these
instances, teachers do not excuse absences that are typically consideraioleacuas
may discourage students from taking a particular course or choosingia oejiar .
This appeared to be a common theme, as students expressed the hurtfulness of these
situations.

Several athletes mentioned having to miss classes due to University-approved

events. In these instances, they are given a form for the teacher to ssgimatrat
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they will accommodate them by allowing them to complete their assignehysor
make up any work that may be missed. Upon agreeing to do so, however, these students
argued that their teachers did not comply with their requests. As Carla declare
| handed in my form that said, you know, what days | would miss and if | could
make things up and she was just really like these are the rules and she couldn’t
like leave or like help me in any kind of way, like | even offered to come in early
and it’s like she wouldn’t work with me, so it's like it was kind of like she was
trying to prove a point and | don’t think that’s what it should be about. (1: 76-79)
Stephanie shared a similar experience, as she said
One day | ha-you know, came up to her with my permit or my um [pause] letter of
excuse to go on an away trip for a [sport] tournament and she just went off on me
and she was freaking out and just telling me that I, there was no way | auld st
in the minor because | wasn’t gonna be- | wasn’t being there and | wasn’t
participating and | shouldn’t um be able to be in these courses or be a minor
because I'm not fully participating. (6: 81-86)
Furthermore, Rachel identified her feelings after being told by hdrde#tat there was
nothing that could be done to help her make up her required lab hours:
With me being a [athlete] on the [institution] [athletics] team, um som&svee
would’ve been really difficult leaving like Wednesday and coming back Monday
and um [pause] how it kind of started was that um I'd go to the teacher and I'd
explain to her, you know, some weeks might be kind of difficult be cha-

challenging to get these whole 50 minutes in and I'm not even here for the
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weekend to do them on the weekend—because she said the lab was open on
weekends—so then [pause] it was kind of like she wasn't really working with me.
And was kinda like “Well then you shouldn’t come take this class because they're
rules and regulations that just can’t be, that are fixed.” (16: 119-127)
In each of these instances, the students were hurt by their teacheitBhgness
to cooperate when they had to miss class requirements for a Universitprgubesent.
They felt that, because this event was University-sponsored and their scaather
knowledge of their traveling schedule, they should have been given the opportunity to
make up their absences and/or work. Carla specifically stated,
| think you should like try to help a kid and so for the quizzes | missed ‘cause |
was traveling, | got O’'s for and so | had to get a tutor like 4 times a week just t
stay up in that class and um it was just hurtful because like she kinda was like
belitting me in a way and like disrespecting me by not even trying to wibink
me at all. (1: 83-86)
Stephanie was also discouraged by this lack of accommodation and the suggestion to
drop her minor. She said that she ultimately “came back and | did everythingvemsat |
supposed to do, um | finished the course, ended up with a ‘B’ but | ended up dropping my
minor” (6: 91-93). Meanwhile, Rachel said that her teacher’s suggestion to drop the
course was especially hurtful as, “ | was so excited to take the course, sugthadtion
like really just hurt me because | wanted to do anything I could to even just workithroug

that” (16: 206-207).
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As the exemplars above indicate, at times teachers suggest that studerttsidrop t
course, major, and/or minor. The students regard these suggestions as discouraging,
especially when they feel that they are making every effort pogeible a good student
despite the circumstances. This scenario was also experienced bin&hnikb wanted
to change her major from a subject that she was struggling with to one that shalliel
showcased her talents. In order to do so, she scheduled an appointment with her teacher,
who was also her advisor. As Christina told me:

| sent her an e-mail and um sh-I was talking about how | wanted to do it [change

major] and how | know my performance um in my classes before this weren’t

good, but I had done well in the class that I'm taking right now with her and |
want to and | think that this is where like my strengths can shine and | think that

I’'m creative and | just think that this is where | want to be and she basically e-

mailed me back like ‘cause you have to be admitted into the college? Um before

you can get the call numbers and you have to have a 3.2 and | have a 3.15 and um
| told her that by the end of this semester | will be at that, I'll have a 3.2 and um
she wouldn’t give me the call numbers for the classes and this is like, and | told
her, “This is something | really, really wanna do and | am excited” and she
basically like shot me down and this, like I've always kinda wanted to do this, and
it's been something I've wanted to do and then | feel like I've been shut out and

like to-said | shouldn’t do this ‘cause I'm not smart enough. (18: 166-176)

As illustrated by the exemplar above, after Christina’s teacher tolthdteshe could not

accommodate her request to provide the call numbers for the courses thattsluetova
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take, Christina became discouraged and hurt. Regardless of her feeling&aChrist
attempted to schedule a face-to-face meeting with her teacher to flisihess the
situation. Once again, her needs remained unfulfilled, as she experienced the following

And so | went in and | made an advising appointment with her and | went in and

talked to her and this is kinda when | first got frustrated ‘cause she, um, didn’t uh

she had accidentally scheduled a meeting during it and like | had send her an e-

mail and told her like everything about why | wanted to schedule this advising

appointment with her and then she had a meeting. (18: 194-198)

Christina not only walked away without having been able to meet with her teacher about
her goals, but she also felt as though her teacher was “maybe pushing nieawie
program when | told her like I think this is where | extel and do really well” (18:
267-268).

Another example of refusing to accommodate a student’s needs occurred when
Rebecca needed to miss class to attend her grandmother’s funeral. Consequently, the
funeral was out of state and scheduled at a time when she had previously signed up for a
required lab meeting. Rebecca explained,

| found out on a Saturday that my um grandma died. And so | go out of town to

[state] for her funeral and | e-mailed every, all my professors andhea the

situation um, and that | would be gone....and apparently he didn’t believe me that

there was a death in the family because that’s a really common excuseragcordi
to him. And, I told him that I could, you know, bring the little pamphlet...and

everything, and the obituaries and he really like didn’t believe me....And it also,
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um, just happened to be that | missed one of the lab times that | was signed up for

because | was gone. So, when | came back [pause] um, | had just gotten an e-mail

that said um, “You're responsible for being at your lab every day. Like, every

time that you're signed up, you've signed up for it, you're responsible for that,”

and | was just like [pause] there really was nothing | could have done. (22: 160-

162, 173-175, 179-184)

Because Rachel had notified her teachers in advance of her leaving town anceduggest
bringing documentation back to class with her to certify her absence assheséelt

hurt by her teacher’s refusal to accommodate her needs following the daath of
grandmother.

In a final example of refusing to cooperate with students’ needs, Kathryn spent
time talking with me about her disability and the special needs that she has for
completing assignments and taking class exams. Part of her dis&gjlityess that she
attend physical therapy sessions at a time that is set by the hospitadjuitkig became
a barrier in the course that she was taking as she needed extended timenfor Aker
the first exam, she noticed that she did not have enough time for her exam, so she waite
outside until the teaching assistants had finished grading the exams. As she thoroughly
described:

| went back in in the classroom after they had finished grading it, um | couldn’t

go in when they were doing doing the grading, but | waited and and then when |

went in | said uh “This is something um that extended time on a test that probably

is gonna be an issue for me, each, each week. Um how can we work that out?”
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And he said, “Well can you come at uh, you know, can you come basically an
hour before class?” And | said, “Actually no. | have a standing appointment at the
hospital that canndie rescheduled. Um, when else would work for you?” Um
kind of putting the ball in his court, and uh really it should- | felt it should be
when can | do it, but | said when can you do it and he said, “Well I've had
physical therapy done, thésend he pointed to his knees “thdseees? These-
these both are replaced, so I've had lots of that done.” Um and he said “I've
always rescheduled my appointments, so | don’t know what you’re saying by um
by the fact that you can’'t reschedule your appointments.” (14: 278-289).
In each of the above scenarios, students reported feeling hurt following&@atiion
where their teachers refused to accommodate them at a time when tbeylnerable
or had a legitimate excuse for their circumstances.
Discrimination
The final category of hurtful messages that was identifidds@imination
Messages of discrimination involve focusing negatively on charactsrigatthe student
has and may not be able to change—such as gender, race, class, or other grdwgys that t
may belong to. While instances of discrimination were not as widely repeesa the
interviews as the other types of hurtful messages, the fact that they do occud eatiple
the way that students described feeling as a result of discriminatiomtgatsanclusion
as a theme in this study.
Charles, an international student, spoke with me about the way that his teacher

discriminated against him based on his ethnicity. He quickly explained thathisfla
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experience in this subject—due to his overseas upbringing, where the subjesswas le
emphasized—caused him to struggle on his exams. When his teacher noticed his
struggles, Charles felt that she communicated a remark that was distoirpiand
hurtful. As Charles recalled,
What happened was | was the only [ethnicity] in that class and it was quite lower
level [subject] and [sigh] normally if you get a score, right and your scase’tv
that good, about like 75 something like 77, just go to the teacher and ask them
guestions and normally what teachers do uh like they answer your questions, they
try to, you know, solve it out like uh what'’s the solution for this certain question.
But she told me that, she told me she was really disappointed and ashamed
because “How come you're in thitass and how come you’re getting tgrade
in this class even though you're [ethnicity]?” Yeah um uh it's it's not the first
time | got discriminated like until my life, but | was really shocked | midee
how can you say you know all [ethnicity] are good in [subject], do you say all
Italians are good in music or all Japanese people like sushis or that thing? (33:
198-207)
Charles felt that his teacher was inaccurate in her stereotypiedlthal he should be
able to perform well in a certain subject because of his ethnicity. As shol in t
exemplar above, her use of a stereotype to inquire about his performance in the course
was discriminatory and hurtful.
Stephanie also encountered a discriminatory message that was aimed hadr cultur

upbringing. Stephanie informed me that her culture values respect for audmorityat
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part of this respect is to not question or otherwise interrupt persons of authorty whe
they are speaking. She said that this upbringing caused her to be a quiet, but active
participant in her graduate courses and that this was often mistaken for & lack o
involvement by her department. In one case, she recalled,
The interaction was, um, | received a message that | needed to, uh basically ge
over my culturally-learned behaviors and my discomfort because this was
academia and this was how academia functioned. And that | needed to adjust,
um, my personal ways of interacting with people in order to perform to the ma-the
majority culture [pause] standards [deep breath] Um [long pause] it was
uncomfortable [pause] and humiliating. (6: 97-100, 236)
Both of the aforementioned cases exemplify direct and explicit forms of
discrimination. As illustrated by Stephanie’s narrative, her teachge€spt to coerce
her into changing her own culturally-learned behaviors to be more like the tynajori
culture was hurtful and unfair; whereas Charles found his teachers’ staterbe
hurtful and misinformed. In the following section, | will discuss how the ninestgpe
hurtful messages that were discussed in this section fit into the extant typbtegcher
misbehaviors.
Hurtful Messages and Teacher Misbehaviors
As the results of the first research question indicate, hurtful messagesutl@no
the college classroom. The second research question exists to determine tivbs¢éher
hurtful messages are representative of teacher misbehaviors. Sings #meexisting

typology of teacher misbehaviors, | deductively coded the types of hurtfuhgesstom
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the themes above into the existing teacher misbehaviors typology to answesdhish
guestion. As discussed in “Chapter Two,” Kearney et al. (1991) categorizbédrtea
misbehaviors into three dimensions: incompetence, offensiveness, and indolence. As I
explain in the sections that follow, two of the three types of teacher misbehavior
(incompetence and offensiveness) were represented in the types of hurthdesdbat
college students reported experiencing. Indolence, or behaviors that can be dascribed
“absent-minded”, were not considered hurtful by the college students that were
interviewed in this study.

Incompetence

Teacher misbehaviors that are classified as being a form of incoropeteal
with a teacher’s inability to embrace basic teaching skills. Spaltifj these behaviors
suggest that teachers do not seem to care about the course or their studentg,dtat the
not appreciate student input, and that they do not help their students (Kearney et al.,
1991). By this definition, there were several types of hurtful messagesahaasily be
categorized as incompetence.

When teachers imply that students’ efforts do not matter and do not cooperate
with their needs or extenuating circumstances, they are refusing to aodaterthe
student. This lack of accommodation may be perceived as being unhelpful and/or not
caring about their students’ needs and efforts. This connection implies that take hurt
message type, refusal to accommodate, is congruent to the teacher misbgbayior t
incompetence. Similarly, messages of disregard occur when teachalisoéie@ are

perceived as not caring about their students. These behaviors may rangarigpm be
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impatient with students to ignoring students. These behaviors may also be cdnsidere
incompetent, as the definition of hurtful messages of disregard explictig sheat the
teacher is perceived as not caring about their students.

Misunderstood motives are also a form of hurtful messages that may considered
as incompetence. Because misunderstood motives deal with a teacher misundgrstandi
students’ behavior, requests, or judgments, it is implied that the teachers do not
appreciate student input and do not care to get to know the students well enough to ask
them about their motives. By behaving in such a way that shows that they are offended
by or do not appreciate students’ behavior, they are letting their emotions geivinthe
of their teaching. Thus, students become hurt and perceive the teacher as being
incompetent because they were unable to handle the situation professionallythi&/hile
behavior, along with refusal to accommodate and disregard, is considered to bavendicat
of incompetent teacher misbehaviors, the majority of the types of hurtful conatianic
were considered to be offensive. This connection is described in the followiransecti

Offensiveness

When teachers behave in ways that are considered offensive, they may be
perceived as discouraging, humiliating, or otherwise condescending to their student
(Kearney et al., 1991). Several of the hurtful messages that students reportethéuring
interviews are considered offensive, by this definition. This is a logical coomeas it
makes sense that a person will become hurt by a behavior that is consideredeoffensi

As the name implies, deconstructive criticism is a form of criticism ¢hat i

insensitive or negative in tone, is not constructive, and implies that the effdrés of t
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student do not matter to the teacher. This behavior may be considered both discouraging
and humiliating, and may also be considered condescending in tone. As such, this type of
hurtful message is analogous to offensive teacher misbehaviors. Similatly, pub
embarrassment occurs in front of individuals other than the teacher and student, and
humiliates or otherwise makes students feel uncomfortable. Due to the digcamdfor
humiliation that occurs in this type of hurtful message, it is obvious that it would be
considered offensive by students.

Another form of hurtful messages that would be considered offensive is
discrimination. These messages focus negatively on characteristiasstbdent has and
may not be able to change. The condescending and insulting nature of thesesnessage
warrant their consideration as offensive teacher misbehaviors. Akin to distron,
inappropriate jokes may also be considered offensive. This type of hurtful message
involves teachers teasing students, which may not be welcomed by the students who
perceive the jokes to be in bad taste. Because these jokes may be considerethgumiliat
or condescending to the students, they may be incorporated the category of offensive
teacher misbehaviors.

Finally, false assumptions and one-sided accusations are also consitensdef
behavior. With false assumptions, teachers make incorrect presumptions about a
students’ performance or dedication to the course using a negative tone. These
assumptions may be humiliating when communicated in public, and may also be
considered discouraging and condescending depending on the assumptions that were

made. Similarly, one-sided accusations occur when teachers reprimand stuideats be
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asking them for their side of the story. The act of reprimanding may be considered
condescending, humiliating, and discouraging depending on the context that it occurs.
Because of these congruencies, both of these types of hurtful messages may be
categorized as offensive teacher misbehaviors.

Each of the nine hurtful message types were easily categorized into tiveo of
three teacher misbehavior types, illustrating the connection between hwetishges and
teacher misbehaviors (see Figure 2). In the next section, our understanding of this
phenomenon is furthered as we learn the ways that students respond the hurtful messages

that they perceive being communicated to them by their teachers.

Incompetence Offensiveness
| |

Misunderstood Refusal to Inzpproprizte False One-sided
lokes Assumptions

Motives Accommodate Accusations

Disregard
Criticism

l Deconstructive

Public Discrimination
Embarrassment

Figure 2: Types of Hurtful Messages as Teacher Misbehaviors
Students’ Responses to Hurtful Messages

To fully understand the phenomenon of hurtful messages in the college
classroom, we must not only understand the types of hurtful messages that are
communicated, but also the ways that students respond to these messages. Inan instanc
where a student has been hurt, the way that they choose to respond to the hurtful message
says a great deal about the relationship they have with their teacheng aondfort
level that they feel following the hurtful interaction. Thus, the third rebegurestion
addresses the ways that students respond to teachers after their feslengsen hurt.

As the interview data suggests, there are three main themes that explamsstu
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responses to hurtful messages: active verbal, invulnerable, and acquiescent. Each of
these themes is explained in detail in the following section.
Active Verbal

Active verbal responses occur when the offended individual confronts the
offender about the hurtful message (Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998). Thesedfypes
responses can be either positive or negative, which may relate to the abrabibtyi to
repair a relationship that has been compromised by a hurtful messagel(dag&
Crumley, 1998). In this study, three types of active verbal responses enattaek:
(negative), silence (neutral), and asking for or providing an explanatiotippsi
Attack

Several students reported using the attack response strategy when thayriver
by their teachers’ remarks. A few of them explicitly described thizetng “defensive,”
while others implied that it was defensive as they threatened to tell aosugetirectly
addressed their teachers concerning their feelings about the messdgndressaid, “I
got very defensive with her on the phone, | um told her her class was a joke um I-we-our
relationship kind of got hashed out from that point on but this it was um we had to turn in
our final and then that was it” (2: 103-105). Similarly, Samantha “got a littendizie
and | was like, ‘Well I know life’s not fair and | know that this isn’t youolgem, but
I’m coming to you as a student because | am struggling and I-I was tigedt like I'm
not trying.” And he literally just kind of wrote me off” (26: 311-313).

Deshondra attempted a similar strategy as she described,
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| was like “I appreciate that, but...” and then he like kind of laughed and | was
like “I really don’t think this is funny,” you know, | was like “I appreciate-|
appreciate that like that you can be lighthearted about it,” but | was likelly} re
take the integrity of my work seriously” | was like “I was actually outos¥n,
there is no way | copied.” (8: 111-114).
Furthermore, Kathryn explicitly disagreed with her teacher and then theeldi@ther
action, as she suggested that she would speak to some of her teacher’s supeuggs beca
she knew that his actions were against the law. In her own words, she explained:
And | said well um, you know, “Sir, | don’t know exactly how you're coming to
that conclusion that- | am capable of doing everything that anybody else in this
classroom and, can do, um | may just go at it a little bit differently, | mgy, m
brain may work a little bit differently but really, it-it's what co-conwes”....Uh
and | also knew that there was a law that he would have to follow. And he would
be breaking if he denied me that request, so | said “Well uh, | guess you need to,
it's not between me and you, | guess it's between you and maybe um” a-and |
named people that were higher up, um Disability Coordinator, the Dean of
Students. (14: 367-370, 410-413)
As evidenced by each of these exemplars, attack strategies were ghgnen@ tone or
became negative following a response from the teacher that the student deeme

unsatisfactory.
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Silence

Another type of active verbal response that was used by students was silence.
Students explained that they were silent following the communication of a hurtful
message because they were afraid, shocked, intimidated, or caught off guneid by t
teacher’'s remark. A great deal of students reported using this resporesg/st@averal
students remained silent and then immediately left their teacher’s. ofgéhey said,
“So, | just walked out of the office” (34: 93); “Well, afterwards, | just Ie# toom
[laughs] ‘cause she said there was absolutely nothing she could do and | was really dow
| was hurt” (16: 339-340); “I just left...just walked out and didn’t really mee \wér
again” (28: 278); “So | was kinda in shock with how she shut me out and and then | just
left, | gave my paper back to her and just left” (21: 313-314); “But I-Inealy mad at
the time and so | left the office mad, but | didn’t say anything to her” (19; 194jt |
think. | mean, | didn’t really have anything to say after that so [chuckles{la left and,
| mean, the rest of the semester was kinda, | didn’t really talk to her and wheled nee
talk to her, | was short and to the point” (15: 318-320).

While the aforementioned examples occurred at a time when students were in a
private discussion in their teachers’ office or after class had ended,|tverig|
exemplars are representative of more public situations. In these casessstadiehhot
leave the room, so they instead chose to remain silent for the remainder of clatss Cha
described being shocked by the hurtful message, so “I was speechless. reblly
shocked at that times, so. So that’s that was the main thing happened to me” (33: 386,

221-222). Similarly, Lupe said, “It was just like that was it and | was like ‘Oadka},
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nevermind. | won’t ask a question again.” So yeah, that kind of um took me off guard” (4,
88-89). Kelly described her response of silence as being in unison with the rest of her
classmates, who had also witnessed the interaction. She said, “We were pmsked fr

out, but like during that first class I'm pretty sure like, it was like you coudd twéckets

or like a pin drop in the room because everybody was just like oh my gosh....Like we
were allsilent” (29: 313-315; 319). Dominic explained that he used silence because he
was intimidated by his teacher, but in retrospect he wishes that he would have had a mor
active response. As he shared,

Yeah | think just because | was a freshman and a little just nervous and

intimidated by this guy, | didn’t do anything, but yeah | definitely wish |

would’'ve met him in person and asked uh, you know, that e-mail didn’t really

help me at all, that wasn’'t uh what | was expecting, um can you maybe go in

further about what | can do or something like that, | definitely wish | would’'ve

said something. (31: 297-301)

Other students mentioned remaining silent after the hurtful message was
communicated out of fear of further angering or offending the teacher which could
ultimately affect their grades in the course. As Brandon disclosed, “No | kind,of jus
don’t know, it's a pretty subjective class, | didn’t want her to hate me and giecoae
grade in a stupid class....I just kind of minded my P’s and Q’s and got out of there” (17:
237-238, 242). Also, Dillon remarked, “I just kind of took it [nervous chuckle] there’s
nothin’ | really could’ve done” (30: 235). Richard argued that there is no way for him to

respond to his teacher without ruining his potential for passing the class, so he ahooses t
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“just mean-mug her” instead (27, 212). Finally, Stephanie said that she evds sil
following the hurtful message because “l was just kind of afraid of her. Juse ‘shes
had never acted like that before so....and | didn’t wanna get her even more mad
before....I get some kind of grade” (6: 370-371, 376, 379).
Asking For or Providing an Explanation

A more positive form of the active verbal response is used when students choose
to respond by asking for or providing an explanation to their teachers. Severatstude
chose to respond to their teachers’ hurtful messages by asking them far furthe
information or clarification to support their assertions, or by explaining thieavioa to
the teachers. In one scenario, Deshondra asked her teacher to provide an @xglanati
to where the discrepancy was located in her work. As she said, “He was likey&dh
you cheated.” And | was like, ‘Well actually no I didn’t, but could you show meavher
the discrepancy is and maybe | could explain to you why it could be a probleli5(8:
106)? In another instance, Jorge thought that he may have misunderstood his teachers’
comment when she said that he did not matter, so he asked for her to explain herself. As
he explained, “I said ‘Excuse me, what was that again?’ And she just ignored sleelike
couldn’t hear me and moved on to the next person. And | thought that was very hurtful”
(9: 283-284).

Rather than asking for an explanation from their teachers, some studeettochos
provide an explanation for their own behavior or needs to their teachers. When accused

of cheating, Jose stated his case for why he did not feel that he was cheating
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Immediately when he said it, | said something along the lines of “I don’t know
how you consider this cheating, we have the we have this chart that you've given
us in our handout and we both have it exactly as it is on the handout in our um
project and we have the part that required thinking or putting our minds to it we
have completely different.” (12: 226-229)
Carla attempted to explain herself against her teachers’ implicatioshinalid

not care about the course because she was missing class due to athletics.ails she s

“Um, | just told her that it was important to me or else | wouldn’t be e-mailinguine |

tried to not say it in a rude way, but | mean that’s kind of where | took it” (1: 122-123).

Similarly, Kathryn tried to explain that she could not arrive early to class toexénze

time to take her exams because her physical therapy appointments west@et iand

non-negotiable. She described her response
And | said well um, “Actually it's just uh that’s just how it is, um | see a thetapi
who'’s only there one day a week for a short about of time” so uh, really not
giving him much of a chance to, you know, bat me down or to to say much about
that, | just said “Well, you know, c-can w work this out at another time?” (14:
293-296)

Each of these exemplars illustrate a positive response provided by studamtheyhielt

that they needed more information to substantiate a teachers’ claims ohehevanted

to help clear up a misunderstanding that they thought had occurred between themselves

and their teachers.
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Invulnerable

Another form of response following the communication of a hurtful message is
invulnerable response. These types of responses occur when the offended individual acts
as though they were not affected by the hurtful message (Vangelisti &e&yruir98).
Two types of invulnerable responses were used by students who participated in this
study: laughing and crying.
Laughing

A few students chose to utilize the invulnerable response of laughing to respond
to the hurtful messages that were communicated to them. Laughing was usest then
hurt that students felt or to celebrate the act of proving their teachers wrongraks A
responded after he correctly answered the question that his teacher asswuoeld met
be able to answer correctly, “Well, | laughed back at her and when | told heghthe
answer then | just kind of started talking to my friends again to see if she dichit jagai
to prove her wrong again” (32: 145-146). In a different situation, Tamika was hurt by her
teachers’ remarks about her boyfriend having bad taste in women, so she chose to forc
an exaggerated laugh so as to shield her feelings of hurt. In her own words, Il well
won't put a judgment on it, but what | did was | laughed really loudly,_likédodly,
inappropriate loudly” (10: 267-278).
Crying

Another form of invulnerable response that was used by students following the
communication of a hurtful message by one of their teachers was crying. Stwtent

used crying as a response described being unable to control the tears adléueyw
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during the incident and in the days that followed the incident. During the interviews,
they were visibly bothered by the recollection of the event in which the hurtful geessa
occurred. Sarah recalled being disturbed by the hurtful message so muble thatikl
grow frustrated during class as she thought of her teachers comment andaddfman
participating:
| would cry some days in that class just ‘cause | would know the answers to some
of the stuff that he would say and like but these other kids like | would just let
answer him because | felt so dumb, like | didn’t wanna open my mouth in front of
him. (5: 101-104)
Furthermore, Mandie remembered the way that she felt after the hurtfdgeessd
said, “Um, well I left her office crying [nervous laugh] and | couldn’t aaything” (3:
455).
Acquiescent
A final type of response that was used by students after they perceived their
teachers to have communicated a hurtful message to them is acquiescencen When a
individual gives in and acknowledges that the offender has hurt them, they are eshsider
to be communicating an acquiescent response (Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998). This
response is often used when someone is deeply hurt by the message that was
communicated by the offender (Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998). There wereypes bf
acquiescent responses used by students who participated in this studymngaridg

apologizing to the offender.
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Giving In

Several students reported responding to the hurtful message by “giving in,” or
succumbing to their teachers’ suggestions or wishes, even if they did not agrdeemit
As Danielle illustrates, “I was like, ‘Okay, | accept um the responsilafithis cheating
um | hope that like my punishment won't be too harsh’ and | was just like ‘Is there
anything | can do to help like, you know, fix this problem or, you know, can | possibly
retake the class’ (20: 370-372)? In another situation, Rachel explained that she had to
take personal responsibility and work hard to find a way to make-up the time that her
teacher would not excuse during her absences. She saeht'nd Wwent online and |
went at the lan-looked at the lab times asdw where | can maybe fit it in, in between
practice go get 10 minutes there, 10 minutes there, so | found a solution, which was
hectic, but | made it work” (16: 365-369). Similarly, Christina told her teachehét.|t
was just gonna work hard to try to get my GPA up and try to see If | can get in those
classes” (18: 373-374).
Apologizing to Offender

Another acquiescent strategy that was used by students was apologihig to
offender, in this case, their teacher. A few of the apologies that were comatedriiy
these students were sincere; however, several of the apologies were sssioed af a
respectful response, whereby the student did not know any other way to respond but
politely. Maria apologized to her teacher in an effort to be polite and shoshthat
would work to improve. As she disclosed, “And so | was trying not to cry in the office. |

was trying to think, really fast, of something that | could say to apologiek.really
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inadequate so | felt like | had to [pause] basically apologize for the wag &nd [pause]
promise her that | would change the way that | am” (11: 141-144). Daniedléerec
sending her teacher “a really long e-mail of apology” (20: 190), and Thonaasisaas
a little taken aback with how he went about it. | was just like ‘Okay.’.... ‘Sorry.’
[chuckle]” (24: 272).

Kevin felt that his behavior was misinterpreted by his teacher, so he chose to
apologize for potentially offending her. He said, “I was like, a-told her aras llike,

‘Oh, I'm so sorry, you know, | didn’t even remotely mean anything by that’gPat
220-221). In addition to this, other students chose to apologize in an effort to correct the
situation and suggest ways that the situation could be rectified. Cicely deskdlvealyt

that she “apologized and then said | had no idea and then asked if there was hny way
could remain in the class” (7: 130-131). Rebecca responded in a similar manrat, as w

| remember saying something like um, “I apologize. There’s nothing in this

situation that | could have done differently. | hope that there’s somethingehat w

can work out, you know, between like getting, having an extra assignment for

extra points or something like that.” But, he didn’t say anything back to that, so.

(22: 390-393)

It is evident that, in each of the three response scenarios discussed initms sect
students were bothered by the hurtful message and had various reasons supporting the
responses that they chose to enact. In the section that follows, | discuss that falee
plays in students’ feelings of hurt and the responses that they choose to emplondollowi

the communication of a hurtful message.



135

Face and Hurtful Messages

As the themes for each of the research questions emerged, it became obvious that
Face Theory plays an important role in teacher-student communication, egecitll
pertains to the communication of hurtful messages in this relationship. Research
guestions four and five deal specifically with the face needs of the studentydsew t
needs may have been threatened by the hurtful message, as well as how students
attempted to repair their face following the communication of a hurtful mesgege
such, the three types of face threats and two types of facework, as wellrdkidree of
instructional face-support are discussed in the sections that follow.

Face Threats

Regardless of the context, individuals generally have two face needs: thdalesire
be liked and respected by those who are significant in our lives (positive facd)eand t
desire to be autonomous (negative face). When these face needs are threatened, or
compromised, individuals become embarrassed or upset. This particular scenario is no
different in the teacher-student relationship. The interviews that | conduitted w
students support Kerssen-Griep, Hess, and Trees’ (2003) contention that students have
three main face needs when interacting with their teachers in thgecoléessroom.
When their face needs are threatened, they feel hurt. In the paragrapbiéotivat will
discuss each of these three face needs in more depth: competence, autonomy, and

fellowship.
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Competence

The first type of face threat that students reported experiencing sigdteofeheir
teachers’ communication was competence. Competence is considereiva farst
need, as it pertains to students’ desires to be viewed as intelligent and capable
individuals. Many students reported being hurt by their teachers’ commanicat
because they felt that the teacher was implying that they were ineajaticceeding in
the course, the major/minor, or their future careers. When a teacher comesimcat
such a way that they threaten a students’ face need for competence, studeits per
them to be lacking in approbation—a form of instructional face support that deatl/direc
with criticism and feedback.

Erin recalled feeling a threat to her competence face following hehreiesa
criticism of her work. As she explained, “She didn’t try to say anything peskihe
didn’t, you know, try to say, ‘This is what you did wrong, but you can help it by this or
you can.’ She didn’t form any kind of positive or any, like it's okay to criticize, k, li
there was no constructive criticism” (28: 233-236). Similarly, Emily Felt her
confidence in her work was compromised following her teachers’ criticisvig)s like
thetoneand like [pause] you know...one of the things is confidence and it was just like
really questioning my confidence. Like, oh, you're really this stupid that you don’t
understand what this is saying? Even thooigloneelse does [chuckle]” (25: 248-251).

In the same way, Jamal felt that his teacher threatened his competence face
because she assumed that he was not intelligent because he had completigtmisrdss

incorrectly. In his own words,
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| don’t think she understood that a lot of the students had taken [subject] before,

so they’ve seen how to do things, but | don’t think she understood that there were

students in there that didn’t take [subject]. And I think she kind of just made it

feel like | was maybe not as smart as the other students. That's what'’s kind of

hurtful to me, | mean, it was just kind of like, you know, I'm a smart person, but

I've never seen this before, so I'm doing this stuff for the first time. (132027 -
Similarly, Stephanie described being faced with an important decision concleening
future career goals. As she considered taking on a minor in a certain field, she met
resistance from her teacher who told her that she would not be successful wthdhe
She described this as being a threat to her competence face as,

| was expecting to switch into that as a minor...that made me be like oh my gosh,

maybe | shouldn’t be doing this, maybe I'm making the wrong decision, where

am | going with my life kind of a thing? So, | think that's like that reallytgane

personally...because she was basically telling me that | wouldn’t be stidaes

continued in the minor. (6: 212, 214-217).

Akin to the experience of the aforementioned students, Lauren described her
teachers’ communication as an insult to her intelligence. As she stated,

Well, for one, I tried really hard in that class. And so | felt like, that liendeme

that | wasn’t intellectually curious or like it kind of, to me, it mean like y@wot

really smart, you don’t really care about school, you don't really care abpof an

that and | tried really hard in that class especially becawgs#ly, reallydon’t

like [subject]. (19: 257-260)
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Deshondra felt hurt for many of the same reasons, as she explained that beseg a¢
cheating made her believe that her teacher felt she was incapable ofatmingayk on
her own. She said that what was most hurtful was the way that her teacher was
“accusatory about um the fact that | had cheated. It wasn't like there suan ¢an we
discuss it? It was you did this and you're wrong and didn’t even like didn’t even think
that maybe | could complete something on my own. That was what was most upsetting
to me” (8: 144-154). Similarly, Jose was also hurt by his teachers’ accusatmarming
his academic integrity, as he said “I think it was the fact that [pause] heeddpasise]
me and my friend of of cheating. Uh [pause] I've never been a cheater, I'vetinewght
of cheating, um especially in college” (12: 143-145).

As each of these exemplars suggest, there were various ways in whi@ngeach
threatened their students’ competence face, leading to feelings of hurt and icgdequa
these students. In most cases, these threats to competence occurred folthreictg a
criticism of a students’ work or capabilities, or an indirect challenge afdbademic
integrity. While threats to competence face needs were experiencechegtidents,
others reported being hurt by threats to their autonomy face needs. In thenipllow
section, | discuss autonomy face threats.

Autonomy

The next type of face threat that students described as contributing to their
feelings of hurt following an interaction with their teachers was autonduayonomy is
a negative face need, as it deals with students’ desire to be autonomous or siewed a

unique individuals. Students who expressed receiving a threat to their autonomy face
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needs shared examples of their teachers judging them based on stereotyg@asus p
experience that they had with other students rather than what they knew aboas them
individuals. This particular type of face threat is analogous to the instrudacea
support concept of tact, which deals with the diplomacy that teachers demonktate
handling classroom concerns.

Several students felt threats to their autonomy face as teachers judged the
classroom performance based on stereotypical referents. Charles fel teacher
assumed that because he was of a particular ethnicity that he should do welburrslee c
He described this assumption as being a source of pressure for him throughout the
semester, because he felt that he did not know the course subject materibhasisel
teacher thought that he should. As he posted, “I mean like she was, she kept on repeating
that the whole semester and then gave me a lot of pressure whenever it castesaty t
like you know, | don’t know what she’s going to say to me after this test ré381t336-
338). He added,

Then | was really sh- | was really sick one day, um uh you know from the dorm,

so | was sick and | just couldn’t go to the class and um, but | was- | was just

afraid that you know, you know [ethnicity], you know, she thinks all [ethnicity]

are all hard-working and if she- if you miss one class, and | didn’t wanna hear

those kind of stuff because | tho-she, I-1 knew she would say this kind of stuff. So

that was kind of big pressure. All semester. (33: 339-343).

Just as Charles was judged based on stereotypical beliefs about his etheruilya &nd

Carla felt that they were judged based on common stereotypes about a socidiaroup t
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they belonged to. As student athletes, they mentioned that many teachers bdlieve tha
student athletes expect their grades to be handed to them and that they do not think that
they have to work hard to succeed in a course. Kendra said that what was most hurtful
about her teacher’'s communication was “just getting that that stereotypthtbtasa

really don’t care about their education and that she kind of blew that out of proportion
and gave me that label when I didn’t do anything to give her that reason to givatme th
label” (2: 135-137). Similarly, Carla felt that

Athletes in general kind of get like a negative stereotype about like they just do,

they're just known for sports and they don’t even have to try in classes ‘cause

teachers will give them, like be lenient on them and stuff and | don’t think that’s
true at all, like I think if anything they’re kind of more, they’re harder on us jus

to prove a point....So | think that for her to like disrespect me in that way and be

like like | don’t even care about the class and then to say that | um like being an

athlete blah blah blah, that just, it really set me off. (1: 138-147)

Other students received threats to their autonomy face needs due to being judged
by teachers without an explanation of the basis for the judgment. Mandie mentioned an
instance that was hurtful to her, when her teacher told her that she had an attitude
problem and that no one wanted to hear her speak in class. She felt that this particular
request to stop participating was a constraint to her classroom experience, abddlesc
feeling shocked by this judgment. She claimed,

| didn’t know what to think. Honestly. Like | was just, | never had this done

before and um | was really expecting ‘I think you have an attitude problem, but
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it's because you do this...” and then giving me a chance to explain and it, it

wasn't like that. | just | felt so personally attacked and my first thougéts,

what am | gonna do about this? | really felt like | had absolutely nowheuento t

to. And, | mean, my first thought, just hopeless—Iike | didn’t know what to do.

(3: 198-220)

In a similar instance, Cicely felt as though she were improperly judgbdriigacher and
could not recall any reason that her teacher may have made this judgment ab8&iieher
described this threat to autonomy face as being hurtful because, “he judged me
immediately without even knowing like what kind of person | am. And that he um, yeah,
just already made like, made me out to be a certain type of person and I'm ptbeably
complete opposite of what he thought | was” (7: 147-152).

Thus, students experienced threats to their autonomy face, based on unfounded
judgments and the use of stereotypes as referents for expected behavior. Aeéwgenc
each of these exemplars, these threats lead to feelings of hurt and shockudehis st
Students who were not hurt by threats to their competence or autonomy face needs
reported being hurt by threats to their needs for fellowship. In the followntigisel
discuss fellowship face needs in more detalil.

Fellowship

The final type of face threat that students described as contributing to their hur
feelings was fellowship. An overwhelming amount of students felt that the mafst hur
aspect of the interaction that they had with their teachers was the ladkwtfep that

they felt during the communication. Fellowship is a positive face need, which focuses
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directly on students’ desires to be liked and respected by their teachercand fe
students. The students who cited a lack of fellowship between themselves and their
teachers referred to feeling alone, misunderstood, or ignored during theuoacation
with the offending teacher. Fellowship face needs are connected to thetyaisiaect
of instructional face-support, as students wish to be treated as allies thathh enemies.
One particular need that students felt to be necessary to a successfut teacher
student relationship is that of fellowship. Those who felt that their teachersd/teem
as unimportant, subordinates, or enemies reported feeling “betrayed” (21: Za#}fhy
messages. As the following exemplars indicate, students felt as thoughetteewn &
battle with their teachers, rather than being part of a union that was ¢ecthtaisuccess
in the classroom. As Sarah said, “It didn’t feel like he was trying to help mes itkea
he was just degrading me, like and like we’re from two different backgrounds olyviousl|
and it felt like he was degrading me for that, like that of course your vocabaiigopna
be higher than mine, especially at this point” (5: 157-159). She went on to say, “l am
fine with criticism...but this was different like I've never been cragd to a point where
it felt like | was just like zero, like I've never felt so below anyone in rfeydnd | felt
like that with him, like that’'s what made it so hurtful...I didn’t feel like he wgisigj to
help me” (5: 161-164). Lupe shared a similar sentiment as she describecherstea
communication as making her feel as though she was not worthy of his time or
instruction: “It just seemed like | kinda felt stupid, | guess. | felt likasn't really

worthy of his time kind of, so that was probably the most hurtful part” (4: 135-136).



143

This clear distinction between teacher and student roles was also a contobutor t
students’ feelings of hurt as Dominic described, “He even really like tookdbefs
you’re the student, I'm the instructor, I think. And like that, the intimidating waaiike
overpowering also he didn’'t even really go into my question at all, he was like just
playing de- on the defensive end” (31: 220-223). This role distinction led to feelings o
intimidation for students like Kelly who said that, “knowing that he didn’t want uskto as
him questions, especially if he considered them [start air quotations] stupicdgsesti
[end air quotations], like then there was no place to go, we were just on our own” (29:
331-334). As Kathryn summarizes, “And everything that you do and say reminds you uh
that you're not the one, uh you're the student and he’s the professor” (14: 234-235).
Another assertion made by the students was that teachers should be willing to
show concern for students and attempt to understand their needs and varying
circumstances. Richard commented directly on this issue as he said,
| mean just e-mail me back, | mean, I'm sure you can find the time to say Well
can’t do this I'm sorry, | apologize,’ but just she didn’t e-mail me back amdK t
that just kind of [long pause] lost respect for her. As a teacher. Just kind of, she
hasn’'t responded and that should be her responsibility, so that and just [long
pause] the way she kind of does that in class kinda just makes me f- just not
wanna be there at all. (27: 218, 225-227)
Similarly, when Jorge expressed his concern over this poor performancéaadhisrs,
class, she told him “You don’t matter,” which left a particularly sour tastesimbuth.

He openly disclosed,
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| thought back to when the coaches were recruiting me and they said, we want

you to come here and we’d love you to come here, and even | was here for camp

and they were encouragin’ me, | was goin’ on-on 100% and uh I, I'm sorry, |
didn’t even say in the story, but | even had surgery...and I'm in class...tryin’ to

do everything I can, | was still asking questions, it wasn't like | was ditchin’

classes with my injury. And uh, even- even then my coaches and my academic

advisors and tutors and classmates, they were helpin’ me out, people | don’'t even
know, but the teacher who’s supposed to be available, she wouldn’t wanna talk to
me and when she did talk to me it was quick, to the point, there was nothing else

to be helpful with. Um, it just really hurt when she said, “You don’t matter.” (9:

139-147).

Along these lines, demonstrating fellowship also seemed to imply students’ needs
for positive affirmation and understanding. As Maria pondered the things that Hesrteac
could have done to show solidarity, she remarked:

She probably could have addressed, um, what [pause] she understood my, um,

where | was coming from first. Probably could have connected with méea litt

better, um, maybe mentioned that she understood that | came from a different
background if she knew that. Maybe ask me [pause] why [pause] these things
were happening, specifically that they were concerned about first, so that she
could get my input and maybe just, um, empathized with me a little bit more. And
then, also having speciftools or specific suggestions or things that | could do.

(11: 259-265)
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Part of this process of positive affirmation includes making students fédeuaghtthey
are trusted, especially if they have not given teachers a reason te etiethey should
not be trusted. As Kevin said, “for her to tell me that | was a bad person was just,
thought it was a little out of line, like, she maybe could have... pulled me aside and told
me you know, you know, ‘Maybe you should think about this, you know, you don’t want
to offend anybody™ (23: 510-513). Similarly, Rebecca remarked that being daaluse
lying when she disclosed that her grandmother had passed away was hurtful and showed
a lack of fellowship between herself and her teacher. She said,
| felt like he was like thinking that | was a liar. Like, | felt like, | swét trust-
like, very trustworthy and that he just assumed that | was making excuktsaa
| wasn't trying and it was especially, around the time when my grandma died, |
was catching up on so much homework. Like, a lot of my professaeseally
understanding about it and they gave me extra time to do everything. But it was
still somuch homework that 1, like, had it just bombarded, basically, on me. And
it was an emotional time, | didn’t really—I didn’t have any motivation to do
homework, | just wanted to be with my mom, like, I just, you know, um. So, |
mean that, it was just a s- a stressful time in general, but then having that on top of
it was kind of so much worse. (22: 289-297)
As the exemplars pertaining to fellowship face needs illustrate, ssuebqrect
that teachers will be understanding of their needs and willing to accommodate them
during times in which they are struggling. By communicating to students iy thata

threatens their needs for fellowship, students perceive being hurt and betrayed.
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Facework

Once we understand the face needs that students have and the ways thakthese fac
needs are threatened, it becomes important to understand how students mieract a
attempt to restore their face once it has been threatened. Upon receiving hurtful
messages from teachers, students explained various forms of responses dratidtesly
for differing reasons. As evidenced by the exemplars provided in the sectidn title
“Students’ Responses to Hurtful Messages,” students enacted correaiwerlam their
responses to teachers following the communication of a hurtful message. Thaf form
facework was used with the purpose of rectifying the hurtful situation and/or ray tindi
possibility of receiving hurtful messages in the future. Each of the categbries
responses communicated by students—active verbal, invulnerable, and acquiescent—
were used as forms of corrective facework. To avoid repetition, as tipeseofy
responses were discussed earlier in this chapter, | will focus my d@sto$siorrective
facework on the purpose of the specific strategies that students employad in the
responses to hurtful messages.
Minimizing Future Occurrences

Corrective facework is used as a strategy for repairing a loss of fagé tias
occurred (Cupach & Metts, 1994). Many students in this study, however, used corrective
facework as a step to thwart a potential hurtful message from being commadmittat
the initial hurtful message had occurred. Particularly, when students repetied fe
personally attacked or especially hurt by their teachers’ behavior, theyndesi by

enacting various strategies to prevent the likelihood that another hurtful messdde w
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be communicated in the future. The specific strategies used by students were thos
discussed as “active verbal” responses earlier in this chapter. lrulzartstudents
responded using one of the following types of responses: attack (negative), silence
(neutral) or asking for or providing an explanation (positive).

When students enacted the attack strategy, they described being gspeciall
offended by the teachers’ remarks, so they immediately decided to bedefaesive”
(2: 103). In this regard, the attack strategy was used as students attackedd¢hens’
approach to the course, directly told the teacher that they were wrongaiettad to
report the teacher to a superior. Students who used this strategy describedtnobdang
to teachers that “it was important to me or else | wouldn’t be e-mailiridhet22-123),
or asking for clarification to determine whether they had misunderstood the hurtful
message. Some of the specific language used in these interactions inchotieal|y* no
| didn’t, but could you show me where the discrepancy is” (8: 106), and “Excuse me,
what was that again?” (9: 283). Ultimately, this type of response is considergatiaene
form of facework because it does not promote relational reparation. For the students,
however, this response was a way for them to defend themselves and let the teacher know
that they would not let them communicate a hurtful message without respondinky direct
to that message.

Another active verbal response that was used by students to prevent a future
occurrence of hurtful messages was that of silence. Students described usiegdie si
strategy when they were shocked by a hurtful message or afraid of/intichinjetiee

teacher who they believe communicated the hurtful message to them. Silence was
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typically expressed by students listening to the hurtful message and thediatety

leaving the room (if class was over or if they were attending office hounsjitting their
heads down and avoiding eye contact. Students who described using silence as a response
also mentioned distancing themselves from their teacher (physicalbyr aeldtionally).
Several students reported dropping the course, the major, or the program amakitggmi
their relationship with the teacher; however, there were many instaheges students

were unable to drop the course or did not want to give up on themselves or the class. In
these cases, students reported physically distancing themselvebdrtaadher by “not
saying anything in the class...just showing up, doing the work, and leaving,” (1: 373-
374) or “move myself towards to back so that maybe I'm not, if 'm not speakingrup, |
not noticed as much” (12: 321-322). Other students “would just sit at the back of the
classroom like the very, very back...avoided eye contact at all times...| woultk@st

go out of my way to like avoid him” (20: 435-438).

A final facework strategy used by students to avoid future hurtful communication
was that of asking for or providing an explanation. Students who enacted thig/strateg
did so to ask their teachers for further information concerning the incidentdhattiee
hurtful message or to have the opportunity to explain their behavior to their teachers.
When students enacted this strategy, they described being excessivelgmbidareful
with their teachers because they felt like they were “always mglin like pins and
needles, you know, like | always had to watch my back” (1: 372-373). Other students
mentioned that they used this strategy because they were afraid cédlocbirs and did

not want to anger them and cause another hurtful message: “I was just kind of afraid of
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her. Just ‘cause she had never acted like that before so...and | didn’t wanna get her even
more mad” (6: 366, 370-371).

The use of these strategies supports the conclusion that, immediately following a
hurtful message, many students begin attempting to prevent the occurrence of future
hurtful messages. Furthermore, the strategies that students use to pidiemah
hurtful messages are not characteristic of the students’ regular coratramiwith the
teacher. This may indicate that noticing a change in students’ behavior, such asia sudde
use of attack, silence, or explanatory communication may be tools for teazlhise in
considering whether they may have hurt a student’s feelings. Another tool for
consideration would be to understand the ways that students attempt to immediately
correct their face following the communication of a hurtful message. ThiateEgges are
discussed below.

Immediate Repair

In addition to the prevention of future occurrences of hurtful messages, corrective
facework was also used by participants as an immediate reaction to a husgabgmen
hopes of being a long-term correction of the problem. In order to accomplish this,
students communicated invulnerable and/or acquiescent responses. In a lorggp$erm s
many students explained that, as soon as they could do so, they severed all immediate a
future ties with their teacher. For example, many students changed tjoirwemt to
great lengths to ensure that they would not take another course with the offending

teacher, and avoided the potential for any future interaction.
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Students who used invulnerable responses, such as laughing, did so to pretend that
they were not offended by the message, whereas students who cried did seds expr
their hurt and/or remorse. Students who used acquiescent responses, such as giving in or
apologizing did so with the purpose of showing their teachers that they cared about the
course and were not trying to be disrespectful. Students who used theseestrategi
described making statements that suggested that “it was important to s lor el
wouldn’t be e-mailing her” (1: 122-123), or asking for clarification to determinether
they had misunderstood the hurtful message. Some of the specific language used in these
interactions included, “Actually no | didn’t, but could you show me where the
discrepancy is” (8: 106), and “Excuse me, what was that again?” (9: 283).

Apologies were also used as a corrective strategy, to show teachers that the
students did not mean to offend them or perform poorly on their assignments. Many
students also used apologies as a polite way abruptly ending the hurtful message
interaction. As one student explained, “I felt really inadequate solikielthad to
[pause] basically apologize” (11: 141). Other students claimed, “I just apalogasd
then asked if there was any way | could remain in the class” (7: 130); “Lstdsp
‘Okay.’.... ‘'Sorry.’.... ‘Thank you.” (24: 274-276). Still, others chose to e-mail a
lengthy apology to their teacher in hopes of rectifying the situation and shtheing
remorse.

Another final strategy was to give in to the teachers’ requests regastiless
whether they were reasonable suggestions. Many students recalledliieelihgy

didn’t have much of a choice—it was either try to pass the course or fail—sohibss



151

to give in and make extra efforts to complete their work. These studeoéptad
responsibility” and asked if there “is anything | can do to help like, you knowhix
problem” (20: 370-371). Others explicitly told their teachers that they were dgeark
hard” (18: 373) and see if they can “maybe fit it in, in between practice” (16: 366).

Regardless of these corrective strategies, students still mentioned being
dissatisfied with their teachers and many of them chose to sever all inereatisfuture
ties to the teacher who communicated a hurtful message to them. This was atwnpli
by students changing their majors or minors, vowing to not take another courdeewith t
teacher, or avoiding future interaction with the teacher. As one student asdevaad"
neverrecommend him to anyone, | would netadte his class again. | would tell people
to stay far away. | stayed far away” (34: 165-166). Another student saidhiathis
teacher walks towards him or acknowledges him, he will “look at her, I'll glaroerat
and keep walkin’ straight” (9: 247). Similarly, other students severed thi®nalktie
by “dropping my minor” (6: 93) to avoid any future communication with the offending
teacher.

Based on this discussion of Face Theory, it becomes evident that a key piece of
the puzzle of identifying the role of hurtful messages in the classroom is tstamde
the role that students’ face needs and instructional face-support playsntethetions
between teachers and students. Students have several face needs, and teachers
demonstrate a lack of face support by threatening their face which, ultintasels to
feelings of hurt in the student. When the student attempts to correct their faeeeamt pr

future face attacks from occurring, they undergo various demonstrable bettanges
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that may provide teachers with a clue that something has changed in thieinsblpt
with the student. In order to prevent face threats and, thus, hurtful messages from
occurring, | asked each student that I interviewed to share a piece of adkiteachers
concerning ways to communicate without being hurtful. This advice is presented,
thematically, in the following section.
Advice for Teachers

To gain a better understanding of the ways that teachers may help prevent the
occurrence of teacher misbehaviors, the sixth research question of this studyedas pos
This research question specifically calls for students’ advice fanéemcegarding
communicating with students and preventing hurtful messages. Six themes@&merg
showcasing the emphasis that students place on teachers’ communication. These the
include: show students that you care; realize the power of your words; be pasdiive
offer ways for the student to improve; balance professionalism and a personal
relationship; listen to the students’ side of the story; and consider studekig'daad

and/or culture (see Table 4).
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Table 4: Students’ Advice for Teachers

Show Students
That You Care

“You'll notice students do better if you are a positive influence and show then
you want them to learn and that you will help them learn.”

“Think of the student...put [yourselves] in their shoes and be really empathet
“Be patient with students.”
“Every teacher’s busy...but just maybe take time to explain [that]...”

“Seem happy, you know, to see the student.”

n that

Realize the
Power of
Your Words

“We're intimidated so we don't feel really comfortable...communicating with
them so when they say stuff there’s a lot of value put behind those words.”

“In universities...there’s pretty limited contact so...if you go off on a student @
it can like really change their perception for like the entirety of the class...”

“You gotta kind of say things in a way that’s not really calling them out,
necessarily, but is being like...in future, you know, situations you might wann
careful.”

nce,

a be

Be Positive and

“For every negative comment you have to say to someone, maybe you shou

d try

hen

Offer Ways for | to mix it in with positive ones.”

the Student to

Improve “Have a solution for the student to follow, don't just say the hurtful thing and 1
have nothing for them.”
“Show them how they can do better in the future instead of just saying you di
horrible this time and, you know, good luck.”

Balance “Maybe just like have a real conversation with them [students], like actutally s

Professionalism
and a Personal
Relationship

down...”

Listen to the
Students’ Side

“Listen to the student before accusing them of something.”

UJ

ther

of the Story “By the time a student’s in college...they're an adult too, like they can discus
things, like it's not the time to like point the finger...”
“Take the time to ask questions about it...usually you can get a sense of whe
the student is lying or not.”
Consider “Culturally, socially, whatever influences they way they take um in messages
Students’ obviously, and the way they are being addressed...There’s some very drasti
Backgrounds different cultural, uh, scenarios that affects how students feels.”
and/or

Cultures

cally
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Show Students That You Care
The first theme illustrates the importance of teachers demonstrating ratheir
communication with students. Carla emphasized the need for professors to be
approachable and show that they care. She stated,
| don’t think that professors should act like oh | wanna be your best friend, but |
think they should still be like easy to come talk to as if they were like a friend,
you know, like let me help you, I'm here to help you and | think if they
communicate that, you know, I'm not a scary professor who's just gonna give you
bad grades, like you can come to me if you need something or if you need advice
or anything, you know? (1, 509:514)
Similarly, Mark advised, “show students that you care about their leaainohgelp them
stay on top of things” and then adds “there’s nothing wrong with having a hard class,
students like being challenged, but you'll notice students do better if you ardiaeposi
influence and show them that you want them to learn and that you will help them learn”
(34, 224:227, 233). Students also feel that teachers should “think of the student, like put
themselves in their shoes and be really empathetic like how a student feels and um
[pause] and maybe, just push every student to do their best and you, like show that you
want them to do well” (18, 496-498). Furthermore, willingness to help should also be
evident, as “just patience and maybe like [pause] communicating that they ar®ther
help you and they're willing to help you, like | don’'t know, that would be helpful for me

[chuckle]” (29, 561:563).
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Other students emphasize the ways that certain, specific behaviors do not
demonstrate caring. Jamal expressed that becoming frustrated veis @wér their
performance on an assignment signifies a lack of caring and could poteptaliyplhurt
feelings. He explained,

Be patient [pause] with students. Um, [pause] pretty much 9 times out of 10 if you

just take that little extra time to, you know, let the student know what he did

wrong, he or she, and um help them out, then they’ll get it. It's not- it's no use in

getting frustrated in the class and calling people out and stuff. (13, 415:418).

Finally, several other students explain feeling “blown off” by teachemsdwhnot
take time to respond to their e-mails or questions on assignments. As Emily said

| think that's another way that....students like feel....not even like really cared

about is through emails when professors don’t respond back because | have had

SO0 manytimes where you know a paper’s due...and you run into a

guestion...Like yeah they have their own life this and that, but you know what |

mean, it's like a 5 second response that depends on like a 200 point grade....Or
even after it's due and they don’t respond and it's past due, you know, they don’t
even say like “Oh I'm so sorry | missed this and that” | mean espegihéyn

you're in class with like 20 people. (25, 523:535; 537:538; 544:546)

Richard shared a similar sentiment, “Find some way to at least do somasgiaagi of
just completely blowin’ ‘em off and lettin’ ‘em fai—I mean it's not that hard tdenan
email back....and some teachers kind of get annoyed when you go to their office hours

and don’'t seem annoyed, seem happy, you know, to see the student” (27, 370:375).
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While Samantha acknowledged the busy schedules that teachers are faced with and
advised,
| know every teacher’s busy, especially if they’re a grad student, but jubemay
take time to explain to your students “Hey this is what I'm doing, if | séwnrt s
or if I'm not giving you my full attention, you know, please either bring it to my
attention and let me know Hey this is what | really need help on and | know
you're busy, is there a time that works best for you?'.” (26, 534:538)
Ultimately, showing that one cares about their students and wants to help ticeredssc
one of the factors that students believe may reduce feelings of hurt in theartas3 he
next theme deals directly with students’ perception of teachers’ verbatwoication.
Realize the Power of Your Words
The second theme is illustrative of the power of communication in the teacher-
student relationship. Specifically, this theme addresses the ways in which stindegt
on” to the words of their teachers and take these words to heart. As Kendra sgid, “the
[teachers] need to be aware that there’s a lot of value on things they sayasstddent
we probably we're intimidated so we don’t really feel comfortable fully um
communicating with them so when they say stuff there’s a lot of value put behind those
words” (2, 330:332). Much of the value that is placed in these words may be attributed to
the students’ transition from high school to college. In this transition, the nature of
communication between teacher and student changes, as Mandie rematkaH,it's
like hard for some of us to come to college and, you know, we just expect that same small

town feel and we expect people to really care and so when they don't caredittf ki
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like oh, we don’t know how to react and so | guess just be so careful with your words” (3,
552:559). Brandon added,

I'd say a lot of times like in universities or whatever, there’s prettyeidntontact

so, even if the teacher themselves is having a bad day....if you go off on a student

once, it can like really change their perception for like the entirety of the clas

because you might only talk to them a few times. (17, 460:461; 465:466)

Tactful communication was another necessity that emerged throughout this
theme. Some students recommended that teachers should “be careful how you say
things” (16, 484), “think before you say somethin’...make sure you know what you said”
(9, 321:322), and “don’t embarrass their students by [pause] exploiting their scores in
class” (30, 440). Kevin recommended, “you gotta kind of say things in a way that’s not
really calling them out, necessarily, but is being like, you know, in furtberkgow,
situations you might wanna be careful” (23, 752:754). Or, as Lauren explained,

be honest but be like, tactful and to consider their feelings because [pause] like

you need to, if you lie about it or if you try to like say it in a nice way or like a

sugar coated way, like the right message doesn’t always get acrosss®&tu, al

say it in a way that is nice and....like you can be honest without being mean. (19,

456:458, 462)

Thus, using tact when communicating and realizing that verbal communication is not
taken lightly appears to be another way that teachers may help deter Iimgsfe€his is
closely connected to the following theme, which deals with being positive and derwar

thinking when delivering criticism to students.
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Be Positive and Offer Ways for the Student to Improve

The third theme involves the need for using constructive criticism when providing
feedback or evaluative messages to students. While students understanddisat iti
necessary for improvement, they expect all negative evaluations to incledstatre
positive, and a few ways that they can improve for the next assignment. aks Sar
posited,

there is such a thing as constructive criticism and | feel like foyenemative

comment you have to say to someone, maybe you should try to mix it in with

positive ones....there’s a difference between criticizing someone and chegradi

them, I think there’s a fine line and | learned that in this semester thdneés a

line, ‘cause I've been criticized before, but I've never felt so low. (5, 509:513).

Similarly, other students feel that teachers should “have a solution for thatstude
to follow, don't just say the hurtful thing and then have nothing for them. If you feel like
they're doing something wrong, have a solution that you think they should do” (3,
549:558), and “just maybe, just with a constructive criticism type of thing. You know, list
things you can do” (24, 529). Kelly recommended, “when there is a negative, try to make
it into a positive. Show them how they can do better in the future instead of just saying
you did horrible this time and, you know, good luck” (29, 410:412).

Consequently, students felt that positive encouragement would help alleviate any
fear that they may have about talking to their professors, “I would say just be up front
with students and let them know how you are feeling....if there’s something thagthey

doing good ‘cause that encourages them to keep going instead of being- feelihgyike
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can’t go and talk to their instructor and being afraid of their instructor” (6443Y..
With this lack of fear, they gain comfort which may help them feel closer ito the
teachers. This ties in directly with the following theme, which focuses onutienss’
desire for teachers to have a balanced relationship with them.
Balance Professionalism and a Personal Relationship

A fourth theme highlights the ways that students perceive the teacher-student
relationship—on one hand, they believe that a teacher should be professional and direct,
but on the other hand, they desire at least a minimal personal relationship with them.
Lupe explained, “I guess there’s kind of a fine balance between keepiugla g
classroom learning atmosphere in the sense that you don’t want kids just thltheg a
time and joking around, um, so keeping order there and also being like rude. So, to find
that balance is kind of a tough thing for some people” (4, 454:457). Tamika shared that
this balance is important become without it, “it blurs the line and for me it wiasies
because | wanna use you as a resource, | wanna tap you....and | want to ask more
guestions, but you just wanna tell a story about a movie you saw, then | feel shut out to
your intelligence and your expertise” (10, 1035:1038).

Overall, there appears to be a fine line between professional and personal
relationships, but one student recommends handling this by,

maybe just like have a real conversation with them [students], like actitally s

down...I feel like students don’t respond when they feel like they're being talked

to like by a superior, they're just like yeah. Yes. Yes. Uh-huh. Like you just

answer like that, you don’t answer the way you would if you were talking to like
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one of your friends. If they would talk to you in that way, | feel like more would
get accomplished, but the fact that you're a teacher and you’re superiteand
kind of the way that you come across to them may factor into your grade, students

are immediately just brought back and like kind of closed off because they don’t

want anything to affect that. (7, 319:326)
In doing so, students may be more likely to feel at ease in their interactioresahédly
to become hurt by certain communicative behaviors. In some situations, however,
teachers are faced with a situation where they must confront or question astudent
motives. In the following theme, students explain how their feelings may bduotizy
one-sided communication.
Listen to the Students’ Side of the Story

Being a teacher brings a forth a certain amount of judgment, wherebgtea

must determine if a student’s motives are good/bad or right/wrong. This uniquesituat

brings with it, in the students’ eyes, a responsibility to engage in transdetias

opposed to linear—communication. Thus, this theme articulates the need for teachers

listen to a student’s side of the story before making a final judgment concdraing t
situation. As Deshondra and Eric argued, “at least give the student a charngaito ex

their side of the story” (21, 425), and

make sure that they listen to the student before accusing them of something. |
understand a lot of time students make up excuses and have elaborate stories to
tell and stuff like that, but | do think that that’s just a respect thing, ‘cause | think

by the time a student’s in college like they have, you know, they’'re an adult too,
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like they can discuss things, like it's not the time to like point the finger...I mean
there are times when you have to exercise discipline and step in and say that what
you did was wrong, but | do think that they need to make sure to be like open-
minded and listen to everything first. (8, 325:331)

Students believe that their feelings may be spared in controversiébsisuay

simply being given the opportunity to explain themselves. Especially, as Aar

explained, teachers often incorrectly assume that students are intendatg t

disrespectfully. He said,

what you think they're doing might not always be what you think they're doing,
like with me talking to other students, they might think oh I'm talking about like
my night, other things, but sometimes we’re actually talking about the cldss a

you always think that we’re doing something wrong. (32, 276:280)

Correspondingly, Rebecca proposed that teachers ask for the students’ sidéooy tioe s

help them in their own judgment, arguing that a student who has negative motives will

not be able to answer important questions, nor be willing to complete extra steps. She

noted,

| guess | just wish that the professor would just take the time to ask questions
about it, you know, even just through asking questions and saying, like, oh I'm
sorry about that, you know. I, I'm sorry about your grandma dying, you know,
where was she from? Or something like that....usually you can kind of get a sense
of whether the student is lying or not. You know, you can just start asking

guestions or you can give an extra assignment and if the student is willing to do
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the extra assignment. Like, if a student made an excuse to get out of the first
assignment, they’re not going to be willing to do an extra assignment to get those
points back. (22, 682:685, 689:692)
By asking questions and listening to the students’ story, it is likely thdteesawill be
able to identify the students’ motives. This may also help them save face by tivat
they are willing to take the students’ word into account before making judgment about
them. The importance of face-saving is also evident in the final theme of adviageprovi
by the students.
Consider Students’ Backgrounds and/or Cultures
The final theme of advice that students have for teachers concerning
communicating without being hurtful calls for the teacher to consider the students’
background and/or culture when communicating with them, forming perceptions of them,
and interpreting their behavior. As Maria expressed,
| think first and foremost we need to consider a student’s background. Culturally,
socially, whatever influences the way they take um in messages, obviously, and
the way they [pause] are being addressed. Um, how [pause] the interaction takes
place. All of that has to be taken into consideration because there’s some very
drastically different cultural, uh, scenarios that affects how studers i,
every student’s coming from a different background and if she had taken into
[pause] consideration how | communicated with superiors, especially, and how |
interacted in a group environment, the whole interaction might have gone

differently. (11, 468:475)
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Danielle also stressed the importance of intercultural sensitivitpgstak would like

want them to know that like all of their students are people, too and they have like a
history and a background. Sometimes, | feel like they just are like we’rehestl af
cows that are just like being shoved through” (20, 495:497). Similarly an Interalati
student mentions,

[sigh] you're always handling with all different kinds of uh uh not only different

kinds of culture but you know in United States there’s a lot of states here also,

right? So there should be everyone has their living environment, what they have
that they have their past and they have their own culture. They have their own,
you know, motives and everything and just don’t | mean uh it’s really good to uh
remain- uh, maintain relationships between student and teacher, but if you go
really, really personally, you might really hurt some, someone’s t=l{83,

423-428)

Thus, students hope that teachers will take their individual differences into
account when communicating with them. Failure to do so may ultimately lead to hurt
feelings following interactions. In the following section, | explore thegeec impact
of these hurtful messages.

Perceived Impact of Hurtful Messages

To better understand how students feel about the offending teacher and the course
they were enrolled in with the teacher following the communication of a hordssage,
| decided that it was necessary to explicitly ask them about the impaekti@sence had

on them. Participants went into great detail concerning the impact that theywpdr
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these hurtful messages to have on various facets of their education. Thus, research
guestion seven was addressed with three themes specifically pertainiagp&vdeived
impact of hurtful messages communicated by teachers: motivation, affexb¢gand
relationship satisfaction. Each of these themes is discussed with depth ictithresgbat
follow.
Motivation

One theme that emerged from the students’ discussions of the impact of hurtful
messages on their classroom experience is that of motivation. Motivation was
represented in two ways in this data. Several students cited a loss of motivation
following the communication of a hurtful message by their teachers, whatheas
argued that the hurtful message actually motivated them to work harder tolgiove t
teachers wrong. | discuss each of these positions in depth in the sectionsawat foll
Decline in Motivation

Various students remarked on the decline in motivation that they felt following
the hurtful message. Most of this change in motivation was reflected in the gfality
their work, their participation in class, and their attendance in the class.chardi
recalled,

Um | hategoing to class. Um, | usually leave about 15 minutes early every day

just ‘cause she, like you get nothing out of the class, for me at least, do eith-

mean, | guess | could say that I’'m regligt unmotivated to be there, | think I c-

‘cause | don't need her, | don’t need her class to pass this time, so it’s kind of like

why am | here? So | would say very unmotivated to be there. (27: 356-359)
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Along the same lines as Richard, Samantha said that her motivation for the class
“deteriorated” (26: 480). Specifically, “I did skip more classes ‘causelbgust kinda
feel myself preparing to drop the class” (26: 480-481). Mark also mentioned losing
motivation to attend class, as he stated that he would rather attend a courséavhere t
teachers behaved as though they cared for their students. In his words, “Antaof ti
didn’t go to class, like | didn’t come for a certain amount of time. | really hadason

to. | decided | was better off spending my time studying for anothey iclsiead, classes
where the teachers actually cared about us and how we’re doing” (34: 213-215).

A lack of participation in the classroom was also a reported outcome of resistanc
following a hurtful message. Many students argued that they felt scaredtanties
participate in class because of the initial hurtful message that haddmsrunicated.

As Sarah disclosed,

| didn’t communicate, so I'm sure it seemed like | didn’t participate in ldssc

like | know | probably didn’t get any participation because | didn’t wanrkaatadi

when you don’'t wanna talk, like of course like especially like [sigh] it jus Kill

me because like you know and then it made it seem...like | didn’t know a lot...1
was uncomfortable talking and | didn’t wanna say anything and like ‘cause of

what one person thought about how | spoke. (5: 462-467)

In much the same way, many students recalled “not saying anythingsn gles
showing up, doing the work, and leaving” (1: 373-374), or they stated that they “didn’t

talk in class” (25: 384-385), “couldn’t focus, was scared to go to the class” (33: 395), or
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“made the class just kind of like | don’t wanna be here and so I'm not gonna give an
effort” (12: 321-322).

For some students, a visible change in their participation was evident, as they
physically removed themselves from certain situations or attempted to not yeake e
contact with their teachers. As Danielle explained,

| would just sit at the back of the classroom like the very, very back, couldn’t see

me, um | always avoided eye contact at all times, umm, and that always like hur

me because like for me to learn | always have to pay like really clesdiaitt to

the person, um and | would just like go out of my way to like avoid him....it was

just like okay like I'm not gonna do this anymore and it was just I-1 like do better

when | feel like the people believe in me and | felt like he didn’t believe in me
and so that kind of made me doubt myself, but at the same time | kind of wanted
to prove to him that like | could do better, but I just kind of could never get past it

(20: 435-438, 483-487).

Amie also explained that she changed her behavior from being an active patrticige
classroom to “...really in the class, | didn’t do anything. | [pause] sat in the bdck a
pretended like | was taking notes on my computer, and surfed the web...I didn’t want to
listen to her, I didn’t want to be in the class, she just took attendance, so | waglthere
482-483, 487-488). Additionally, Maria said, “I don’t put myself up front anymore. I-I
physically move myself towards the back so that maybe I'm not, if I'm noksjeap,

I’'m not noticed as much” (11: 415-416).
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As each of the aforementioned exemplars illustrate, following the comationic
of a hurtful message by their teachers, students often lost motivation for attéreding
course, participating in the course, and succeeding in the course. On the other hand, the
following section illustrates a different approach, as other students usei@étiegs of
hurt to become motivated to prove that their teachers were wrong in their assumptions
about them.
Determination-Based Motivation
A second emergent theme in regard to motivation was that of determination-based
motivation, or a students’ motivation to succeed in the course with the purpose of proving
their teacher wrong. Students, such as Cicely, used their feelings of Worktbarder
than they had previously been working:
It actually made me want to work harder in the class, just to like to prove him
wrong, but um that was almost like my hard work was like sometimes for like
nothing, | felt like it didn't, like | put all this work into it but like it wasn’t what
he wanted, or it wasn’t the right way, so um, | don’t know—I think it made me
want to work harder” (7: 301-304).
Similarly, Brandon said that his teacher’s hurtful message caused him to pwonkre
into his assignments. He said, “Uh, | wanted to stick it to her, so | mean, if thatfs w
she wanted, it worked ‘cause | ended up putting a lot more work into it, | thought | did a
really good job” (17: 343-344). Rachel also argued that she became, “pretty ethtivat
just because | need my mark and | needed a good grade and | did receive a gamd one, s

did what | needed to do” (16: 477-478).
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While many students discussed becoming motivated to prove their teachers
wrong, others mentioned becoming motivated to work harder to prove their self-worth
and prevent future hurtful messages from being communicated by their seaClharrles
was patrticularly fearful of receiving another hurtful message, as the'spist really
didn’t do-know what to do, so | had to study, if | don’t she’s gonna say to me something
like that, right? And she-and | didn’t wanna study, | lost my motivation for that,Haat
to do it either kind of like self-healing and stuff like that” (33: 341-343). Kathism a
mentioned becoming motivated to do well in the course due to being afraid of the.teacher
As she commented,

It didn’t make me want to show him right away that, you know, | am capable of

doing all these great things, but it scared me into doing it so that the motive was

different um than what it is in a different setting umm maybe a teaclernjoh

know, | thoroughly enjoy, | have learned from, um and | just I, you know, they've

helped me out and they | see that true love for um their students that they have

and for their students to grasp the concepts. (14: 616-621).

Thus, for some students motivation was lost, but others used their feelings of hurt
and fear to put more work into the course and prove to their teachers and to themselves
that they are capable of succeeding in the course. Congruent to the loss itiandbva
many students is the decline in affective learning—for the course and the tedwiter—t
several of them reported experiencing. This particular impact will beilbedan the

following section.
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Affective Learning

A second theme that was explicitly discussed in my interviews with the students
is that of affective learning. This concept is generally discussed as hawing t
components: affect for the course, and affect for the teacher. Both of tinesenents
were present in the interviews, as students discussed a decline in thehoatiesir
teachers, as well as the course, major, and—in some instances—collegeah deae
of these elements is discussed, in the students’ own words, in the sections that follow.
Affect for the Course

Several students commented that the hurt that they felt following the hurtful
message contributed to a loss of enjoyment for the course that they weredenralith
the offending teacher. In addition to this, many students mentioned a decréase in t
desire to major or minor in the course subject area, whereas others chose to drop the
course and take it with a different instructor. Furthermore, a few studealiede
guestioning whether they should remain enrolled in college, in general. Overall, there
was a negative tone concerning the ways that students felt about the coutbe after
hurtful message was communicated.

One of the assertions made by students about hurtful messages in the classroom
was that the occurrence of a hurtful message can change the entire tone of thancours
just an instant. Amie mentioned that experiencing a hurtful message on theyfioét da
class affected her, especially because her peers had told her treddhes always hurts
students’ feelings. As she described, “and so when you're told a professonés g

[pause] be that way or that this is his typical behavior uhh, you now, it didn’t make me
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want to, it it made me from that day one dread the class” (14: 610-612). In another
instance, Rebecca explained the way that a teacher’s behavior can ¢hdages's
perceptions about the class. She stated,

| really was interested in it and I've taken a different [subjectkclas, and |

really enjoyed it, and | feel like, | would've enjoyed this one, but it was just kind

of a [pause] | don’t know. Like | said just kind of the teacher, | feel like the

professor has a lot to do with the class. Like, a lot [pause] a lot to do with the way

you think about the class. | just thought bad things about the class after that. (22:

639-642)

Kendra also commented on her feelings about the course she was taking, @gedh¥ st

feel like that experience really just overshadows the whole experienceatdsbeand |

um don’t recommend the class to anybody because of her” (2: 315-316). This comment
provides a summary of the general attitudes that students had about the courses that we
taught by the offending teacher.

Another course-related theme that emerged in the data is the idea that students
began to dislike or lose confidence the course, as well as their majors and/oraftérors
receiving a hurtful message from one of their teachers. As Caalkecbc’l don’t know,
it ended up making me hate [subject] altogether....well, [subject] will neveyleajor,
my minor, or anything [laughs]” (1: 87, 477). Stephanie mentioned that she dropped her
minor because of the incident that occurred because she was afraid that she would have
similar struggles in her other minor courses. Specifically, “But then | dtodest be

done with the minor because | didn’t wanna have to deal with it anymore ‘cause | was
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worried that it would carry over into other classes in the minor” (6: 297-298). Dominic
also expressed frustration over having to drop a course because he could notireceive
help that he needed. As he claimed, “like even thinking about it now gets me so mad.
Just that dropped a class because | couldn’t get the help that | wanted” (26: 591-592).
Similarly, Jose mentioned that he is reconsidering his choice of major becalusavait
that his professor communicated with him. As he explained,

It became even more of an extreme of that where it’s just this class is a&tmmpl

joke...I'm not getting anything out of this except for um they're shying me away

from being an [major] because of now I've seen how what was one of, what was

supposed to be one of our distinguished professors, how they handle situations

with students and | don’t know that | wanna be involved in that. (12: 315-321)
Akin to Jose’s experience, Kelly also mentioned being fearful of her major:

Um my confidence level—like with like my [subject] and my [subject] stuff like

with [major] at all like um with what I’'m thinking about going into it's like Mea

to take...a different [subject], I'm thinking about [area], um, and um just with that

even like I'm worried about it? Like it's the most basic one and | didn’'t have huge

trouble with the first [subject] and so like after that like my confidence lavel i

that subject completely dropped, like | don’t feel like | can do it anymore. (29:

531-537)

Along with a loss of affect for the course, several participants mentioned a
decrease in enjoyment for college, in general, and others recalled questubreither

they should remain in college. Dominic recalled questioning the way theedleagn,
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“yeah the overall like [college hame] and that and all that, | was justulid question it
like how it's run, is it is it a either like succeed or we don’t care about you ulotype
attitude” (31: 375-376)? Danielle also mentioned the way that the hurtful message
caused her to look at college in a negative way. She explained,
It's kind of given me a negative take on college, like it's like made me not like
really wanna come back here as much and it like it affected like my work in othe
classes because | used to give like a hundred and ten percent for everything, but
now it's just kind of like okay, | just need to get this done. | need to graduate. |
need to like leave this state ‘cause | hate it [laughs]. (20: 469-473)
As these exemplars indicate, students attributed their perceptions of the course
the major/minor area, and college to the ways that their teachers comndinithte
them. With such a large responsibility being placed on the teacher in thes@scénar
clear that affect for the course was directly tied with students’tdtietheir teachers.
This form of affect is discussed in the following section.
Affect for the Teacher
Along with a reported decrease in affect for the course, their majoorand/
college, many students described disliking their teachers after they cocated a
hurtful message. This decrease in affect was reflected in the wayutthentst evaluated
their teachers on the end-of-semester evaluation forms, as well az\ttieavthey
perceived their teacher and the likelihood that they would take another coursleeaivit
teacher if given an option. Overall, it appeared that students lost respéetiféeachers

and began to perceive all of their teachers’ future behaviors as negatedl. as
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As it pertains to the end-of-semester teaching evaluation, many stusjented
rating their teachers negatively, emphasizing that they were noteshtigth the way
these teachers handled the classroom and/or that they would not take anothevitourse
the teacher if given the opportunity. As Carla remarked,
Well when it came to her knowledge for the course, of course | gave her a good
grade ‘cause she, she knew what she was doing, but as far as like whenever it sai
did she, was she accommodating to you, I h, | was like no, no and | was like and
then it said something about um....anything that had to do with helping me
outside of class or going around each other’s schedule | gave her like an like a
totally disagree, like a 0. (1: 349-354)
Similarly, Eric said that he “marked her down in the areas um that | thoegéatipause]
suitable for marking her down [chuckles]” (21: 365-366). Mark also utilized the end-of
semester teaching evaluation to express his feelings about his teacler. As
remembered,
| absolutely slammed him on the review, the uh end of semester thing. The
evaluation. | wrote a few paragraphs sharing exactly how | felt about hgome
of the questions. So, | pretty much wrote him a bad evaluation, | talked with
friends and then, of course, you know | went to the online forum and slammed
him there, too...When | was on there | saw other examples of the same thing I'd
experienced, like you know students look there before they sign up for class, so |

wanted to make sure that they all knew not to take him. (34: 192-198)
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Sarah also utilized the evaluation forms to share her feelings with herridadhe
she described doing so to prevent future hurt feelings in other students. According to
Sarah, “We do those evaluations and said what | had to say that | want him to know from
a personal standpoint how I took it...I don’t want him to do | to another student, like
that’'s what I’'m most like worried about is that someone else is gonna have togghthr
this” (5: 427-430). Much like Sarah, Lauren utilized the evaluation form to let her
teacher know that she had been hurt by her remarks. She described what she wrote on
these forms:
And so | wrote on there um, “Earlier in the year | was in your office apoul
called me, you said that | wasn'’t intellectually curious and it really ofténue |
just wanted you to know because | feel like sometimes the words that you use and
the way that you use say them, you're trying hard not to hurt people’s feelings,
but instead you hurt them and | just want in the future for you, this to not happen
again, because it really offended me. (19: 197-206)
Charles also described using the evaluation form to share his “true féddsg61).
He further explained, “I just didn’t want to [nervous laugh] see her like, you know, um
[pause] | didn’t wanna recommend this teacher to one of my friends like you know had to
take that [subject] class” (33: 391-393).
Students also shared their perceptions of the teacher apart from the teaching
evaluation form. Many of them described viewing their teachers as “unappragchabl
(13: 404); “on her high horse for no reason” (17: 404); and “not very professional” (12:

216). For many of the students, these perceptions were quite different fromigeal or
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perceptions of the teacher prior to the hurtful message. As Cicely illustiatesught
he was a jerk and like full of himself and immediately switched from him being proud of
something and him being like too big headdike.he was superior to everyone and just
had a big head” (7: 231-234). Rebecca also had a strong opinion about her teacher as she
stated, “I know that | would never wanna take his class, a class with him agaiow. |
people who are taking the class with him, and every time | hear somebody say his
name...I'm just like, ugh” (22: 576, 580).
Other students openly questioned their teachers’ abilities to teach ardaelat
students. As Sarah said,
| just felt like that like |1 don’t think he communicates well, like for him to be
teaching us—a [subject] class—I feel like he didn’t do a good job of
communicating so it’s kind of hard for me to like respect [him] and like [his] all
[his] degrees that [he] brags about and [he] doesn’t even know how to
communicate so obviously there’s some classes [he] needs to go take... (5: 321-
326)
Deshondra also felt that she couldn’t “take much of what he said quite as seriously
anymore because | felt like in this like personal issue he couldn’t back up what he had to
say so how do | know that like anything else he says is going to be realin&git(8:
229-232).
The experience of the teachers was also called into question when compared with
the behaviors that they communicated in the classroom. As Amie said, “For being a

teacher for how long she was, | don’t think she was a very good teacher. [pauagr] | me
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she said she had at least, | think, five or six years under her belt, so keeXpeicto be
more student-friendly” (15: 402-404). Similarly, Erin pointed out that intelligence
doesn’t necessarily equate effective teaching, as she remarked, “I thouglaissheryv
smart, but that she couldn’t teach or relate to students at all. And didn’t want to inelp the
learn more” (28: 327-328). As a matter of fact, some students went so far asest sugg
that they would rather have a “boring” teacher than one who communicates in a hurtful
way. Samantha, for instance, asserted:
| think | would’ve done better in the class overall, | mean, even if | had a differe
teacher who was probably boring and maybe didn’t give as good of speeches as
he did, | still, because of the grade and the fact that | would’ve been probably
doing better and getting more concrete answers on what | needed, would’'ve-I
wouldn’t have dropped it. (26: 525-528).
Needless to say, students had many opinions regarding their perceptions of their
teachers following the occurrence of the hurtful message. Not only did theytaed
the hurtful messages negatively impacted their perceptions of the offendingridad
they also mentioned the ways that it impacted their relationship with theeteathe
impact that the hurtful message had on the students’ perception of relationship
satisfaction with their teachers is discussed in the following section.
Relational Satisfaction
A final theme regarding the impact of hurtful messages on students’ classroom
experiences deals with the students’ perceptions of relational satisfattichewr

teachers. Regardless of the length of time that students reported knowinegdtieers
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before the hurtful message occurred, each of them reported dissatisfatttitmewi
teacher-student relationship. For students who felt that they initially hadtizgosi
relationship with their teachers, they reported the dissolution of theoredhaip following
the hurtful message. On the other hand, students who had not yet developed a
relationship with their teachers remarked that this development would be uniiety.
interesting diversion from this theme occurred for students who reported that thei
teachers attempted to apologize or correct the hurtful message. Each sfuteaés
reported a positive outcome in terms of relationship satisfaction. Each obkteeseios
is explored in the paragraphs that follow.
Relationship Dissolution

Upon receiving a hurtful message from one of their teachers, many studalits re
experiencing a change in their perception of relational satisfactiarmésd, this change
caused them to distance themselves from the teacher and end the relationshipss soon a
they could. Kendra explained the difference between her relationship withehdiofj
teacher and with others teachers who had never hurt her feelings. She said, “I don’t
really have anything to do with her...nonexistent...| mean with other instructors, now
we’ll run into each other and stuff and we can, you know, have small talk or just see
where each other’s what's new and stuff but um, with her, | wouldn’t do that, | wouldn’
even talk to her” (2: 234, 242, 249-251). Akin to this sentiment, others described their
relationship with the offending teacher as, “nonexistent” (27: 332), arguingttirats
done. Like | didn’t try to build a relationship with him at all” (29: 508), because “I just

don’t wanna see her again” (33: 396).
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Other students mentioned the ways that they exhibited their relationship
dissatisfaction to show the teacher that they were hurt by the interacti@n deacribed
the way that she would choose to ignore her teacher if their paths were to cross in the
future. As she said, “l don't ever wanna see the man, like if | see him on thecsteget t
I'd probably walk right by him. | have no respect for him” (5: 350-351). Jorge shared a
similar description, as he said “Just if she’s walkin’ towards me and nod or she rods or
anything just I'll look at her, I'll glance at her and just keep walkirgigtnt” (9: 245-

247). Stephanie and Mark also emphasized that they try to stay away from mickngffe
teachers as much as possible. As Stephanie said, “I was afraid of her horekilyt...
see her or talk to her ever....l just tried to stay away” (6: 294, 303, 306); wherdas Mar
emphasized staying away from his teacher as a direct result of a losgetftre

From there on really | had zero respect for him. Once you do that to a student,

they don’t have no respect for you anymore....He is terrible and | would never

recommend him to anyone. | would nevake his class again. | would tell people
to stay far away. | stayed far away. After that | said screw timatndtgonna

waste my time seeking him out for help. (34: 165-166, 170-173)

As Cicely’s explanation summarizes, “If it could’ve happened differenthink we’d
have like a better student-teacher relationship” (7: 242-243).
Personal Factors

Along with the dissolution of the current and future teacher-student relaponshi

many students cited ending the relationship due to a loss of respect for theiteache

terms of their professionalism. Many students argued that the hurtful nesszge



179

unprofessional, a form of disrespect, immature, and that they caused them to fee
uncomfortable with the teacher and their relationship with that teacher.

Mandie described her relationship with her teacher as being a “war,”
compromised by the teacher’s lack of professionalism in embarrassingfhantiof the
class. As she said,

| totally looked down on her as um a professional professor. Um, | guess my

opinion of it was | would never treat someone like that and um we all work with

people we don’t like um we all go to class with people we really don'’t care for,
but you don’t say those things to them. | think that there is just a certain level of
professionalism....I just didn’t know what to think of her and things definitely got
bitter...our attitudes toward each other, everybody could really tell it was like

okay, this is full on war at this point. (3: 370-374, 385-387)

Tamika shared a similar perspective, as she stated, “I definitelyoist respect for her
because um, while it does take a lot of effort and I'm not perfect at it, yoy oeglht to
filter yourself. You really oughta not mess with people’s heads just to mésthem
and | felt hurt and deflated” (10: 666-668). Other students shared similar coalbeuts
the offending teachers’ personalities. Maria, for instance, commenteshthbas

...Never been comfortable with that professor since and it's been a year and a

half...I've had about three classes with her and | have never felt like | coull com

to her and address her and and be, um, myself with her because | always have this

lingering over my head...so, the teacher-student relationship has never clicked



180

enough so that | felt, um, that I could succeed with her classes. (11: 160-164, 168-
169).
Jamal also felt a strain in the teacher-student relationship, as he sasd dibdn’t think
her personality was that great, you know, anybody that does that in front of ewerybod
really can’t say many good things about her really. She does know what #tie¢s ta
about in terms of her teaching ability, but on a personal level, nah” (13: 335-337).
Other students remarked that they could not feel secure in allowing therteache
student relationship to continue, as they felt like they were “always walkingeopihs
and needles...always had to watch my back” (1: 372-373). This was especialgé¢he
for Kathryn who had a very strong opinion about the hurtful interaction that she had with
her teacher:
| mean, it was disgusting was what his behavior turned into, it was really just
[pause] uh it wasn’t not only did a professor [pause] was a professor saying this,
but a human being, or are they really? Are they really saying this to ma@dgec
that's, that’s pretty sad, it's pretty, pretty disgusting that theyyreaduld treat
somebody like this. (14: 498-501)
Salvaging the Relationship
An interesting theme that emerged concerning relationship sabsfaciturred
for participants who noted that their teachers had attempted to apologize ors#herwi
correct the hurtful message. Only three participants reported regsmme form of
corrective feedback from their teachers, but these participants werd poesiave in

tone when speaking about the relationship that they had with the offending teacher.
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Lauren utilized the end-of-semester teaching evaluation form to ledddrer know that
she had been hurt by her message. Following the receipt of this teaching@valuat
form, Lauren explained that her teacher sent her a personal e-mail apolégizing
offending her. Upon receiving this e-mail, Lauren said,
| really felt that she cared about her students, | mean, when she said that, | me
you could tell in class that she cared about her class and like she cared about what
she was teaching. But like, the fact that she did that really showed thaake re
like cared about, like, me personally and if my feelings were hurt ‘cause | would
never see her again. And it wasn't like I, and | hadn’t written it on the degrartm
one [evaluation], so she wasn’t doing it like for herself. (19: 371-375).
Similarly, Emily explained that her teacher’s attempt to apologize to h#érddrurtful
message allowed her to understand that her teacher did not intend to hurt her. Rather,
“Um [pause] well, ‘cause | knew it wasn’t intentional, so | wasn't liké 1@y gosh, he’s
such an ass,” you know?” (25: 379-380). Furthermore, Lupe explained that her teacher’
corrective actions allowed her to better understand her teacher’s peysandliearn
how to communicate more effectively with him. As she said,
| guess before the hurtful message, | wouldn’t have been, so | wouldn’t have
known how to, you know, best relate to him or um | wouldn’t have known how to
kind of put on that business face before | went to talk to him and after it, | knew
better how to communicate with him, if that makes sense. (4: 313-316)
These exemplars indicate that there is a potential for teachers to sakiage t

relationships with students following a hurtful message.
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As evidenced by the exemplars, a common term that was used among the
participants wasespect as many students cited a loss of respect for their teachers, both
personally and as professionals. This loss of respect may be an underlynépfaihe
relationship dissatisfaction experienced by students. To further inveshigatepact of
hurtful messages that were reported by students in this phase of the stualgd are
survey instrument that would assess the relationships among these vandttes a
degree of hurt that was experienced by individual students. The development of this
instrument is described in the following section.

Instrument Development

The results derived from this phase of the study are valuable in that thegtdus
in depth and in their own words, the types of hurtful messages that students reported
receiving, as well as the ways that they feel these hurtful medsagesmpacted their
experience in the classroom. In order to evaluate the extent to which hudtadgas
relate to their classroom experience, however, we must go one step dndhenduct a
guantitative analysis. Thus, research question eight was designed to determime whi
items and scales would best measure the themes that were presented intétieeual
results. In order to answer this question, | considered the purpose of this stuel,aass
the opinions of my colleagues. During my data conference, my colleagueagedd
thatRQ; was important in that it served as the best means to identify the variables that
should be measured in the second, quantitative, phase of my study. Because this researc
guestion focused specifically on the students’ own perceptions of the impact that hurtful

messages had on their classroom experience, it served as an excellent bhsssing
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variables to measure in the second phase of this study and simultaneously understand t
extent of their impact.

As discussed in the section above, students reported hurtful messages as
specifically impacting their relationship satisfaction with theacteer, their affective
learning, and their motivation for the class. Furthermore, based on eatéd during
my discussions with my participants, students who mentioned that they wemaaytr
hurt or humiliated by their teachers appeared to have stronger opinions about their
teacher and the situation. To consider this correlation, | decided to also nikasure
degree of hurtfulness of a message. Also, as evident in previous sections of tleis chapt
face theory played an interesting role in the interactions between teandestidents.
Specifically, participants mentioned the ways that violations of theinfaeds appeared
to be one of the reasons that they felt hurt by these interactions, and many of them
commented on the teachers’ lack of tact and solidarity when violating their face
Therefore, | decided that a measure for face theory was also necessary

Upon determining the variables that | would measure in the second phase of this
study, | decided to consult existing literature to determine if | would be usisting
scales or creating new scales to measure each variable. It wasstadleithat | found
that each variable that was identified had been previously, and reliably, measured i
literature. As a result, | constructed a survey using the following scales:

1. Degree of Hurt (Young, 2004),
2. Affective Learning (McCroskey, 1994),

3. Motivation (Christophel, 1990),
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4. Relational Satisfaction (Modified version of Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998),
5. Instructional Face-Support (Kerssen-Griep, Hess, & Trees, 2003).
This survey was used to measure the final research question and threedegoothieis
study. The results of the second phase of this study are discussed in thedpllowi
chapter.
Summary
In this chapter, | have discussed the results of the first phase of this study
doing so, | have addressed each of the eight research questions, which covered the
following topic foci:
1. The types of hurtful messages that students perceive to be communicated by their
teachers,
2. The connection between hurtful messages and teacher misbehaviors,
3. The ways that students respond to their teachers following the communication of
a hurtful message,
4. The role of face in the hurtful message interaction,
5. Advice that students have for teachers concerning ways to communicate without
being hurtful,
6. The perceived impact that hurtful messages have on students’ classroom
experiences, and
7. The strategy that was used to construct the survey for the second, quantitative,
phase of this study using data from this first phase.

The results of the second phase of the study are presented in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE IMPACT OF HURTFUL MESSAGES

The data in this chapter focuses more specifically on the relationships and
differences between types of hurtful communication, degree of hurtfulnessudadtst
perceptions of relational satisfaction, affective learning, student motiyaind
instructional face-support. There were 208 participants in this phase of th€/&tudy
males; 131 females), and the results of their surveys support the assertmttbht
messagedo impact students in a negative way, and that the degree of hurtfulness of the
messages may impact students’ classroom experiences; specifisallgertains to their
learning, motivation, and satisfaction with their relationships with theihezac In the
previous chapters, | outlined one research question and three hypotheses thaeguide th
second phase of this study. This chapter details the results of the ninth resestioh que
and three proposed hypotheses to provide a better understanding of the ways that hurtful
messages affect students emotionally and impact their classroom esg@erien

Research Question

RQ: How, if at all, does the type of hurtful communication create differencégin t
degree of hurt perceived by students? Because this was a question of diffetience
nominal (categorical) independent variable and one interval (continuous) dependent
variable, a one-way ANOVA was run. The one-way ANOVA revealed that pieedtfy
hurtful communication that students reported experiencing does createcamgnifi
differences in the degree of hurt perceived by studern®, 199) = 6.25p < .00.
Because the results were significant, Tukey post-hoc tests were ruevaatéd

significant differences between those who received hurtful messagesmidiation
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(M=5.61,SD= 1.09) and those who encountered messages of refusal to accommodate
(M= 4.06,SD= 1.53), false assumptionsl€ 3.66,SD= 1.23), and misunderstood

motives M= 3.75,SD= 1.17). There were also significant differences between those who
received hurtful messages of public embarrassnénty(40,SD= 1.41) and those who

were reported refusal to accommodatl=(4.06,SD= 1.53) and false assumptiond=
3.66,SD= 1.23). Thus, those who received messages of discrimination and public
embarrassment experienced more emotional hurt than those who received messages of
refusal to accommodate, false assumptions, misunderstood motives. Based on these
results, it appears that discrimination is the most hurtful type of measddbat false
assumptions are the least hurtful. No significant differences were fountefmages of
disregard M= 4.54,SD= 1.20), inappropriate jokeME 4.3,SD= 1.55), or one-sided
accusationsM=4.44,SD= 1.05). Table 5 illustrates the mean degree of hurtfulness of
each type of hurtful messages. The type of hurtful message is presented, #idhg wi
number of participants that were hurt by each type of message, and the avgragefle
hurtfulness (on a scale of 1 to 7, with 7 being the most hurtful) of each type of message.
The types of hurtful messages are organized from most hurtful to least hurtful.

Table 5: Degree of Hurtfulness of the Types of Hurtful Messages

Type of Hurtful Message N Mean Degree of Hurtfulness Std. Deviation
Discrimination 18 5.61 1.09
Public Embarrassment 24 5.40 1.41
Deconstructive Criticism 43 5.17 1.35
Disregard 52 454 1.20
One-Sided Accusations 8 4.44 1.05
Inappropriate Jokes 10 4.30 1.55
Refusal to Accommodate 17 4.06 1.53
Misunderstood Motives 8 3.75 1.16

False Assumptions 28 3.66 1.23



187

Hypotheses

Hi:: The degree of hurtfulness of a message will be negatively related to students’
perceptions of relational satisfaction with their teachers. Bechisseds a test of
relationship, a Pearson’s product moment correlation was run. The anallggsd ye
significant correlation. The degree of hurtfulness correlated negatwtblstudents’
perceptions of relational satisfaction, (r= -.8%,.00,R’= .06). This correlation indicates
that students who felt a higher degree of hurt following their teachershaaration
were less satisfied with their teachers (see Table 6). Therkfiongs supported.

Table 6: Correlation Matrix foi,

C1 Cc2
C1 1.000
C2 -.254** 1.000

**Correlation is significant at the .00 level

H,: The degree of hurtfulness of a message will significantly relatg &fféative
learning, and (b) student motivation. Because this was a test of relationsbgrsar™s
product moment correlation was run. The analysis yielded two significaptat@mns.
The degree of hurtfulness correlated negatively with affective leanmsng20,p <.00,
R’=.09) and student motivation (r= -.32<.00,R?= .05). These correlations indicate
that students who felt a higher degree of hurt following the communication of al hurtf
message had lower levels of motivation and affect for the teacher and the lbeyrse t

were enrolled in with that teacher (see Table 7). THupsyas supported.
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Table 7: Correlation Matrix forl,

C1l C2 C3
Cl 1.000
C2 -.222** 1.000
C3 -.293** .589** 1.000

**Correlation is significant at the .00 level

Hs: Students’ perceptions of instructional face-support will significantbteeb
(a) degree of hurt, (b) affective learning, (c) motivation, and (d) relatiatiafaction.
Because this was a test of relationship, a Pearson’s product moment corredatiomw
The analysis yielded various significant correlations. Students’ peyospuf their
teachers’ use of tact correlated positively with relational satisfagt= .14,p <.05,R?=
.02). Students’ perceptions of their teachers’ use of solidarity as facesoppelated
negatively with degree of hurt (r= -.28<.00,R’= .08), and positively with affective
learning (r= .48p <.00,R?= .23), motivation (r= .43y <.00,R?= .19), and relational
satisfaction (r= .61p <.00,R?= .37). Finally, students’ perceptions of their teachers’ use
of approbation correlated positively with affective learning (r= plZ.,05,R*= .03),
motivation (r= .22p <.00,R?= .05), and relational satisfaction (r= .§ls.00,R?= .10).
The first correlation indicates that students who believed that their teastrersactful
in their communication of a hurtful message were more satisfied with traionship
with the teacher following the hurtful message. The second correlation isdicate
students who perceived that their teachers showed solidarity during the hunfuveve
less hurt by the message and had more motivation and affect for the courserand the
teacher. The final correlation illustrated that students who perceived thidetuotiers

used approbation when communicating the hurtful message were more motivated,
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satisfied with the teacher-student relationship, and had more affect fauttse @and the

teacher who communicated the hurtful message (see Table 8).Hghwzs supported.

C1
C2
C3
C4

Table 8: Correlation Matrix forls

C1 C2 C3 C4
1.000
223 1.000
267 A42%* 1.000
-.026 -.281** -.005 1.000

**Correlation is significant at the .00 level

Summary

In this chapter, | have discussed the results of the second, quantitative, phase of

this study. The ninth research question and three hypotheses specific to thisfghas

study were tested to provide a better understanding of the ways that hurgageses

affect students emotionally and impact their motivation, affective learmulg,edational

satisfaction. The results of this chapter suggest that:

1. The various types of hurtful messages do create differences in the degree of hurt

experienced by students,

2. The degree of hurtfulness of a message is negatively related to students’

motivation, affective learning, and relational satisfaction with theiherac

3. Students’ perceptions of their teachers’ use of tact during the commanioéa.

hurtful message correlates positively with relational satisfiact

4. Students’ perceptions of their teachers’ use of solidarity during the

communication of a hurtful message correlates negatively with degree ahldurt

positively with affective learning, motivation, and relational satigfactand
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5. Students’ perceptions of their teachers’ use of approbation during the
communication of a hurtful message correlates positively with affectiveingar
motivation, and relational satisfaction.

The results of the first and second phase of this study are discussed vettiapibr in
the final chapter of this dissertation. In addition to a discussion of the rekalts
following chapter includes the implications of the conclusions of this study, sioyges
for practical application, directions for future research, and a discussionlimhitiagions

of this study.
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to extend teacher misbehavior research via an
investigation of the teacher misbehaviors that are perceived as tbrstatddnts’ face
needs, thus contributing to feelings of hurt in students. Traditionally, the outcome of the
communication that occurs between teachers and students has primarily focused on
content-related dimensions and less on relational dimensions. As such, a secondary
purpose of this study was to highlight the importance of understanding both the content
and relational dimensions of teacher-student communication, especiallyglod ro
emotion in this communication process.

This chapter serves as summary of the study’s results and their connection t
existing theory and literature. This was a large study with two seganrases of data
collection, whereby the results from the first phase of the study direfitignced what |
chose to measure in the second phase of the study. To present data in a cleat manner,
have chosen to organize this chapter topically. Because some topics were idtioduce
the first phase of the study, but further explored in the second phase of the study, the
research questions and hypotheses are not discussed in the order that theg #ppear i
first four chapters. Rather, they are organized based on specific topics.rirarté)e
becaus&k(}; was asked specifically to determine which variables should be measured in
the second phase of the study, this research question is not discussed in the current
chapter but was discussed in “Chapter Four”. The specific topics—and their
corresponding research questions and hypotheses—that are covered in this chapter

include:
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The types of teacher misbehaviors that students perceive as being R@ful (
RQ) and the degree to which these behaviors are perceived as being hurtful
(RQ),

How students perceive their identities to be threatened following hurtful
communicative behavior&Qy),

How students communicatively respond to hurtful mess&®@s (n an effort to
restore their identityR (),

How hurtful behaviors impact the content and relational dimensions of the
teacher-student relationshiR@;, Hi, Hy, Hs),

The significance of this study,

The implications of the conclusions,

Suggestions for the practical application of the results derived from this study
(RQ),

The limitations of this study, and

Recommended directions for future research.

Each of these topics is discussed, in depth, in the sections that follow.

Hurtful Messages in the Teacher-Student Relationship

Prior to this study, research focusing on hurtful messages was rddiithe

contexts of family and romantic relationships. Existing typologies of humtigsages

outside of these contexts were general and meant to encompass a varietypo$hghas

without any contextual specificity. For this study, | chose to extend knowtédgetful



193

messages into the context of instructional communication by discovering thigcspeci
themes of hurtful messages that occur within the teacher-student relgtionshi

RQ of this study was asked to determine the different types of hurtful messages
that students perceived as being communicated by college teachers. Niinetgpes
of hurtful messages emerged from my interviews with 34 students. Thesg hurtf
messages includedeconstructive criticispor messages that are insensitive, are not
constructive, and/or imply that the efforts of the student do not matter to therteach
inappropriate jokesor teasing or making fun of students, especially when students do
not find the jokes to be funny or in good tasétse assumption®r messages that are
stated in a negative tone and are communicated when teachers make incorrect
presumptions about students’ performance and/or dedication to the @uiise;
embarrassmenbr messages that occur in front of individuals other than the teacher and
student, and humiliate or otherwise make the student feel uncomfodisiégyard or
teachers that appear to be impatient, do not respond to e-mail in a timely mannetr, or trea
students as a number rather than an individual with specific conoesisjded
accusationsor reprimanding students without hearing their side of the story;
misunderstood motiveer messages that show that the teacher did not understand the
student’s behaviorefusal to accommodater a refusal to cooperate with students’
needs and extenuating circumstances, implying that students’ efforts do test arat
discrimination or focusing negatively on characteristics that students have and may not

be able to change—such as gender, race, class, or other group memberships.
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As is evident in the existing research on hurtful messages, the underlyiegptaus
hurtful messages appears to be the perception that a message violates anliadividua
expectations for a particular relationship. In the case of teacher-stodamuaication,
students have specific expectations for the ways that teachers should coabenamit
behave. When teachers violate these expectations, they are said to be eteactiey
misbehaviors.” While not all teacher misbehaviors are hurtful, the resiiQaif this
study indicate that there are two types of teacher misbehaviors théenpayceived as
hurtful by students: incompetence and offensiveness.

Teachers are perceived as being incompetent when they lack the ability to
embrace basic teaching skills, such as showing caring for the course astutheits,
appreciating student input, and helping their students succeed (Kearney, et al., 1991).
When teachers communicate in such a way that they are perceived Isputients as
being uncooperative, unhelpful, uncaring, or impatient, they are demonstrating
incompetence. As a result, students feel hurt by this particular type oficooation.
Similarly, teachers who are perceived as being offensive behave in \aagseh
discouraging, humiliating, or otherwise condescending to their students (Kestragy,
1991). Students may become hurt by offensive teacher misbehaviors, as these behaviors
focus on the negative characteristics of students and/or their work, and imply that the
efforts of the student do not matter.

Although both incompetent and offensive teacher misbehaviors were perceived as
hurtful by the students who participated in this study, there were no indications that the

third type of teacher misbehavior, indolence, was perceived as hurtful. Ind@ence
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considered a behavior that can be described as a teacher being “absedt-mitiae
classroom. The fact that indolence was not considered a hurtful behavior suggests t
students become hurt by teacher misbehaviors that deal with the moreatksdjoects

of teaching that require feedback and judgment rather than the more conteisdorie
aspects of teaching, such as organizing class and setting due dates aachesqsiifor
assignments. This emphasis on the relational aspects of teacher-stuttennazation
further illustrate the need for teachers to “think about the relationships thewith
students beyond those that are clearly inappropriate” and understand that students vie
their communication with teachers as relational and not merely role-bayeudr &
Houser, 2000, p. 217).

It is considerably important to understand the types of hurtful messages that take
place in the context of teacher-student communication; however, the results of past
literature seem to indicate that the degree of hurtfulness of these nseissaige of the
most essential indicators for interpreting outcome-based variables. As much of the
literature contends, it is the degree of hurtfulness of a particular mekaadectates an
individual’'s response to the hurtful message, the likelihood of the offender becoming
aware that they hurt the individual, and the status of the relationship following thd hurtf
message (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006b; Feeney & Hill, 2006; Vangelisti & Crumley,
1998; Young, Kubicka, Tucker, Chavez-Appel, & Rex, 2005).

The results o0RQ indicate that there are differences in the degree of hurt
experienced by students based on the types of hurtful messages that thegg&vdasy

communicated by their teachers. Specifically, students who received hursdges of
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discrimination experienced a significantly higher amount of hurt than students who
received messages of refusal to accommodate, false assumptions, or reisadder
motives. Similarly, students who received hurtful messages of public embserdss
were significantly more hurt than students who reported receiving messagéssaf to
accommodate and false assumptions.

While there are significant differences among each types of hurtBdage it is
important to understand that, regardless of difference, each type of hurtfagmess
evoked some degree of emotional pain in the students. Based on this knowledge alone, it
is important to give each type of hurtful message similar attention anzeréadit each
has the ability to affect students emotionally, relationally, and instrutifiorfss Table 5
in “Chapter Five” illustrates, each type of hurtful message diffeseiégree of
hurtfulness students reported feeling following the hurtful message; howeserthe
least hurtful of the messages was located in the middle of the spectruas{hwldful,
7=most hurtful) of hurtfulness. The types of messages in order from most hurtstto le
hurtful are, as follows: discriminatioME 5.61); public embarrassment, public
embarrassmenM= 5.40), deconstructive criticisfMiE 5.17), disregard= 4.54), one-
sided accusation$A=4.44), inappropriate jokedIE 4.30), refusal to accommodatd=
4.06), misunderstood motivell€ 3.75), and false assumptiomd< 3.66). It is also
worthy to mention that 66% (or 137 out of 208) of the participants experienced one of the
four most hurtful types of messages. This may indicate that students wdhextremely
hurt by a message were more inclined to participate in the study, or ttattieehe

most prevalent types of hurtful messages communicated from teachers tdsstudé¢he
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next section, | further discuss the reasons that these types of meseggseaved as
hurtful by students.
Face Threats, Face Support, and Facework

Perhaps one of the greatest keys to understanding how hurtful messagesroperate
the teacher-student relationship is realizing that individuals have pariceitdity (face)
needs when they are enacting the role of student, and that they have certaatierpect
for the ways teachers should communicate with them to help them manage these ide
needs. The results BiQ, suggest that, analogous to other well-researched relationships,
students attempt to manage both positive and negative face needs in situatiorieeyhere
must communicate with their teachers (Kerssen-Griep, 2001; Kerssgm-8ass, &

Trees, 2003; Metts & Cupach, 2008; Sabee & Wilson, 2005). When these face needs are
threatened, students may become angry, embarrassed, or hurt.

The results of this study are congruent with Kerssen-Griep, Hess, and Trees
(2003) contention that students expect teachers to provide three forms of facework to
help them manage their face needs: solidarity (fellowship), tact (auypnand
approbation (competence). These forms of facework are manifested in theirepposit
form in this study—in other words, when teachers communicated in such a way that they
were not demonstrating solidarity, tact, and approbation, students’ face needs for
fellowship, autonomy, and competence were threatened. These face threats led t
feelings of hurt for the students who encountered them.

The first of these face needs, competence, was threatened when students

perceived that their teachers implied that they were incapable of suagéethe course,
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their major/minor, or their future careers. Students typically perceiveddahe need for
competence as being threatened when they received feedback from their te@lobers
second face need, fellowship, was threatened when students perceived thed¢henst
viewed them as unimportant, merely subordinates, or as enemies. The laséface ne
which deals with autonomy, is threatened when students perceive that theirsteacher
judge them based on stereotypes or previous experience with other students, rather tha
treating them as unique individuals.

The results oHsz indicate that the violation of students’ face needs of competence
(approbation), autonomy (tact), and fellowship (solidarity) occurs during the
communication of a hurtful message. Students who perceived that their teachedviola
their face need for competence experienced a decline in motivation, relational
satisfaction, and affect for the course and teacher. Interestinglgntstugho received
this type of face threat did not experience a degree of hurt that watscstlitis
significant. This may suggest that students expect to receive negdioismrso it is
not the communication of criticism that is hurtful to a student, rather the wapnéhat
teacher chooses to communicate this criticism. Ultimately, threatsdienss’ face needs
for competence did result in a decline in the content and relational variablesrhat we
measured in this study. This indicates that, although threats to competenser@aoet
necessarily more hurtful than other forms of face threats, the communicatr@sefface
threats did negatively impact the students.

In support of the idea that the way that a teacher communicates feedback may

determine how hurt students feel following the communication is the second rdsslt of
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This result indicates that students who perceived that their teacher vibkiteidde

need for fellowship by not showing solidarity were more hurt by the messadjdad

lower levels of affective learning, motivation, and relational satisfactThis particular
result supports the notion that students place an important emphasis on individuality
within the teacher-student relationship and do not view this relationship as beigg solel
role-based. Thus, students place an extraordinary emphasis on the tone ane ldraguag
teachers use to communicate feedback.

The final result oHs illustrates that students who believed that their teachers
violated their face needs for autonomy were less satisfied with the testigtent
relationship, but their degree of hurt and levels of motivation and affective leavaieg
not affected. This result suggests that a teacher who supports a students’ need for
autonomy by communicating in a tactful way is more likely to be able to maintain a
relationship with the offended student following the hurtful message. This argument is
congruent to the assertion above concerning the ways that teachers choose théandle t
communication of a potentially hurtful topic.

Ultimately, these results may suggest the possibility that—whilduhuoressages
are impactful as it pertains to students’ motivation, affective learnneredational
satisfaction—the use of solidarity when communicating harsh messages tusstudg
be the most noteworthy deterrent to the perception that these messdget@reThis
appears to be congruent with the claims made by Thweatt and McCroskey (1998),

argue that teachers who are highly immediate are consistently seereasanmog even
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when they communicate misbehaviors, though it is “very doubtful...that immediacy
would overcome serious teacher misbehaviors” (p. 356).

Once a students’ face needs have been threatened, the reRsa0tiRQ;
suggest that they enact various corrective facework strategies in theffogaponses to
these hurtful messages. These responses are consistent with previouseliber#te
types of responses that individuals use following the communication of a hurtfugeess
as three main types of responses were found in this study: active verbal, irnvelremnd
acquiescent responses (Vangelisti, Young, Carpenter-Theune, & Alexander, 2005).

Corrective facework was used with two main purposes: (1) thwarting the
communication of another hurtful message in the future, and (2) rectifying thel hurtf
situation. Students utilized corrective facework to avoid future hurtful messdugn
they felt especially hurt or attacked by their teachers’ communicatiors. tyiffe of
facework was achieved through active verbal responses, such as attack, siténce, a
asking for or providing an explanation. On the other hand, students who felt that their
grades were at stake or that they had no other choice than to accommodatdééhne teac
typically chose to attempt to rectify the situation. This strateggceiiork was
inclusive of invulnerable and acquiescent responses, such as laughing, crymgirgivi
and apologizing to the teacher.

The use of corrective facework strategies, as described by the pariciptns
study, is congruent with claims made by previous researchers aratngdividuals
who are deeply hurt choose to “pull away or lash out” (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006b;

Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998; Young, Kubicka, Chavez-Appel, & Rex, 2005) and were
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more likely to discuss their feelings with the offender (Feeney & Hill, 2006
implications of this are also analogous to those of previous researchers of hurtful
messages, who argue that the offender may not realize that they are coatimgiai
hurtful message. It is only when an individual becomes hurt enough to provide an active
response that they may become aware of this hurt (Feeney & Hill, 2006). In turn, this
lack of awareness by the offender may be incorrectly perceived by thadiurdual as
evidence of the offender’s “failure to care,” further aggravating thentgsebf hurt
(Feeney & Hill, 2006). This possibility highlights the need for teachers tatpation
to the behavioral changes in their students via their responses to communicative
interactions. By recognizing the possibility that students have become hurt éhsam
that was said or done, teachers may be able to communicate solidarity to stydents b
showing understanding, caring, and respect. In the following section, | diseuss t
impact that hurtful messages had on the students that participated in this study.
The Impact of Hurtful Messages in the College Classroom

The results o0RQ;, H;, andH, connect with previous arguments that posit that
teacher misbehaviors “are behaviors in which teachers should not engage begause th
are likely to adversely affect student motivation” (Kearney, Plax, Hayseg 1991, p.
250), have a significant impact on student affect for the teacher (Banfield, &tidh&
McCroskey, 2006, p.), and negatively influence the ways that students think and act
(Kearney et al., 1991). As the data indicates, students felt that the occurrenc&uibf hur
teacher misbehaviors impacted their motivation, affective learning, atiomala

satisfaction.
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In terms of the impact of hurtful messages, the degree of hurt that students fel
upon receiving the hurtful message related to their motivation, affectiverigaand
relational satisfaction. As the resultsRi); explain, an increase in feelings of hurt led to
a decrease in motivation, affective learning, and relational satisfaotitimef students.
Thus, regardless of the type of hurtful message or the face support/threats invtived wi
this hurtful message, the degree of hurt appeared to be the main factor inrdetermi
whether a student would experience negative consequences. Furthermore, the result
from the first phase of the study aided in the interpretation of the statieBcdts, as the
participants’ rich descriptions provided insight into exactly how these cometit/éation
and affective learning) and relational (relational satisfactionplbas were impacted by
the hurtful message.

The first of these variables is motivation. As far as motivation is concerned,
students appear to experience one of two forms of motivation following a hurtful
message. The first is decline in motivation that may be reflected in theyapidaheir
work, their participation in the class, and/or their attendance in the class. ®hd sec
determination-based motivation, where a students’ motivation to succeed escregis
the purpose of proving their teacher wrong. While students described being motvated t
prove their teacher wrong, they mentioned the dreadfulness of this type of rootavadi
described it as being an incorrect form of motivation.

The second of these variables is students’ perceptions of affective |leamamg
is comprised of their affect for the teacher and for the course. Students discusse

experiencing an overall decline in affective learning upon receiving tuhon¢ssage.
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Specifically, many students expressed that a hurtful message contributedstofa los
enjoyment for the course and, in some cases, a loss of interest in theimnmagor,
course subject area, or college in general. Students also described losiaffeticior
the teacher and developing a disdain for being within a physical proximitytdé#cher.
For these students, a decrease in affect is signified as a loss of fesgexteacher, and
the perception that the teacher’s future behaviors are negative, as well.

Finally, hurtful messages also had an impact on students’ satisfaction with the
relationship they had with the offending teacher. Students reported disatsfath
the teacher-student relationship, regardless of whether their relapianiihithe teacher
began as a positive one or whether this was the only hurtful message that was
communicated by the teacher. Students who were hurt on the first day or week of class—
before a relationship had the chance to develop—explained that the development of a
relationship with this teacher would be unlikely. However, it is interesting to nate tha
students who reported that their teachers attempted to apologize or othervésether
hurtful behavior felt that the relationship had been or could be salvaged.

These results further indicate that, although hurtful messages areetédtito
students’ motivation, affective learning, and relational satisfaction withtdeehers,
there is potential for correcting the aftermath of these hurtful mess&ge the most
part, however, students and teachers must be willing to view each other as individuals
and engage in open dialogue about their concerns and feelings. This studyalsrcruci

taking the first step of recognizing that hurtful messages do occur in thisehap and
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have a significant impact on the offended individuals. Further significance ofitiis s
is described in the paragraphs that follow.
Significance of the Study

When considering the results of this study, the significance appears to be
threefold. First, the results of this study have added to the existing knowleithge of
effects of teacher misbehaviors on college students by considering tlenetlat
consequences of teacher misbehaviors. Second, the results of this study have added to
our existing knowledge of hurtful messages by extending this body of literatilme t
instructional communication context. Finally, the results of this reseatehdkekace
Theory by demonstrating how face threats between teachers and students can léad to hur
feelings which, in turn, can hinder the movement of the teacher-student relgtifvoshi
a sociological level to a psychological level.

Contribution to Teacher Misbehavior Literature

The first contribution made by this study is that it adds to the existingtliter
concerning teacher misbehavior. Few studies have focused on the negative behaviors
that teachers engage in, and fewer studies consider the ways that teachsaiusbe
affect students (Kearney, Plax, Hays, & Ivey, 1991). Of these studies, hpteaaher
misbehaviors have been recognized as having a negative influence on studestigeaff
learning (Banfield, Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006; Dolin, 1995; Goodboy & Bolkan,
2009; Toale, 2001), cognitive learning (Dolin, 1995; Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009),
motivation (Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009; Zhang, 2007), communication satisfaction

(Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009), and participation (Goodboy & Bolkan, 2009).
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Unfortunately, all of these outcomes deal with the content-oriented aspezasiodit-
student communication and fail to consider the relational outcomes of teacher
misbehaviors. Accordingly, this study focused specifically on includingoeéd
outcomes as a consequence of teacher misbehaviors. Furthermore, this stdeyezbnsi
the emotional consequences of teacher misbehaviors, as well. As a result, it was
recognized that certain teacher misbehaviors that are offensive or ingsigihin
various levels of emotional pain, or hurt feelings. The more hurtful the misbehavior was
perceived, the less satisfied students reported being with theiomslap with the
offending teachers.
Contribution to Hurtful Messages Literature

The second contribution made by this study is that it extends the existing
literature on hurtful messages in human relationships. To date, our knowledge of hurtful
messages has been confined to the context of interpersonal relationships, such as
romantic partners and family members. This is the first study that has cedsmdetful
messages as they pertain to the communication that occurs in the instructbex. c
As such, this study goes beyond the general typology of hurtful messagésutedtoy
Vangelisti, Young, Carpenter-Theune, and Alexander (2005) and contributes a context-
specific typology of the types of messages that are considered hursiuldgnts. This is
an especially important contribution as previous research indicates that hesgdges
differ across contexts, so it is illogical to assume that what is considetéd huone
context will be perceived as hurtful in another (Feeney, 2004; Mills, Nazar, &lIFarre

2002).
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It is also reasonable to suggest that this study contributes to our existing
knowledge of the types of responses that offended individuals communicate following
the receipt of a hurtful message. The results of this study solidify the notion tha
offended individuals respond to hurtful messages in a variety of ways, but that the
responses that individuals perceive to have available to them are largeddistdahe
power differential that exists in the relationship and the degree of hurtfulhtrss
message (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006; Vangelisti & Crumley, 1998; Young, Kubicka,
Tucker, Chavez-Appel, & Rex, 2005).

Contribution to Face Theory

This study contributes to our knowledge of face and facework in two ways. The
first is an extension of Face Theory via an understanding of the way that theenceurr
of face threats relate to emotions, such as hurt, and how they interfere with the
development of the teacher-student relationship. The second is by exposing a sveaknes
in the theory terminology as it pertains to corrective and preventive facewdHough
previous applications of Face Theory to the instructional context illusttaeasiays that
face threats and instructional face-support relate to students’ motivatiolveiment,
and learning, they did not consider emotional and relational consequences ofdatse thr
and/or a lack of instructional face-support. However, as Cupach and Metts (1994)
argued, “the quality and longevity of relationships and the psychological hedfin of t
relational partners” are endangered by the occurrence of face threastaiéiment

holds true in this study, as there is an explicit emphasis placed on the waysdéiatss
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become emotionally hurt when teachers threaten their face, as well astibaakla
dissatisfaction that occurs following these hurtful face threats.

Additionally, previous applications of instructional face-support were
strengthened as the conclusions arrived at in the results of this study ateenbmgth
the notion that the three forms of instructional face-support—approbation, sojidadty
tact—were identified as significant (Kerssen-Griep, Hess, & T@@33). In previous
literature, these forms of instructional face-support were said to betorsdif student
motivation, interaction, and attentiveness (Kerssen-Griep, Hess, & Trees, 20083
study, approbation was shown to be significantly related to affectiverilgambtivation,
and relational satisfaction; solidarity was correlated negativelydegree of hurt and
positively with affective learning, motivation, and relational satigfactand tact was
shown to be positively related to relational satisfaction.

Furthermore, the results of this study expose a weakness in terminology;
specifically, as it pertains to corrective and preventive facework. By definitace
threatening acts can be avoided or minimized before they occur through the use of
preventive facework” (Cupach & Metts, 1994); whereas, “on other occasionshifeatst
are not anticipated and the loss of face must be remediated through correetinaac
(Cupach & Metts, 1994). While analyzing the data in this study, a disagreeccemnted
regarding the facework that is used with the purpose of preventing a future hurtful
message once the initial message has occurred. Based on the aforementioiietsefi
this facework would not be considered preventive because the initial hurtful event had

already occurred; however, it would not be considered corrective eithke psssibility
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of a future hurtful message is anticipated because of the initial hurtful éventhe
purpose of this study, this strategy was categorized under the correcéwefl theme;
however, the lack of “fit” within the definitional constraints of this typologyitaer
further attention. In this regard, this study extends our knowledge of the whjactha
and facework are at play in the college classroom and exposes a potentiakwéakine
terminology used in the facework component of this theory. The implications of this
knowledge are discussed in the following section.
Implications of Conclusions

As the results of this study signify, studetidsview their communication with
teachers to be relational. As much of the previous literature in instructional
communication suggests, a vast majority of teachers view their relatiomsthps
students as sociological or role-based. In sociological communication, individuals
communicate with each other based on what is expected in their particusaiMoler &
Steinberg, 1975). This particular type of communication transaction is congiitient
customer-employee relationships. For teacher-student communication, thiemsast
of basic communication concerning academics, assignments, clasppaaaticiand the
like. The results of this study, however, seem to indicate that students view their
relationships with teachers beyond this role-based set of expectations andleipect
teachers to treat them as individuals, rather than consumers. In instancestudesnts
recalled being treated “as a number” or as though they “did not matter fethaurt by
this communication and described being dissatisfied with their classroomesxgeri

This seems to suggest that teachers should work to interact with students on a
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psychological level by treating them as individuals with unique experiencesn Whe
teachers assume that all students are the same or that they areptiragtéo lie, cheat,
or act in disrespectful ways, it is perceived as unfair and hurtful. By interadtimg
students on a psychological level, teachers demonstrate solidarity withdbatst
Solidarity may allow trust and respect to develop between teachertidadts (Frymier
& Houser, 2000) and many types of hurtful messages may be avoided.

Unfortunately, the move from sociological communication to psychological
communication appears to be hindered by hurtful messages and face threats, so much that
many students prefer to distance themselves or sever all ties with thaergjfezather.

This conclusion brings forth the importance of teachers understanding that students’
feelingsdo become hurt during some teacher-student interactions. While a few seacher
may be communicating hurtful messages on purpose—perhaps in hopes of motivating an
under-performing student to work harder—it seems plausible to suggest that most
teachers do not realize that students are interpreting their commuomiasathurtful.

While this is largely an issue perceptior—what one student perceives as hurtful,

another may not—the value in this study is that it highlights the fact that stuldevitsw

their communication with their teachers as relational to some degree. #\gtamany

of them value their teachers’ thoughts and opinions and, thus, become hurt when they feel
that their teachers do not value the relationship (or show solidarity) as miey aot

This alone supports the need for teachers to realize the power of their wordsisiddrc

the impact of their communication before sharing messages of feedbackp@ssuand

judgment.
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Because many teachers may not realize that their communicatioaidecap
being perceived as hurtful, they may be unknowingly communicating hurtful megsage
their students. The students’ responses to hurtful messages that are discussed in thi
study may serve as a tool for teachers to begin acknowledging occasionthesenay
have inadvertently hurt a student’s feelings. The responses that studentsedeadhe
first phase of this study highlight the contention that there is a behaviorgechm
students who believe they have received a hurtful message from a teachstaricas
where students do not openly discuss their feelings with their teacher, tleaeatieg
such behavioral changes as avoiding their teachers, removing themselves from the front
of the classroom, as well as acting defensively, crying, being silentdetinva classroom
or office, asking for explanations, or providing explanations. If a teacheesatic
sudden behavioral change in one of their students following an interaction, there is a
possibility that the student was hurt by the interaction. As a result, the tshonéd be
willing to engage in open dialogue with the student and ask them about theirdeeling
This open line of communication may serve as an explicit indicator of psychdlogica
communication and help students feel that they are being treated as trustespaciet:de
individuals. As a result, this attempt at open communication may be beneficial to
relational maintenance or repair of the teacher-student relationshipficSgpaggestions
for teachers and students are provided in the forthcoming section.

Practical Application
As | suggested throughout this chapter, this study is valuable in that it provides

various critical pragmatic stepping stones for both teachers and studentaseBeca
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communication is a process, no one individual is to “blame” for the outcomes of
interactions; rather, both teachers and students should use the results of ths \stutty
to become more effective communicators and relational partners. In the fgjlowi
sections, | share suggestions for both teachers and students.
Suggestions for Teachers

The conclusions derived from this study provide two practical suggestions to
teachers concerning the communication of hurtful messages. First, asseaeher
should attempt to prevent the occurrence of hurtful messages. Second, as teachers, we
should become attentive to students’ individual need and concerns. Table 4 in “Chapter
Four” includes a list of advice, along with several exemplars, provided by stahetis
topic of preventing hurtful messages in the classroom derivedR@n These simple
guidelines are reasonable and illustrate how minor adjustments to our communication
may prevent long-term negative consequences for our students. Behaviors aasimple
smiling at our students, offering them suggestions for improvement, and lettimg the
know when our obligations may hinder us from responding to e-mail in a timely manner
are all potential deterrents of hurtful messages. The key, as represehtedualitative
and quantitative results of this study, is showing solidarity and unity with the student
By letting them know that they are not “in it alone,” and that we understand their
personal and professional struggles, we are doing a great deal to build trust and show tha
we care.

Secondly, many of us are not intentionally communicating hurtful messages to

our students, but unless the message is intensely hurtful, students are not likédg to ma
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us aware of their perceptions of our communication. Thus, it should be one of our goals
to foster positive relationships with our students by viewing them as unique indsvidual
When we become attentive to the behavior of our students, it will become easy fg identi
behavioral changes that may indicate that a student has been hurt by sometiweg that
have said or done. Behaviors such as attack, silence, crying, and physacainigst
may all serve as indications that we have offended a student. In theseasstanc
should take a moment to create a safe and open dialogue with our students allowing them
to feel as though they can share their concerns with us. As with many relationships
other contexts, a simple question about their feelings may go a long way.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that 71% (148 out of 208) of the students who
participated in the second phase of this study reported being hurt by a teactlesghad
50 students or fewer, and 74% (154 out of 208) of students reported being hurt in a
freshman or sophomore level course. The implications of these statistics pointict the f
that the majority of hurtful messages are occurring in small courdas la¢ginning of
the students’ college experience. This may indicate that students are hawatydif
adjusting to the transition from high school to college due to the differences in
expectations and support. This is an important area where teachers can makenzeliffe
by being clear in their expectations of students and working to help them maketa sm
transition from high school students to college students. Demonstrating fcauring
students by showing that we understand their struggles may shift thetjperseep these
messages from hurtful to helpful. This, of course, is not solely the responsibility of

teachers. Thus, suggestions for students are provided in the following section.
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Suggestions for Students

In terms of practical suggestions for students, the conclusions of this study seem
to point to two main ideas. The first is in regard to the attributions that students make
concerning hurtful messages that they perceive to be communicated bgdbkérs.
The second deals specifically with the need for students to approach thes@rseac
concerning their feelings. When individuals become hurt, one of the first thingsdhat t
do, mentally, is begin making attributions for the reason that the hurtful message was
communicated. Unfortunately, it is easy to assume that teachers purposely
communicated a hurtful message and that they do not care for the well-being of thei
students. However, most college teachers sincerely care about thesraktleir
students and may not realize that their communication is being perceived as Astful
mentioned above, the data in this study suggests that a majority of the hurtfujesessa
occur in freshman and sophomore level courses of 50 or fewer students. This may
indicate that students who are new to the transition into college may not be avisgre of t
differences in relationships that occur between teachers and studentsofiethate
level versus the high school level. Many students enter college hoping for the same
close-knit relationships that they had with their high school teachers—espatall
small class where these relationships seem feasible to build—but do net ez
teachers may view the relationship in a role-based manner. Thus, studentstalagd
the behaviors of their teachers too seriously, at times, leaving the teacipdéetebm

oblivious to the hurt feelings that they are experiencing.
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Secondly, while many teachers do not realize that some of their communication is
being perceived as hurtful, other teachers may be communicating in a harshimanne
hopes of motivating their students to improve. It is impossible to speculate erteach
motives for communicating a hurtful message, just as it is difficult fohtza to
interpret students’ motives at times. Thus, the only way that a student withbewrivy
to the reasoning behind a teacher’'s communication is by creating an open dradtbgue
the teacher. While it may be daunting to approach a teacher who holds a superior
position of power, it is important to realize the benefits of doing so. By sharimpgfee
with the teachers, students will be given the opportunity to hear the teasiblersf the
story and share their own views. Similarly, the teacher may become gnaatheir
communication is being perceived as hurtful and may apologize or adjust their
communication to prevent future hurtful messages from occurring. This is a highly
positive outcome when compared to spending the entirety of the semester feel
dissatisfied with the teacher-student relationship, losing motivation for theeg@und
becoming disinterested in the teacher and the course. The simple act of caatiorunic
may resolve the problem and create a positive outcome from an otherwise painful
experience.

As the advice shared in this section of the dissertation indicates, the ptedgnt s
contributed greatly to our knowledge of hurtful messages in the teacher-student
relationship. Despite this contribution, there were several limitations giutlg. These

limitations are discussed in the following section.
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Limitations

While this study contributes greatly to our understanding of the teacher-student
relationship, it is not without its limitations. There are two main limitatidwat should
be addressed. A first limitation deals with the sample that was used in tlyis\White
the convenience sample used was considered acceptable because itlgptifeted
the audience that | wished to study, it was also a limitation. Due to the geagraphi
location that this study was primarily conducted, a majority of the paatits were
Caucasian students aged 19-24. While this study was not created with specifiorat
to differences across cultures, it would benefit from a more diverse stmaplacludes
more Hispanic, African-American, and Asian students, as well as moreathtehal
students. Itis my contention that there are likely many differencegand to the type
of messages that young Caucasian students perceive as hurtful as opposed to thos
perceived as hurtful by minority or non-traditional students.

A second limitation of this study is the emphasis placed on stugentEptions
of hurtful messages. In many ways, a perception-based study iscsighifecause the
impact of communication is less focused on the intent of a message and more on the
perception of that message; however, in this study, it should also be considered a
limitation. Unfortunately, by focusing solely on students’ perceptions of hurtful
messages, | was unable to witness the interaction to determine whether students
recollections of what was said or done matched the teachers’ actual beliaigior
possible that, in instances where students were particularly hurt or offenathts may

exaggerate or internalize specific details of the hurtful message basedstmorige
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emotions that they are feeling. This study would benefit from an elementasf/atisn,

or a call for participants that require bringing a copy of an e-mailittewrevaluation

with them to the interview for comparison. | do not doubt that students receive hurtful
messages in the classroom; however, an understanding of what the teachgr actuall
communicated to the student and how students perceived that communication would be a
valuable addition to this research.

While this study was not without limitations, these limitations did not negate
value of this study; rather, these limitations provide an impetus for furttearobs
conducted in the area of hurtful messages, teacher misbehaviors, and thestealemsr-
relationship as a whole. Further directions for future research in thes@aargasvided
in the following section.

Directions for Future Research

The results and implications of this study pave a strong foundation for future
research concerning hurtful messages in instructional communication. |$®gsible
directions for future research include investigations in the areas of: (dpyex
attributions, (c) corrective behavior, (d) awareness, and in other instructiorettsont
such as (e) physician/patient communication. In the paragraphs that follow, sdiscus
each of these possibilities in hopes of providing a vast landscape for furthey suglir
scholarship.

Sex is one potential area for continued examination of hurtful messages in the
teacher-student relationship. Although the present study did not focus on sex as a

potential variable, the descriptive statistics of the second phase of thenstiedye that
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this may be a fruitful area for further consideration. In the second phase siuthy,

there were 77 male participants and 131 female participants; however, when prompted
about the sex of the teacher whom they perceived as being hurtful, 133 malestaadhe
75 female teachers were reported as being communicators of hurtful eses$ags set

of statistics seems to indicate that female students are either @likeby to feel
comfortable admitting their feelings of hurt to an outside researcher, are(lmore
susceptible to becoming hurt by a teacher’s remark. Similarly, gosaglparent that

male teachers are more frequently reported as being hurtful, which mayteaesting
implications concerning the ways that they communication with their students.

An additional area to consider for future research is that of attributions. As
existing literature states, students tend to make biased attributionstadrteahaviors by
over-emphasizing internal causes to their behaviors, regarding teachespassible for
various classroom outcomes (Christophel, 1992; Kearney, Plax, Allen, & Ritter, 2004).
With this emphasis on the teacher, it is important to understand the attributions that
students make when they believe that they have received a hurtful message from
teacher. As the exemplars provided in phase one of this study imply, manysstudent
perceive the teachers’ messages as hurtful because they feel thathtbeissporposely
being rude or offensive, or that the teacher does not care about the students osése cour
that they teach. This attribution may specifically relate to the waysttiistrds choose
to respond to the hurtful message, as well as the degree of hurtfulness thatlthsyfe

result of the hurtful message.
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Another possibility for future research is an investigation of the type anatimpa
of corrective behaviors on students’ perceptions of hurtful messages. As edpness
“Chapter Three,” 57% (119 or 208) of the participants in the second phase of this study
believed that their teachers were aware of the fact that they comnednéchtrtful
message, but only 11% (23 out of 208) of students believed that their teachers had
attempted to apologize or correct the hurtful message after it was comtadniés
Leary, Springer, Negel, Ansell, & Evans (1998) suggest, many relationshipsemay b
strained by a hurtful message, but they are able to be repaired with open cortiamunica
Unfortunately, if teachers are not aware of the fact that they communicatetia
message or if they are aware but do not attempt to engage in corrective behavior, t
teacher-student relationship may sustain long-term damage.

Furthermore, focusing on teachers’ knowledge of hurtful messages in therteac
student relationship would be another interesting area for future researctesiile of
this study imply that students perceive teachers as being aware thatehey
communicating hurtful messages; however, there is no existing evidenceatnegrse
realize that they are communicating hurtful messages to students. An iniesoga
teachers’ awareness of and/or reasons for communicating hurtful messtugss t
students would be a valuable addition to this ongoing line of research.

A final area for research development as it pertains to hurtful messagkkbe
studying hurtful messages in other relationships that may be consideredimsatuc
Specifically, the communication that occurs between physician and patgrian

viewed as instructional due to the amount of information that is relayed frontipimy
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patient concerning health and body issues. If hurtful messages have an impact on the
patient that is similar to that experienced by students (relational giastitin), many
implications arise concerning the quality of communication in health care and the
possibility that patients may distance themselves from their physicbowing a
hurtful message. This relational distancing may increase their chanoetshafing
screened for an illness before it progresses and/or suffering fromessillvithout
seeking help. These implications alone suggest that this avenue of researsitatetes
further exploration.
Summary

My goal for the present study was to extend our knowledge of the effects of
teacher misbehavior on the classroom experience of college students. To dcwssed f
specifically on the teacher misbehaviors that students perceive as befobamaithe
role that face and instructional face-support plays in students’ perceptions of hurtf
messages. In this investigation, it became apparent that two generaiftigeasher
misbehaviors (incompetent and offensive) act as threats to students’ facéoneeds
competence, fellowship, and autonomy. When threats to fellowship occur, students
become hurt. The various types of hurtful messages differ in their degreefoliness
which dictates various content and relational outcomes for the offended student.
Specifically, an increase in hurtfulness results in a decrease iomelaatisfaction,
affective learning (concerning the course and teacher), and motivation fandbatst

Based on the results and implications of this study, it is my goal for tsaohe

become better equipped to recognize when their communicative behaviors may have
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been perceived as hurtful by students. This recognition should lead to open
communication and dialogue between the teacher and student and, hopefully, contribute
to the avoidance of potential long-term risks of negative relational and/@ntoatated
outcomes for the student. Furthermore, it is my hope that teachers begin moving from
sociological communication to a more psychological form of communication with the
students. By recognizing that each student is an individual and has their own specific
experiences, culture, and concerns, hurtful messages may be avoided.

A secondary goal of this study is to empower students by assuring theighat i
acceptable for them to approach a teacher who they believe has hurteiagysfand
share their feelings with that teacher. Students entering colletieefbrst time out of
high school may not realize that instruction is different at the collegiaédad that this
may require an adjustment. Similarly, some students may become senshwaevays
that teachers communicate without realizing that their teachers are ¢cingple same
emphasis on their own words or behaviors. Itis my hope that students will become more
willing to step forward and create open dialogue about their feelings withi¢behers,
as well. In doing so, both teachers and students may experience positive imptsveme
in their relationships with each other and the outcome of their collegiate academi

experience.
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF PILOT STUDY

In a pilot study, | (Maresh, 2007) collected data through interviews with 10
students who believed that they were recipients of hurtful messages cometdibicat
college teachers. In my research announcement, | included criteria fotiglote
participants that required they be at least 19 years of age and, at some peint, ha
received a message from a college teacher that they perceived asurtirlg The pilot
study generated a great deal of interest from students, as 62 curremtnagiddollege
students responded to the research announcement in the first two months of it being
posted. This number alone illustrates the pervasiveness of hurtful messagesilegee
classroom.

The purpose of the pilot study was to determine whether students experience hurt
feelings following communication with teachers and, if so, what types of comativeic
behaviors are being perceived as hurtful. In addition to this immediate goajht sou
understand the varying ways that students choose to respond, if at all, to theisteacher
following the communication of a hurtful message. Since | was not certain thattstude
felt hurt following particular teacher behaviors, this was an exploratody.s Because
of the exploratory nature of this pilot study, | utilized Vangelisti, Youngp&aer-
Theune, and Alexander’s (2005) general typologies to help me interpret my interview
data. By doing so, | ensured that my analysis was compatible with thagrestearch
on hurtful messages that was conducted in the context of other interpersonal
relationships. The results of the pilot study (as reported throughout “Chapiépfthe

current study) were useful in identifying the various facets of hurtfsbages in the
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teacher-student relationship, selecting the theoretical framework fdisgertation, and

extending and refining the questions in the interview guide.
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APPENDIX B: PHASE ONE INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Nebraska

Lincoln

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATION STUDIES

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Exploring Hurtful Communication from College Instructors to Students:
A Mixed Methods Study

The purpose of this study is to learn more about hurtful messages that instructors
communicate to students and how students respond to these messages.

Participation in this study involves an interview that focuses on the hurtful gesstheat

were communicated to you by an instructor(s). To participate in the study,ugdu m

meet the following criteria: be at least 19 years of age, have beenveredeat least

one hurtful message communicated by an instructor, and have been enrolled in a course
with the instructor at the time the hurtful message was delivered. panteiwill

answer a series of questions designed to elicit a description of the hiatthages
communicated by instructor(s), your response to these messages, the frequency
messages received from the same instructor, as well as how you talkechaboutful
messages with others.

This process will take place in a private office in the Communication Studiestiepar
on the fourth floor of Oldfather Hall at the UNL campus or on the phone or at another
place you choose. The interviews will last approximately 30-45 minutes. Your
responses during the interview will be tape-recorded to ensure accudaityras is OK,
please check the box at the end of this form. We believe that there is a mirkrttztris
you may possibly become upset from recalling, talking, or thinking about the hurtful
messages that you have received from instructors. If discomfort is aafegolir
participation, you will be referred to the UNL Psychological ConsultationeCé&ngou

are a UNL student and will be recommended to seek out counseling if you are a non-
student. If you do feel uncomfortable at any time during the interview, youeareofr
omit answering questions and/or withdraw from the study at any time as your
participation is completely voluntary. Withdrawal from the study will not asbhgr

affect your relationship with the investigator, the Department of Commuomc&tudies,

or the University of Nebraska. Your decision will not result in any loss of befufits
which you are otherwise entitled. If you are a Communication Studies stydemill
receive extra credit for your participation, at the discretion of youictstr. If you
choose not to participate, there are alternative options for obtaining this exlita cr
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through additional research opportunities or a non-research opportunity. Eachiadternat
option will count for the same credit and will take relatively the same amounte@bind
energy as completing this questionnaire. Although there is no direct benefit from or
compensation for participation in a study, there is a potential benefit of ingreasin
understanding of your communication with instructors upon receiving hurtful gesssa
from them.

Your responses will be kept confidential and your name will not be associatedvimany
with the research findings. All consent forms and materials will be kept in allocke
drawer in the principal investigator’s office. After three years, the abhgens and
materials will be removed from the drawer and immediately destroyediltfefkthis
research may be presented at professional conventions and included in journsl article

Please feel free to voice any and all questions you may have before or dering t
completion of the interview and questionnaire. If you would like additional information
concerning this study after it is complete, please feel free to conéaiciviestigator by
phone, mail, or email. If you have any questions about your rights as a research
participant that have not been answered by the investigators or to reposhaeyns

about the study, you may contact the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Institutiona
Review Board at (402) 472-6965.

You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this rassady.
Your signature certifies that you have decided to participate havidgarehunderstood
the information presented. You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep.

Signature of Research Participant Date

| give my permission for the researcher to audiotape this interview

Sincerely,

Michelle M. Maresh, Ph.D. Candidate Dawn O. Braithwaite, Ph.D.
Department of Communication Studies Department of Communication Studies

University of Nebraska-Lincoln University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Lincoln NE 68588-0329 Lincoln, NE 68588-0329
402-472-3348 402-472-2069

michelle.maresh@huskers.unl.edu dbraithwaitel @unl.edu
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APPENDIX C: INTERVIEW GUIDE

Exploring Hurtful Communication from College Instructors to Students
Interview Protocol

| am from the Communication Studies Department at the University of Nedrasian

and | am your interviewer today. | am currently working on a research projeniyf
dissertation that focuses on hurtful messages that students perceivesteanimaunicate

to them and how students respond to those messages. To participate in this interview you
must be at least 19 years of age and have, at some point, experienced hustffesatirsg
message or interaction with a college teacher and you must have been emilled i

course with the teacher at the time the hurtful message was communicatedhi®oes
describe you?

First, | want to take you through the informed consent form and procedures for the study
so that you clearly understand your rights today. Let’s do that first.

Okay, now | would like to find out a bit about yolam going to ask you a series of
demographic questions. A few of these questions will be asked in ranges, so pdease se
the range that best describes you:

Male Female (I will simply make note of the appropriate sex)
Age: [19-24] [25-29] [30-35] [35-40] [40-45] [Over 45]

Ethnicity:
Year in college and/or highest level of education:
Major:
In regard to the course you were enrolled in with the teacher that hurt gbog$e what
department is this course part of:

Was this course upper or lower division:

What grade did you receive in this course:

How long has it been since you received a hurtful message from this tdaekerthan 6

months] [Between 6 months and 1 year] [1 year-3 years] [Over 3 years]

| now would like to ask you some questions about your experiences related to the hurtful
message(s) you received from your teacher. We know that many of thegaesve

receive from our teachers are informative and helpful. Remember thatshm® right or
wrong answer to my questions. Communication is considered hurtful when it elicits
feelings of emotional or physiological hurt in the receiver. Thus, | vamiderstand

your experiences with the hurtful messages you have received fronetedVhat will

be the most help to me is if you can tell your story with as much detail as you feel
comfortable sharing with me.
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Obviously you may end up talking about a teacher that | know. Thus, please know that |
do not need to know the name of the teacher.

| want you to tell me about your experiences with hurtful messaged ageife a story.
When you read a story, it is usually told in chapters. Let's say that the hurtful
communication occurred in Chapter 2. The time leading up to the hurtful message is
Chapter 1, and the time after the hurtful message is Chapter 3.

1) Let’s begin with Chapter 1. Please begin by telling me what you believe led up to
the teacher’s hurtful message.

Describe exactly what was going on before the hurtful message?
How did you perform your role as a student in this class before the hurtful
message (i.e., attendance, participation, grades, etc.)?
How did you feel about the course before the hurtful message?
How did you feel about your teacher before s/lhe communicated this
message”?
How would you describe your relationship with this teacher before the
incident?
How did you communicate with your teacher before the hurtful message?
Were there any other incidents that occurred prior to the hurtful message?

2) Let’s move on the Chapter 2. Please tell me about a specific time when your
teacher communicated in a way that hurt your feelings.
How long had you known your teacher at this point?
Where or how was this hurtful message communicated?
Who else was there, if anyone, at the time you received the hurtful
message?
How, if at all, did any of these people respond to this event?
How did you feel about the way that the other people responded?
Describe in as much detail as you can what your teacher did or said.

3) Reflect specifically on the hurtful message. What are some reasoneulfatty
this message was hurtful to you?
How did you feel when your teacher did/said this?
What was your first thought after the teacher did/said this?
If you could describe this message using a word other than hurtful, what
would that word be?

4) What are some reasons that you can think of as to why you believe teacher may
have communicated to you in this way?

5) How, if at all, could your teacher have communicated this message differently
in a way that is not hurtful? Reword the message.
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6) Let’s move on to Chapter 3. Please describe in as much detail as you can for me
what you did or said after your teacher communicated this hurtful messpaoe. t
What did you say or do, if anything, that involved the teacher?
How did the teacher respond to this initiative?
What did you say or do, if anything, that involved others?
How did you deal with the hurt feelings you experienced?
How satisfied are you with what you did or said?
What, if any, steps did you take to ensure that this would not happen
again?
How did this situation turn out?

7) At this point, what are your perceptions of this teacher?
How did you feel about your teacher after s/he communicated this
message?
How did you communicate with your teacher after the episode happened?
How if at all, do you communicate with this teacher today?
How would you describe your current relationship with this teacher?
How does your relationship with this teacher compare to most other
teachers?

8) How aware do you think your teacher is that s/he hurt your feelings? ixplai

9) Describe for me the ways, if any, that this hurtful message impactedgoroar
classroom experience.
How did you perform your role as a student in this class after the hurtful
message (i.e., attendance, participation, grades, etc.)?
How did you feel about the course after the hurtful message?
How motivated did you feel to attend class, attend office hours, and/or
complete assignments?
How did this hurtful message affect your learning, if at all?
Why did it impact you in this way?

10)If you could share some advice with teachers about communicating with students
in ways that do not hurt their feelings, what would you tell them?

11)If you could share advice with students about communicating with teachers whom
they believe hurt their feelings, what would you tell them?

12) What else should know about hurtful messages and teachers that | have not asked
you?
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APPENDIX D: PHASE TWO INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Nebraska

Lincoln

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATION STUDIES
INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Exploring Hurtful Communication from College Teachers to Students:
A Mixed Methods Study

The purpose of this study is to learn more about hurtful messages that collégesteac
may communicate to students and the impact that this communication has them.
Participation in this study involves an online questionnaire that focuses on the hurtful
messages that were communicated to you by a teacher(s), the feeling<tudthyou
experienced as a result of these messages, as well as how you feebaboeittionship
with that teacher, how much you liked the teacher and the course, and how motivated you
were to participate in their course after the hurtful message. To pddicighis study,
you must meet the following criteria: (a) be at least 19 years of ageel(ibhde you have
been the recipient of at least one form of hurtful communication from a colledgeteac
and (c) have been enrolled in a course with the teacher at the time the hurtful
communication was delivered.

This process will take place at a time that is convenient for you by filling sutvey on

the QuestionPro websitat{p://hurtfulcommunication.questionpro.chnirhe time spent

on the questionnaire will be approximately 20-30 minutes. You may experience some
discomfort when recalling the hurtful communication that you received foam y
teacher. If you do feel uncomfortable at any time, you are free to omieangw
guestions and/or withdraw from the study at any time as your participatiomdetely
voluntary. Withdrawal from the study will not adversely affect your retstiip with the
investigators, the Department of Communication Studies, or the University of kiebras
Your decision will not result in any loss of benefits for which you are otherwidéednti

If discomfort is a result of your participation, you will be referred tolihi

Psychological Consultation Center if you are a UNL student and will be reaushech&o
seek out counseling if you are a non-student. If you are a Communication Studiérs,st
you will receive extra credit for your participation, at the discretioyoof instructor. If
you choose not to participate, there are alternative options for obtaining thisrextit
through additional research opportunities or a non-research opportunity. Eachiadternat
option will count for the same credit and will take relatively the same amounte@bind
energy as completing this questionnaire. Although there is no direct benefit from or
compensation for participation in a study, there is a potential benefit of ingreasin
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understanding of your communication with teachers upon receiving hurtful message
from them.

Your responses will be kept confidential and your name will not be associatedvi@any
with the research findings. All consent forms and materials will be kept on éepriva
encrypted website that is only accessible by the principal investigattar tib years,

the consent forms and questionnaires will be permanently removed from the website
Results of this research may be presented at professional conventions and imclude
journal articles.

Please feel free to voice any and all questions you may have before or dering t
completion of the questionnaire. If you would like additional information concerning this
study after it is complete, please feel free to contact the investigapbrone, mail, or e-
mail. If you have any questions about your rights as a research @antittipt have not

been answered by the investigator or to report any concerns about the atuahgyy

contact the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Institutional Review BoardGR)(472-

6965.

You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this rasstady.
Clicking on the “I Agree” button indicates that you have decided to participateghavin
read and understood the information presented.

Sincerely,

Michelle M. Maresh, Ph.D. Candidate
Department of Communication Studies
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

Lincoln, NE 68588-0329
361-673-4549
michelle.maresh@huskers.unl.edu

William Seiler, Ph.D.

Department of Communication Studies
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

Lincoln, NE 68588-0329
402-472-2070

wseilerl@unl.edu

[l 1 Agree.
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APPENDIX E: SURVEY

Demographic Questions

Please fill-in or select the appropriate response to each of the followg demographic
guestions.

1.

5.

What is your sex?
[0 Female
] Male

. What is your age?

19-24
25-29
30-35
35-40
40-45
Over 45

0 B A

What is your ethnicity?

What is your current classification?
Freshman

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Graduate Student

Not currently a student

Other (please specify):

OOoooooo

What is your major?

For the following questions, reflect specifically on a hurtful messagéat you
received from a specific college teacher while you were enrolled ineiin course.

6.

Name the department or area the teacher that you received the hurfageiss
from:

. What level was this course?

] Lower-Division (Freshman/Sophomore, 100-200 level, or equivalent)
] Upper-Division (Junior/Senior, 300-400 level, or equivalent)
(] Graduate (Masters, Doctoral, Post-Doc, or equivalent)
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8. How many students were in the course?
'] Under 50 students
(1 50-100 students
(] 100+ students

9. What was the title of the teacher who hurt your feelings?
'] An Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, or Professor
[J  An Instructor or Graduate Teaching Assistant
[J Other (please specify):

10.What was the sex of the teacher who hurt your feelings?
1 Male
1 Female

You may believe that your teacher hurt your feelings more than once. Please
respond to these questions by thinking abouhe most hurtful instance you
experienced.

11.Please describe an instance where a college teacher communicated/ithatw
hurt you emotionally or physiologically. In this description, include specific
information about what the teacher did or said, what you did or said, and why you
felt this communication was hurtful.

A. What did your teacher say or do?
B. What did you say or do?
C. In your opinion, why was the message hurtful to you?

12.In the instance you described above, where did this communication occur?
[l In the teacher’s office, with no one else around

During class, in front of other students

During class, with no one else around

After class, with no one else around

After class, in front of other students

Other (please specify):

O0Ooo0ooo

13.Do you believe that your teacher was aware that they hurt your f&2ling
] Yes, | believe s/he was aware.
] No, | don't believe s/he was aware.
(] Other (please specify):
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14.Do you believe that your teacher attempted to apologize, minimize, or otherwise
correct their hurtful message?
] Yes. Please describe the ways that they did so:
'] No.

Questionnaire

In the previous section, you described an instance where a teacher hydur
feelings. Please answer the following questions with that teacherdaimstance in
mind. If you feel uncomfortable at any time, you may stop filling out this
guestionnaire.

1. Which of the followingestdescribes the type of hurtful message that you received?
My teacher refused to accommodate me and/or my needs

My teacher provided me with de-constructive or harsh criticism.

My teacher issued false assumptions about me.

My teacher communicated in a way that showed a disregard and/or lack of caring
for me.

My teacher joked about me in an inappropriate manner.

My teacher publicly embarrassed me.

My teacher accused me of cheating.

My teacher misunderstood my motives.

My teacher discriminated against me.

oowp

—Lemm

2. How hurtful was this message? Please circle the number toward either ward whi
best represents how hurtful the message was to you:
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely
hurtful hurtful

3. How much emotional pain did you experience as a result of this message? Pleas
circle the number toward either word which best represents your answer:
It did not cause 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 It caused a great
any emotional deal of
pain emotional pain

For the following questions, please indicate your reaction to the teach#rat you
discussed in Question #1. Choose the number or letter that correspls to your
feelings. Note that in some cases the most positive score is “7” while ih@tcases it
iS ((1”

4. Overall the teacher | had in the class was:

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good
Valuable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Worthless
Unfair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fair
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Positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Negative

5. If I had the opportunity, my likelihood of taking future courses with this teachedwoul
be:

Unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Likely
Possible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Impossible
Improbable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Probable
Would 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Would not

For the following questions, please indicate your reaction to the teach#rat you
discussed in Question #1. Choose the number or letter that correspls to your
feelings. Note that in some cases the most positive score is “5” while ih@tcases it
iS Hl”

6. How well did this teacher meet your needs?
Poorly 1 2 3 4 5 Extremely Well

7. In general, how satisfied were you with your relationship with this teacher?
Unsatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 Extremely
Satisfied

8. How good was your relationship with this teacher compared to most?
Poor 1 2 3 4 5 Excellent

9. How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten in this relationship with this teacher?
Never 1 2 3 4 5 Very Often

10. To what extent did your relationship with this teacher meet your original
expectations?
Hardly at all 1 2 3 4 5 Completely

11. How much do you respect this teacher?
Not much 1 2 3 4 5 Very much

12. How many problems were there in your relationship with this teacher?
Very few 1 2 3 4 5 Very many

For the following items, please circle the number toward either wat which best
represents your position after the teacher hurt your feelings. Note thah some
cases the most positive score is “1” while in other cases it is “7.”
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13. How did you feel during the class that you were taking with the teachéuthgbur
feelings?

Motivated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unmotivated
Interested 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninterested
Involved 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninvolved
Not Stimulated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Stimulated
Don’t want to study 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Want to study
Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Uninspired
Unchallenged 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Challenged
Uninvigorated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Invigorated
Unenthused 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Enthused
Excited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Excited
Aroused 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not Aroused
Not Fascinated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fascinated

Please respond to the questions below (even if some seem redundarticiating the
degree to which you think each describes your feelings.

14. When your teacher communicated this hurtful message to you, to what degree did
your teacher:

Work to avoid making you look bad.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Leave you free to choose how to respond.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Make sure that s/he doesn’t cast you in a negative light.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Seem unconcerned about your feelings.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Let you know that s/he thinks highly of you.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Leave you without a choice about how to respond to the evaluation.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Show understanding.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much
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Sound like s/he disapproves of you.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Make you feel pushed into agreeing with his/her suggestions.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Show that s/he cares about your learning experience.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Express blunt criticism about your performance in the class.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Make you feel like you can choose how to respond to the feedback.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Make you feel like an important member of the class.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Make it hard for you to propose your own ideas and in light of his/her feedback.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Seems attentive to you as an individual.
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very much

Confirmation

Thank you for your participation in my study, titled “Exploring Hurtful Commuimcat
from College Teachers to Students: A Mixed Methods Study.” If you wilebeiving
extra credit for your participation in this study, please fill out the appredr@t below.
Also, if you would like to receive a report of the results of the study once it has been
completed, please leave your e-mail address in the available box ehgvidentifying
information about yourself (including your name, email address, etc.) will be kept
separate from your survey answers, so your identity will remain confidential.

If you are receiving extra credit for your participation in this surveysplégoe your
name, the name of your teacher, and the course number in the box below (Ex: Michelle
Maresh, 311):

If you would like to read the results of this study once they are availableg pygasyour
e-mail address into the box below:
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