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Abstract  This study aims to investigate teachers’ inappropriate teaching misbehaviors in relation to students’ 
willingness to communicate (WTC) in English classes by positing a mediational effect of students’ affective learning. 
This study argues instead of an indirect effect on students’ affective learning from teachers’ misbehaviors—
derisiveness, incompetence, irresponsibility, and non-immediacy—which occur in the classroom and could directly 
impact students’ WTC. The participants were asked to respond to three instruments designed for this study. Three 
hypotheses were posed and found that teacher misbehaviors were correlated negatively at a significant level on four 
aspects of students’ affective learning. Though teacher misbehavior only showed a minor negative relationship with 
students’ WTC, but SEM analysis indicated that students’ WTC was directly affected by teacher misbehavior than 
via indirect effect from students’ affective learning. Implications of these findings are addressed. The limitation and 
future research suggestions are discussed in the end. 
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1. Background of the Study 
The catalyst for this research was an incident that 

occurred when the author was acting as the Chair of a 
Department of Applied English at a Tertiary institution in 
Central Taiwan. A group of students came to complain 
about their teacher’s inappropriate behaviors and insisted 
that this teacher should be immediately replaced. The 
author interviewed and consulted and then concluded the 
teacher had actually given much attention to teaching. One 
semester later, students complained about another teacher. 
The author utilized the same procedure to determine the 
cause of the dispute. From an administrative point of view, 
these teachers had done all that was required of them, and 
there should have been no complaints made by the 
students. A couple of years later, a different chair 
encountered similar complaints from students. Finally, the 
chair brought up this issue in the faculty meeting. A 
question arose in the author’s mind: Could there have 
been some sort of behavior, or something the teachers had 
done or said without realizing it was a misbehavior, that 
had brought about a negative impact on teaching and 
learning? In Taiwanese classrooms, the interaction 
patterns between teachers and students are shaped greatly 
by the emphasis on submission to authority, and there is 
little in-class interaction [39,56]. However, English is a 
foreign language that requires a lot of practice. Without a 

comfortable and supportive learning atmosphere, students 
tend to withdraw from actively participating in the 
classroom [54], thereby resulting in poorer oral 
communication proficiency. 

1.1. Demanding Oral Communication 
Proficiency 

English is not only seen as a means to connect Taiwan 
with the world but also as a gatekeeper to higher education 
and employment prospects [7,8]. English serves as a tool 
for the exchange of knowledge and information in the 
areas of technology, economics, business, and academia 
[73,78]. While Taiwan aims for increased visibility on the 
world stage and retention of its global superiority in 
international development of trade and finance, English—
the dominant language of the international market—is a 
required spoken language for future leaders in politics, 
economics, business and education [94,95]. Raising the 
communicative competence in English is imperative in 
Taiwan where not only learners, but also the society as a 
whole, expect and value communicative skills and oral 
proficiency. The greatest urgency of raising Taiwanese 
English oral proficiency at present can be accomplished 
by eliminating the potential obstacles that impede the 
progress of English learning. According to the result 
indicated in two studies, Taiwanese students’ view of the 
ideal way to learn English is through the practical use of 
English in real-life situations [42,68]. Students would like 
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their English teachers to create an atmosphere that 
encourages English use in class and allows more 
opportunities to practice the language with their peers 
[78,80]. Nevertheless, the competence level of oral 
communication for Taiwanese college students has not 
been raised as expected [14,39]. According to Sheen’s 
report in English Career magazine [96], Taiwan’s TOEIC 
score average in the year 2012 was only 539, lower than 
ever, and far behind Mainland China (747), South Korean 
(628) and The Philippines (678). The causes that hinder 
Taiwanese college students from productively learning 
English are worthy of examination. 

1.2. Tendency of Unwillingness to Communicate 
Taiwanese students’ unwillingness to communicate in 

the class far exceeds a language phenomenon. Students’ 
reluctance to communicate in English is deeply rooted in 
and affected by traditional cultural values [39]. Students’ 
oral proficiency is connected to students’ willingness to 
communicate (WTC), teacher support, and unthreatening 
learning environment [30]. Literature supports that students’ 
WTC in English in the classroom is positively associated 
with their proficiency of oral communication [32,81]. 
Teacher involvement and immediacy behaviors impact 
students’ willingness toward classroom participation 
[26,44,57]. However, Taiwanese college students tend to 
be unwilling to speak in the classroom [21,39,56], and 
Taiwanese college teachers are known as having little or 
no immediacy behaviors in the classroom [2,28,36,57]. 
How these communicative behaviors (or so-called 
unfavorable teacher behaviors) [20] impact on students’ 
WTC remains unknown as far as the literature review 
shows in the Taiwan English education realm. 

1.3. Teacher’s Role in Taiwan English 
Classroom 

Taiwan is known to be influenced by Confucianism in 
social, economical, and educational realms [15,27,79]. 
Traditional cultural values have placed great emphasis on 
submission to authority. These impacts have influenced 
teachers to embrace a large power distance in teacher-
student relationships and reinforced their preference for a 
teacher-centered classroom [56]. In a teacher-centered 
classroom, the teacher is not seen as a facilitator but a 
presenter of knowledge [12]. Traces of this traditional 
emphasis on the teacher’s role are still evident in English 
teaching today in Taiwan [39].The English classroom is 
an essential platform for students to experience interactive 
communication in English; therefore, the classroom 
environment that a teacher develops or creates become a 
key factor for students’ WTC [73]. The authoritative 
character of teachers has a strong influence on the way 
English is usually taught in English classrooms. Students 
in this learning environment seldom have any chance to 
use English. It’s fair to say, teachers are regarded as one 
of the most influential factors in the students’ learning 
process [40]. Due to the traditional status of teachers, most 
teachers are unaware that their role as an authoritative 
figure, their behavior, and even their teaching approach 
may lead to decreased students’ affective learning [38,80]. 
Few studies have examined the teacher’s role, and his/her 
misbehaviors (or so-called inappropriate/unfavorable 
behaviors in the classroom [40,93]. A large amount of 

related researches claimed that teacher misbehaviors are 
one of the main causes to decrease teachers’ teaching 
effectiveness [45,65,69], and so were student’s satisfactory 
learning outcomes also influenced by teacher misbehaviors 
[6]. A thorough investigation on Taiwanese college teacher 
misbehaviors is vital and worthy of supplementary 
research. However, to date, this aspect remains under 
addressed. Relative researches on teacher misbehavior and 
its effect on students’ affective learning and students’ 
WTC are limited to Taiwanese college English classrooms. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Teacher Misbehaviors 
Teacher misbehavior was defined as any teacher 

behavior that interferes negatively with classroom 
instruction or student learning [46]. Kearney and his 
colleagues initiated a sequential study by investigating any 
specific teacher misbehaviors that interfere with 
instruction and distract students from effective learning in 
U. S. college classrooms. In a two-stage investigation, 
Kearney et al. [46] first inductively determined what 
students perceived as teacher misbehaviors. This study 
resulted in 1,762 descriptions of teacher misbehaviors. 
Then later they were classified into 28 categories. Three 
factors emerged from the 28 categories and were labeled 
as incompetence, offensiveness, and indolence. 
Incompetence behaviors demonstrate that a teacher does 
not care about the course he/she is teaching or students 
who are sitting in his/her class. Those behaviors might 
give students an impression that the teacher does not know 
what he/she is doing [30]. Offensiveness behaviors 
communicate insulting messages. The teacher who has 
this tendency in the classroom was reported to be mean 
and cruel because he/she verbally abusive and seems to be 
unreasonable [45]. Indolence behaviors express laziness 
causing the teacher to pay no attention to students. These 
behaviors may also indicate a level of absent-mindedness 
[65]. 

In the author’s previous study carried out in the year 
between 2011 to 2012, it showed 659 misbehaviors were 
inductively derived from the perspective of Taiwanese 
college students. All 659 descriptions were unitized, 
coded, and labeled according to the teacher misbehavior 
categories. Results indicated 13 different teacher 
misbehavior types. In the production of the Taiwanese 
Teacher Misbehavior Scale (TTMS) [41], the author first 
conducted a pilot test before undertaking quantitative 
statistical examinations. This helped ensure face and 
content validity and allowed the author to identify poor 
items and refine them [19]. Three stages were performed. 
In Stage 1, each item was checked for its content 
relevance and representativeness while developing the 
instrument. The 51-item teacher misbehavior instrument 
was examined through item analysis, Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA), and the evaluation of internal reliability. 
In Stage 2, besides computing EFA to eliminate items and 
test the content and construct validity of this questionnaire, 
the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) followed to 
verify the reliability and construct validity of the 
instrument [43]. Lastly, a Split-Half Reliability test was 
conducted to assure the scale has a stable and strong 
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reliability. In Stage 3, in addition to conducting the EFA 
and the CFA, concurrent and discriminant validity was 
tested. Furthermore, generalizability was assessed to 
validate use with different populations. The composite 
reliability (CR>.7) and the average variance extracted 
(AVE>.5) were considered a good fit of internal structure 
[48].The TTMS has .913 Composite Reliability and 
has .725 Average Variance Extracted. Four factors also 
have CR ranging from .907 to .964, and AVE ranging 
from .610 to .715. After performing all abovementioned 
tests, it yields a 28-item TTMS with four factors—
derisiveness, incompetence, irresponsibility, and non-
immediacy—that demonstrated proper factorial structure 
and cumulatively explained variance. 

Misbehaviors represented by Derisiveness reflect the 
lack of teacher sensitivity. Derisive teachers criticize 
students directly and indirectly in front of the class by 
using hurtful, sarcastic, critical, picky, and rude language 
to put down students. These same teachers are also 
impatient, subjective, and cold when answering students’ 
questions. Students report that teachers of this type are 
comparing their grades with other students as well as 
looking down on their opinions and performance in class. 
Apparently, a derisive teacher doesn’t encourage students 
nor acknowledge their achievement. The profile of 
derisiveness is extended further to those teachers who lack 
passion when answering students’ questions. Teacher 
Incompetence includes a number of misbehaviors 
implying that the teacher doesn’t organize nor plan for 
giving his/her lecture, uses word-for-word translation 
teaching approaches, but doesn’t translate smoothly, or is 
even self-contradictory in his/her own explanations. These 
same teachers may also teach lessons that are too difficult 
or too easy and not appropriate to the students’ level, use 
the same teaching materials year after year, or can’t 
control the class nor create interest for learning. 
Furthermore, incompetent teachers usually are unwilling 
to receiving new knowledge. Obviously, teacher 
incompetence reflects their teaching attitude, that is, they 
come to the class without preparation.  

The third factor underlying teacher misbehavior types, 
Irresponsibility, is best exemplified by the profile of 
lacking ability to be responsible for proper conduct in the 
classroom. Teachers who are considered irresponsible are 
those who would show movies the entire semester and 
require students to do reports. Students report that teachers 
of this type are not consistent when grading and even doze 
off while students are giving reports or taking 
examinations. Students further report that irresponsible 
teachers tend to do their own things in class, such as 
playing on an iPad, checking the stock trend, and reading 
novels. Apparently, with irresponsible teachers, students 
feel unmotivated in class. 

Non-immediacy, the last factor that appears in this study, 
indicates that the teacher has no intention to communicate 
with students, neither during the break nor after the class, 
shows no interest in knowing more about the students’ 
learning condition, and needless to say, never remembers 
students’ names. Generally, non-immediacy conveys a 
message that a teacher lacks enthusiasm, lacks 
expressiveness and has low eye contact, doesn’t smile, and 
communicates greater detachment in the classroom. In 
addition, teachers who fit into this category show no 

intention to change their teaching approach. With non-
immediate teachers, the class is boring and lackluster.  

Non-immediacy misbehaviors did not show up in North 
American studies [22,46,84], but appeared in the author’s 
2011-2012 study, and has great significance when 
interpreted from a cultural viewpoint. Teacher-student 
interaction in the classroom in North America is different 
from Taiwan. Teachers are more respected in Taiwanese 
culture where Confucian values are strong [27,90]. This 
frame of mind also fosters teachers’ classroom behaviors 
that preserve the status of teacher’s prestige in the 
classroom [56]. In other words, the status of teachers is 
distinctly higher than that of students. The hierarchical 
relationship between teacher and pupil is stressed in the 
teaching of Confucius [33]. This, in turn, demonstrates an 
authority-centered teaching approach in the educational 
setting and furthermore shows the existence of a large 
power distance between the teacher and students [2]. A 
teacher having a distant relationship with students is a 
common scene in the Taiwanese classroom [28,56]. This 
logically explains why Taiwanese college students 
perceive their English teachers’ tendency to be non-
immediate. 

2.2. Affective Characteristics in L2 Acquisition  
A great number of researchers indicate that a teacher 

plays a significant role in developing students’ affective 
learning [53,55,56,62,71]. Myers et al. [71] show that 
students have a higher motivation to communicate and are 
more willingly to participate when teachers are responsive 
and caring. A supportive classroom with a positive and 
friendly climate is established if teachers demonstrate an 
immediate attitude through verbal and nonverbal forms of 
communication behaviors in the classroom [25,26,89] 
where students feel encouraged and accepted [56]. In a 
supportive, positive, encouraging, and secure classroom 
climate where a teacher creates an atmosphere of warmth, 
safety, acceptance, and genuineness with his or her 
students, the student becomes a more self-initiated, self-
confident, self-directed, and less anxious learner [76]. 
Though many variables might have a direct or indirect 
influence on L2 acquisition, a learner’s attitude, 
motivation, and communication anxiety have a significant 
impact on his or her L2 oral proficiency [91]. Students’ 
WTC is found to be a very influential factor on developing 
English oral proficiency [32,81]. 

Affective factors, such as feeling and emotion, have its 
effect and role to play in English classes. Affective 
learning refers to students’ attitudes, beliefs, and values 
toward the content or subject matter and the learning 
experience [10]. Affect ranges from selective attention and 
emotional response to behavioral commitment and 
internalization of ideas [52]. Bloom’s taxonomy has been 
used and interpreted for a general understanding of the 
affective domain in human behavior and communication 
[52]. The fundamental notions of receiving, responding, 
and valuing underlined in Bloom’s taxonomy are 
universal. Brown [11] finds this can be applied to second 
language acquisition and further states that affect refers to 
emotion or feeling, both about ourselves and others with 
whom we come into contact. Krashen’s affective filter 
hypothesis [50,51] claims that the best second language 
and/or foreign language acquisition occurs in environments 
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where anxiety is low and defensiveness absent, in 
Krashen’s term, in contexts where the affective filter is 
low. Krashen [49] notes that the most critical component 
for acquiring language is to provide a learning environment 
that is relaxed with a low affective filter, resulting in 
relaxed learners who are receptive to the learning process; 
hence, greater language acquisition occurs.  

English language learning can occur at a much faster 
rate when students’ feel respected [13] as well as 
apprehensive feelings being eliminated [54]. Students tend 
to perform better, or at least want to do better, in a class 
where the teacher gives encouragement or conveys 
friendliness through body language according to the 
interview the author conducted in autumn 2007. This 
result was later published in Hwa Kang Journal of English 
Language & Literature [37]. To date, many studies have 
found that teacher immediacy, expressiveness, and 
involvement can generate students’ participation and 

enthusiasm for the content, and yet few have examined the 
impact particularly in the interaction and/or relationship 
among teacher misbehaviors, students’ affective learning 
and students’ WTC in English class. 

2.3. Willingness to Communicate 
Willingness to communicate (WTC) is a recent addition 

to the affective constructs rising as a concept to account 
for L2 communication [32,59,91,92]. Research suggests 
that learners who engage in more L2 communication in 
class are likely to show more improvement in L2 
proficiency [32]. Waldeck, Kearney, and Plax [85] also 
confirm that students with a higher level of WTC tend to 
be more effective in terms of communication and learning. 
Accordingly, researchers believe that WTC is a potential 
variable that stimulates language learners’ communication 
in L2 and leads to better oral communication proficiency. 

 

Figure 1. Heuristic Model of Variables Influencing WTC 

Note. From “Conceptualizing Willingness to Communicate in a L2: A Situational Model of L2 Confidence and Affiliation,” by P.D. MacIntyre, R. 
Clèment, Z. Dörnyei, and K. Noels, 1998, Modern Language Journal, 82, p.547. 

MacIntyre, Clement, Dörnyei, & Noels [61] expanded 
MacIntyre and Charos’ [60] model of L2 WTC into the 
heuristic model of L2 WTC, containing twelve variables 
in a layered pyramid (Figure 1). In this model, learner 
personality, inter-group climate, inter-group attitude, inter-
group motivation, L2 self-confidence, and communicative 
competence (among other factors) are interrelated in 
influencing WTC in L2 and L2 use. The model has 
basically two structures: one consists of situational factors 
and the other consists of enduring influences. Situational 
factors are more immediate in taking an action of 
communication and may vary in a given context. They are: 
L2 use, WTC, desire to communicate, self-confidence in 
communicating, and anxiety in communicating. These 
factors may change in accordance with whom an 
individual is talking, the topic of the conversation, and 
who is present [61]. Enduring influences represent stable, 
long-term properties of the environment or person that 

would apply to almost any situation. Enduring influences 
include motivational propensities, affective-cognitive 
context, and societal and individual context. The detailed 
components are shown in Figure 1. This pyramid-shaped 
structure illustrates the complexity of the concept of WTC 
in L2 from linguistic and communicative to social-
psychological aspects. The first three layers (I, II, & III) 
represent situational influences on WTC (e.g., desire to 
speak to a specific person, knowledge of the topic, etc.), 
whereas the latter three (IV, V, & VI) are seen to be stable 
and enduring factors on WTC (e.g., inter-group relations, 
learner personality, motivation, and self-confidence, etc.). 

2.4. From Desire to Communicate (DC) to 
WTC 

Taking Chinese and Taiwanese cultural factors into 
account, Wen and Clément [86] propose a schematic 
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representation of the impact of Chinese cultural values on 
WTC in L2. In Wen and Clément’s conceptualization, a 
distinction is made between DC and WTC. “Desire refers 
to a deliberate choice or preference, while willingness 
emphasizes the readiness to act” [[86], p. 25]. As Wen & 
Clément claimed, students might have a desire to 
communicate, however, that desire does not necessary 
imply or lead to their willingness to communicate due to 
variables that specifically exist in Chinese culture. Take 
speaking anxiety as an example, when students sense the 
tension in the classroom, experience fear of risk-taking 
and losing face, and possibly lack of teacher support, 
usually, students withdraw from participating in classroom 
discussions. That is to say, when students are not 
affectively prepared, in other words, their feeling is not 
completely relaxed; their desire to communicate will not 
produce WTC, but results in an unwillingness to 

communicate. These societal and cultural features 
impacting students’ classroom behaviors also can be 
observed in the Taiwanese context [56,78]. Wen and 
Clément propose the following modified model of WTC 
within Chinese cultural contexts by suggesting the 
variables that moderate the relationship between DC and 
WTC (Figure 2). These variables are not only related to 
building a positive communication environment where 
students feel the promotion of engagement and reduction 
of anxiety, but also are bound to reflect Chinese cultural 
values such as the insider effect and submission to 
authority. Variables include societal context, personality 
factors, motivational orientation, and affective perceptions. 
Variables defined in societal context pointing directly to 
this study, and teacher support, will be addressed more in 
later discussion. 

WTCDC

Societal Context
--group cohesiveness
--teacher support

Motivational Orientation
--affiliation
--task-orientation

Personality Factors
--risk-taking
--tolerance of ambiguity

Affective Perceptions
--inhibited monitor
--positive expectation of evaluation

WTCDC

Societal Context
--group cohesiveness
--teacher support

Motivational Orientation
--affiliation
--task-orientation

Personality Factors
--risk-taking
--tolerance of ambiguity

Affective Perceptions
--inhibited monitor
--positive expectation of evaluation

 

Figure 2. Variables Moderating the Relation between DC and WTC in the Chinese EFL Classroom 

Note. From “A Chinese conceptualization of willingness to communicate in ESL,” by W. P. Wen and R. Clément, 2003, Language, Culture and 
Curriculum, 16, 18-38. 

Teacher communicative behaviors in the classroom can 
either promote or diminish students’ WTC. When teachers 
are perceived as supportive, responsive, and approachable, 
usually it brings encouragement for students’ feedback 
and results in further participation or discussion in the 
classroom [24,39]. There are more factors that were found 
to be associated positively with students’ willingness to 
participate in the class, that is, the teacher demonstrates an 
open, attentive, friendly, and relaxing teaching approach 
[71]. Additionally, teachers who disclose personal 
opinions and pose questions, elicit student question asking 
in the classroom [87]. Students’ WTC will be enhanced 
when teachers communicate in a friendly and caring 
manner. On the contrary, teacher misbehaviors, which 
may be perceived as the teacher being unapproachable and 
unsupportive, will become an obstacle for promoting 
students’ WTC in the classroom [30]. Indeed, the teacher 
is like an orchestra conductor who directs and controls the 
classroom atmosphere, potentially increasing and/or 
decreasing student learning affect and WTC. Based on the 
rationale, the following research hypotheses are plausible: 

H 1: Students’ affective learning is negatively 
correlated with teacher misbehaviors. 

H 2: Students’ WTC is negatively correlated with 
teacher misbehaviors. 

H 3: Students’ WTC is affected in a more significant 
way by teacher misbehavior than via indirect effect from 
students’ affective learning. 

3. Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to investigate teachers’ 

inappropriate or unfavorable teaching behaviors or (so-
called misbehaviors) in relation to students’ willingness to 
communicate (WTC) in English classes by positing a 
mediational effect, students’ affective learning, and 
examination of its interaction and relationship among 
these variables. This study considers teachers’ inappropriate 
teaching behaviors-derisiveness, incompetence, irresponsibility, 
and non-immediacy—which occur in the classroom that 
could directly impact students’ WTC instead of via an 
indirect effect, which is, students’ affective learning. 
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4. Design of the Study 

4.1. Method 
This research was conducted quantitatively by 

administering three self-report instruments to college 
students in central Taiwanese colleges. Self-report 
research is one common approach when conduct a 
descriptive research, or so-called a survey research. A 
self-report research requires the collection of standardized, 
quantifiable information from all members of a population 
[29]. The validity of student self-report has been 
repeatedly confirmed in Astin’s studies [3,4,5], which 
showed patterns of self-reported outcomes that vary 
consistently by major field and other measured levels of 
exposure. McCroskey, Sallinen, Fayer, Richmond, and 
Barraclough [64] stated that students generally had a good 
sense of what they had learned and were willing to self-
report their perceptions in educational research.  

Self-report of participation was chosen for several 
reasons. First of all, since students were reporting on their 
perception of their teachers’ misbehaviors, it is logical to 
ask the students to report their affective learning and 
willingness to communicate in English classes. Second, 
observing participation may affect the classroom climate, 
and the instructors may not be comfortable letting 
observers watch their classroom activities [18]. Third, 
Hall and Sandler [31] noted the importance of relying on 
systematic evidence rather than anecdotes when collecting 
data in this area. Last of all, since college students are 
adults with considerable experience in a school 
environment, mature enough in the aspect of language 
learning, cultural awareness, and with a certain degree of 
judgment and knowledge [96], it was reasonable to expect 
them to accurately assess their perception of teachers’ 
misbehaviors and their affective learning and WTC in 
English class. 

4.2. Participants 
Six hundred and seventy-nine participants were drawn 

from central universities to participate in this research 
(538 female, 79%, and 141 male, 21%). Participants 
included a wide range of the student body, all majoring in 
English, from freshmen to seniors, from several different 
programs, such as traditional students and non-traditional 
students, including daytime, nighttime, and weekend 
programs. Students enrolled in English courses participated 
voluntarily in this study. They were asked to assess their 
English teacher’s communicative behaviors, the teacher of 
the most recent course they had completed and students’ 
affective learning as well as willingness to talk in the 
English classes. The participants consisted of 500 daytime 
programs students, traditional students (74%) and 179 
from nighttime and weekend programs, non-traditional 
students (26%), with mean age of 22.82, SD=7.08. 

4.3. Instruments 
In order to measure students’ perception of teachers’ 

misbehaviors, Hsu’s [41] Taiwanese Teacher Misbehavior 
Scale, a newly developed TTMS was used to measure 
Taiwanese teachers’ misbehaviors. There are four 
different types, consisting of 28 descriptions of teacher 
misbehaviors assessed in this instrument, they are: teacher 

derisiveness, teacher incompetence, teacher irresponsibility, 
and teacher non-immediacy. Participants indicated the 
frequency of teacher misbehaviors using a five point 
Likert-type (1=never, 5=very often) scale. The Cronbach’s 
alpha reliability of this instrument showed in this study 
was .968.  

Affective learning was examined via the measures of 
affect developed by Andersen [1]. The scale was adopted 
with minor changes to fit this study. Students’ affective 
learning is operationalized as student affect toward (1) 
course content; (2) the instructor; (3) enrollment in 
another similar course when the class fits the students’ 
schedule; and (4) enrollment in another course given by 
the same teacher when the student has time available. 
Each specific affect is assessed by four, seven-step bi-
polar scales: good/bad, worthless/valuable, fair/unfair, and 
positive/negative. The Chronbach’s alpha reliability 
coefficient of .865 was estimated for the 20-item measure.  

The “Willingness to Talk in Class Scale,” consisting of 
19 questions, was first constructed by Christensen, Curley, 
Marquez, & Menzel [16], and later utilized by Menzel and 
Carrell [66] with satisfactory reliability, .92 for the 
Cronbach’s alpha. The scale was modeled after the 
“Willingness to Communicate Scale” developed by 
McCroskey [63]. This scale directly related to students’ 
willingness to participate in the classroom, matching the 
central interest of this study. The instrument was scored 
on a five point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 
5 (very often). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability of this 
instrument in this present study was .948.  

In order to avoid a data collection problem, an on-line 
survey was established. Participants were given an access 
link to answer this questionnaire online without a paper-
and-pencil measure which is questionable from an ethical 
point of view [77] and also reduces apprehension for 
teachers allowing their students to participate this study. 

4.4. Back-translation Method 
Apart from TTMS instrument originally developed in 

the Chinese language, two other instruments adopted from 
North America, originally were written in English. Three 
techniques for dealing with translation-related issues were 
used to validate the translation of the instruments. First, 
consultation with other experts who are bilingual during 
the process of translation involved discussion and decision 
about the best term to use in the Chinese translation [9]. 
Second, back translation technique was used to look for 
equivalents through the translation of items from English 
to the Chinese, and then an independent translation from 
the Chinese back into the English was utilized. The final 
stage of back translation was to compare the two versions 
of items in English until ambiguities or discrepancies in 
meaning were clarified [23]. Third, a pre-testing (or pilot) 
of the research instrument was administered to a small 
group of volunteers who share similar characteristics with 
the target population [82]. Volunteer participants not only 
were asked to give their answers but also their 
interpretation of each item’s meaning to advance the 
clarity of Chinese translation. 

4.5. Data Analysis 
Data analysis was conducted descriptively to determine 

the answers to the research questions [35]. Multiple 
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correlations were computed to determine the relationship 
[47] among teachers’ misbehaviors, students’ affective 
learning, and students’ willingness to communicate in 
English in the classroom. In order to avoid data collection 
problems or potential bias, the researcher used the 
technique introduced by Plax, Kearney, McCroskey, & 
Richmond [74]. This technique surveyed the students’ 
input regarding the teacher of the most recent course they 
had completed. The participants were asked not to identify 
themselves or the teacher whom they were assessing in 
order to preserve anonymity [17,75,83]. By doing this, 
anonymity and confidentiality were preserved, both for the 
teachers and the participants. 

The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) 
version 17.0 and Amos 7 for Windows were used to 
organize, compute, and analyze the data from the three 
instruments. Data analysis provided the explanations of 
the statistical strategy for the hypotheses proposed in this 
study. All statistical tests are conducted at a .05 level of 
significance. First, demographic information was analyzed 
by frequencies and percentages. Second, descriptive 
statistics were conducted in terms of frequency, mean, and 
standard deviation [29,67,72]. Third, the matrix 
correlation among all variables was provided to determine 
the relationship. Lastly, in order to test our hypothesized 
model, structural equation modeling (SEM) was operated. 

5. Results 
Hypothesis 1 proposed that students’ affective learning 

is negatively correlated with teacher misbehaviors. A 
Pearson r correlation was computed. Teacher misbehaviors 
were significantly negatively associated with students’ 
affective learning, r= -.417, p<.01, hypothesis 1 was 
therefore supported. Table 1 provides inter-correlation 
details. To test hypothesis 2, “Students’ WTC is 
negatively correlated with teacher misbehaviors,” a 
Pearson r correlation revealed, r=.-003. Students’ WTC is 
negatively associated with teacher misbehaviors, but, it 
didn’t reach to a statistically significant level, hypothesis 2 
therefore was rejected. In order to test hypothesis 3, 
“students’ WTC is affected in a more significant way by 
teacher misbehavior than via indirect effect from students’ 
affective learning,” structural equation modeling (SEM) 
path analysis was conducted. The result showed students’ 
WTC is affected more directly, (β=.08) by teacher 
misbehaviors than via indirect effect from students’ 
affective learning β=-.027 (-.10 × .27). Figure 3 gives the 
details of mediation effects. 

Table 1. Inter-correlation between Teacher Misbehaviors and 
Students’ Affective Learning 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Teacher Misbehavior -- -.307** -.225** -.323** -.339** 

2. Course Content  -- -.184* -.312** -.343** 

3. The Instructor   -- -.672** -.590** 
4. Enrollment when fits the 
schedule    -- .032 

5. Enrollment to the course 
taught by the same teacher      -- 

Notes. ** p<.01, * p<.05 
Figure 3 gives the details of mediation effects. 

 

Figure 3. Mediation model: The relationship among teacher 
misbehaviors, student’s affective learning and students’ WTC 

6. Discussions 
In this study, when teachers misbehaved in the 

classroom, students’ affective learning was affected 
negatively in four aspects. It appears that students’ interest 
for the course content would likely be decreased 
negatively at a significant level (r= -.307**, p<.01). 
Students tend to dislike their instructor when he/she 
misbehaved while teaching (r= -.225**, p<.01). These 
results confirmed what Banfield et al. [6] stated that 
students’ satisfaction toward course and instructors could 
be affected to a significant degree when they observed 
teacher misbehaved while teaching. Another two aspects, 
“enrollment when fits the schedule” and “enrollment to 
the course taught by the same teacher” are also worth our 
attention. Students’ enrollment willingness under 
misbehaving teachers is significantly negative correlated, -
.323** and -.339** (p<.01), respectively. Students would be 
unlikely to take the same misbehaving teacher’s course 
even though the class fit their schedule. The result of this 
study could be interpreted that the more teachers 
demonstrate misbehaviors in the classroom, the less 
willing students would take the course. Furthermore, 
students tend to give a negative teacher evaluation to those 
teachers who misbehave while teaching [45,65]. Nowadays, 
low birth rate phenomenon seriously influences education; 
many schools reduce the number of courses, and teachers 
are facing the challenge of reducing teaching hours. The 
outcome of this finding gives all English teachers a wake-
up call. The way we were taught to learn English may 
need to be tailored to Generation Y [34]. 

Teacher misbehaviors didn’t have a statistically 
significant impact on students’ WTC. This result was 
anticipated by the author. This outcome seems to be 
predictable from the literature review. A rational 
explanation can be made when examining why students’ 
WTC was not associated with teacher misbehaviors. 
Maybe how the Chinese/Taiwanese culture views a 
teacher’s role in the classroom is the answer. As Hsu [39] 
stated, Taiwanese college students tend to be reluctant to 
communicate due to the climate in the classroom--teachers 
mainly dominate and tend to use a teacher-centered and/or 
a one-way communication teaching approach, not to 
mention, the teacher plays an authoritative role with a 
larger distance and little contact with students. Another 
possible explanation may be traced back to the cultural 
impact, that is, students’ unwillingness to communicate is 
reflected in the Asian concept of over-concern with losing 
face and the often-praised sense of collectivism 
[15,39,58,86]. In other words, students who share similar 
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cultural values tend to avoid communication, class 
discussions and/or confrontation with the teacher in the 
classroom, have strong sensitivity to interpersonal 
harmony, overly rely on peers, and strictly obey the 
teacher [58]. Due to the concern of losing face, Taiwanese 
college students only engage in communication when they 
feel comfortable and run no risk of losing face in the 
presence of other classmates. Some Taiwanese college 
students who were interviewed in a study by WikEd [88] 
said their reticence in responding and being involved 
during English class was not only to assure themselves of 
not losing face, but also for the sake of teachers’ face-
saving. The WikEd study implies that asking the teacher a 
question may be viewed as challenging authority and 
might potentially cause teachers to lose face if they do not 
know the answer. Therefore, students prefer to keep silent 
in class to ensure mistake-free conduct and face-saving 
risk avoidance. The concept of face in cultures where 
Confucianism has an influence has brought a negative 
effect to establishing an interactive atmosphere for 
English learning. By far, teacher misbehavior seems to be 
a minor factor causing students’ unwillingness to 
communicate in this present study. The bottom line is that 
Taiwanese college students have an obvious tendency not 
to communicate in English in their English classes, period.  

However, it is too early to conclude that reducing 
teacher misbehaviors has no effect on students' WTC. In 
SEM analysis in this study, the result indicated that 
students’ WTC is affected more directly by teacher 
misbehaviors (β=.08) than via indirect effect from students’ 
affective learning (β=-.027). A sensible interpretation is 
students’ WTC is directly affected by teacher 
misbehaviors. Though they may have negative feelings 
towards teacher misbehaviors, their WTC won’t be 
affected when they have a better feeling toward teachers 
or content due to a general classroom climate that is not 
supportive, open, friendly, and caring in a Taiwanese 
English classroom. Providing students a respecting, 
supportive, and sensitive learning environment will bring 
a more positive learning outcome. Students’ WTC will be 
improved and encouraged when they observe their teacher 
does not display misbehaviors while teaching. 

7. Suggestions and Limitations 
According to the findings of this study, future study 

could continue to explore and investigate the relationship 
between teacher misbehavior and the students’ learning 
outcome, for instance, their English oral proficiency and 
cognitive learning. If it is possible, future research could 
arrange an in-depth interview with teachers and students, 
also a classroom observation might strengthen the impact 
of result. Future studies should take into account 
participants’ gender balance in ratio. Future studies should 
also consider replicating a similar study in other countries 
that share similar culture backgrounds that gear toward 
more teacher-centered classrooms, such as South Korea, 
Singapore, Japan, Hong Kong, and China.  

Although three instruments have been confirmed to 
have satisfactory reliabilities, whether or not each 
student’s report precisely indicates the facts may not be 
independently discernible in this data. Some limitations to 
this study need to be addressed. First, there was a 

disproportionate ratio of female students to male students, 
79% vs. 21%. However, this ratio reflects the reality that a 
majority of English majors are female. This gender difference 
could be problematic if gender makes a difference in 
WTC as Tabatabaei and Jamshidifar [81] stated in their 
study. Second, the participant’s potential loss of recall or 
confusion as a result of the short time given for completion of 
the scales could further bias the result. Also, student-
perceived teacher misbehaviors could be different from 
teacher-perceived or actual teacher misbehaviors, making 
the validity of the instruments problematic. Another limitation 
was that participants were recruited from traditional 
daytime program students and non-traditional nighttime 
and weekend programs students. Their perspective on 
teachers’ misbehaviors could be interpreted in a different 
way therefore skewing the outcome. Finally, the result 
could only be generalized to the current population due to 
sample size and demographic distribution. 

8. Conclusion 
As for English educational reform, the author believes 

it is essential to pay more attention to English teachers’ 
appropriate behaviors in the classroom since the present 
research and previous studies both have demonstrated that 
teachers’ behavior has a strong impact on students’ 
affective learning. However, if teacher misbehaviors 
directly and significantly impact students’ willingness to 
communicate, then this research strengthen the 
significance of the teacher demonstrating more positive 
and appropriate behaviors while teaching. English 
education policy makers should urge the development of a 
program that helps Taiwanese English teachers provide 
positive appropriate behaviors while teaching in order to 
develop a supportive learning climate in the classroom, 
ultimately enabling students to strive for a positive and 
successful English learning experience.  

While teachers continue to strive for academic 
improvement, it seems appropriate to take the results of 
this study into consideration and learn to be more careful 
and thoughtful about what is done and said in the 
classroom. Without a doubt, students perceive their 
English teachers do misbehave while teaching in the 
classroom. Intentionally or unintentionally, English teachers 
often use the same strategies as they were once taught [54]. 
This is a new generation we are facing and teaching now. 
Being aware of generational changes could help English 
teachers teach in a more appropriate, fruitful and effective 
way. Students’ WTC will increase with higher motivation, 
and eventually, their oral proficiency will improve. At last, 
acknowledging that misbehaviors do happen in our 
classrooms is a crucial step for advancing English education 
in Taiwan. This may be a novel notion in the Taiwanese 
educational field where teachers are usually perceived as 
the authority figure in the classroom without knowing how 
essential it is to provide students a learning environment 
that is filled with warmth, safety, and acceptance.  
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