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ABSTRACT
Instructors’ Message Variables and Students’ Learning Orientation/Grade Orientation and
Affective Learning
Leeanne M. Bell
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship among instructors’ message variables
and students’ learning orientation (LO), grade orientation (GO), and affective learning.
Participants were 193 students (109 men, 83 women) enrolled in introductory communication
courses at a large eastern university. Participants completed the Revised Self-Disclosure scale
(Wheeless, 1978), the Humor Orientation scale (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991), a
narrative scale created for this study, the LOGO II scale (Milton, Pollio, & Eison, 1986) and the
Instructional Affect Assessment Instrument (IAAI) (McCroskey, 1994). Results indicated
instructors’ message variables were not significantly related to students’ LO/GO, no significant
differences among the four categories of LO/GO, and when controlling for LO/GO, few
significant relationships were obtained between instructors’ message variables and affective
learning. Future research should examine if instructors’ own learning orientation or grade
orientation influences how LO/GO students perform in their course.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
This study examined the relationship among instructors’ message variables (i.e., selfdisclosure, humor, narrative), students’ learning orientation (LO) and grade orientation (GO),
and students’ affective learning. Because instructors’ communication behaviors can have a
positive effect on students (Downs, Javidi, & Nussbaum, 1988), it is possible instructors’
message variables may also affect students’ LO and GO. In this study, instructor self-disclosure,
humor, and narrative are three communication behaviors that comprise the construct known as
instructors’ message variables. When instructors use these variables appropriately, this use has
an important impact on students. Students view their college education in many different ways ;
therefore instructors’ behaviors will have more or less of an impact depending on the student.
Moreover, students’ affective learning may also be influenced by their LO and GO. The first
section of the literature review focuses on instructors’ use of self-disclosure, humor, and
narrative. The second section of the literature review focuses on students’ perceptions of their
education, which is separated into their LO and GO. The third section of the literature review
focuses on students’ affective learning.
Self-Disclosure, Humor, and Narrative
The first variable to be examined is self-disclosure. Self-disclosure is defined as any
unknown information (Pearce & Sharp, 1973) individuals communicate verbally about
themselves to other individuals (Cozby, 1973). Self-disclosure has three dimensions, which are
breadth (Altman & Taylor, 1973), depth (Altman & Taylor, 1973), and duration (Cozby, 1973).
Breadth is defined as the amount of information disclosed, depth is defined as the intimacy of
information disclosed, and duration is defined as the time spent by an individual describing each
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item of information (Cozby, 1973). In the communication field, Wheeless and Grotz (1976)
conceptualized self-disclosure as consisting of five dimensions. These dimensions are amount,
intent, honesty, valence, and depth. Amount is defined as the frequency and the duration of the
disclosure, intent is defined as the willingness of the individual to disclose, honesty is defined as
the truth of those revelations, valence is defined as positive and/or negative statements revealed
by the individual, and depth is defined as the self-perceived intimacy of the information-topic
revealed (Wheeless & Grotz, 1976).
Regardless of how self-disclosure is conceptualized, five generalizations about selfdisclosure exist in the interpersonal communication research (Pearce & Sharp, 1973). First,
relatively few communication transactions involve high levels of disclosure, although individuals
are always self-disclosing information (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Second, self-disclosure usually
occurs in dyads. Third, self-disclosure is usually symmetrical. Fourth, self-disclosure occurs in
the context of a positive relationship. For example, individuals who use more self-disclosure are
perceived as likable (Collins & Miller, 1994), and trustworthy (Wheeless, 1978; Wheeless &
Grotz, 1977). Fifth, self-disclosure usually occurs incrementally.
Self-disclosure is viewed as central to the development of close interpersonal
relationships (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Individuals who engage in intimate disclosures tend to be
liked more than individuals who disclose at lower levels (Collins & Miller, 1994). Moreover,
individuals disclose more to those individuals they like (Collins & Miller, 1994). Personal and
negative disclosures occur later in relations hips whereas positive disclosures occur earlier in
relationships (Gilbert & Whiteneck, 1976). Women and same-sex relational partners disclose
more often than men and opposite-sex relational partners (Dindia & Allen, 1992).
Self-disclosure is also central to the development of the instructor-student relationship. In
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the instructional setting, self-disclosure is used by instructors to clarify course content (Downs et
al., 1988; Nussbaum, Comadena, & Holladay, 1985) and to motivate students (Sorensen, 1989).
Generally, instructors self-disclose about their education, their teaching experience, their family
and friends, their beliefs and opinion, their leisure activities, and their personal problems (Downs
et al., 1988; Holladay, 1988; Nussbaum et al., 1985). College instructors’ self-disclosure is
related positively to the instructor’s experience (i.e., how long they have been teaching) (Javidi
& Long, 1989) and award winning instructors tend to use more self-disclosure in the classroom
than nonaward winning instructors (Downs et al., 1988). Self-disclosure also has a positive
impact on student participation (Goldstein & Benassi, 1994).
Students may perceive their instructors’ self-disclosures as intentional or unintentional,
entertaining or self- indulgent, risky or safe, and relevant or irrelevant to course topics
(Nussbaum & Scott, 1979). Nussbaum and Scott (1979) found that perceived honesty of
instructors’ self-disclosures positively contributed to students’ perceived affective and behavioral
learning, but were negatively associated with students’ perceived cognitive learning. Selfdisclosure in the classroom leads to students’ perceived solidarity with the ir instructors
(Sorensen, 1989). Perceived honesty in self-disclosure is positively related to a students’
evaluation of an instructor’s overall performance (Sallinen-Kuparinen, 1992; Scott & Nussbaum,
1981). Additionally, instructors who self-disclose in the classroom are perceived as being more
assertive (Cayanus & Martin, 2002), more responsive (Cayanus & Martin, 2002), more
nonverbally and verbally immediate (Sorensen, 1989), and more effective (Nussbaum et al.,
1985).
The second variable to be examined is humor. Humor is a complicated socialpsychological communication event (Civikly, 1986) that is culturally influenced and
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temperamentally based (Wrench & McCroskey, 2001). Humor enactment is viewed as an
intentional verbal and/or nonverbal message that provokes laughter, delight, and/or surprise to a
receiver (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991; Graham, Papa, & Brooks, 1992).
Research has shown that humor, in most cases, has a positive impact on individuals’ lives.
Humor has been positively associated with high levels of self-esteem (Kuiper & Martin, 1993),
high levels of empathic concern (Hampes, 2001), and high levels of attractiveness (Murstein &
Brust, 1985). Humor can provide comfort (Bethea, 2001; Bippus, 2000), reduce anxiety
(Yovetich, Dale, & Hudak, 1990), reduce stress (Martin & Lefcout, 1983), lower uncertainty
(Graham, 1995), and build emotional exp ressivity (Wanzer, Booth-Butterfield, & Booth
Butterfield, 1997). Moreover, humor makes hurt-evoking messages appear less intentional and
less hurtful (Young & Bippus, 2001).
Not only has humor been studied in numerous contexts (Murstein & Brust, 1985; Rizzo,
Booth-Butterfield, & Wanzer, 1999; Wanzer, Booth-Butterfield, & Booth-Butterfield, 1995;
Wanzer & Frymier, 1999), but it also has been operationalized in numerous ways. One way in
which humor has been operationalized is through a concept known as humor orientation (BoothButterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991). Humor orientation (HO) is conceptualized as the way in
which individuals regularly enact humor in interactions (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield,
1991). Individuals are considered to be high, moderate, or low in HO. High HO individuals
regularly use humor in most of their behaviors, perceive more situations as appropriate for using
humor, view fewer situations as inappropriate for humor attempts, and make use of many
different categories of humorous communication (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991).
Low HO individuals, on the other hand, view fewer situations as appropriate to use humor
(Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991).
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In the interpersonal communication domain, the study of HO has garnered much
attention. HO has been positively correlated with the communication traits of communicator
adaptability, concern for eliciting positive impressions, affective orientation, and situational
sense of humor (Wanzer et al., 1995). High HO has been associated with lower levels of
loneliness, greater levels of attraction, and greater ease with making friends (Wanzer, BoothButterfield, & Booth-Butterfield, 1996). High HO individuals are positively related to perceived
attractiveness (Murstein & Brust, 1985; Wanzer et al., 1996), creativity (Hauck & Thomas,
1972), and communication flexibility (Wanzer et al., 1996). In the workplace, high HO
employees are more likely to use humorous behaviors and high HO managers are perceived to be
more effective and likable (Rizzo et al., 1999). Employees’ perceptions of managers’ being high
HO are positively correlated with satisfaction with their managers, perceived managers’
responsiveness, and perceived managers’ approach strategies, but are negatively correlated with
managers’ use of avoidance strategies (Campbell, Martin, & Wanzer, 2001).
In the instructional setting, humor is also important (Bryant, Comisky, & Zillmann, 1979;
Downs et al., 1988). Humor can consist of jokes, riddles, puns, funny stories, and funny
comments (Bryant et al., 1979). Regardless of the type of humor used, experienced instructors
tend to use more humor than less experienced instructors (Javidi & Long, 1989), award-winning
instructors use less humor than non-award winning instructors (Downs et al., 1988), and high
school instructors use less humor than college instructors (Neuliep, 1991).
Humor in the classroom has focused both on the instructor (Bryant et al., 1979; Downs et
al., 1988; Javidi & Long, 1989; Neuliep, 1991) and the impact on student s (Gorham &
Christophel, 1990; Wanzer & Frymier, 1999). Instructors’ use of humor is used to gain students’
compliance (Punyanunt, 2000), help students retain information (Kaplan & Pascoe, 1977),
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clarify course content (Downs et al., 1988), and increase students’ learning (Gorham &
Christophel, 1990; Hauck & Thomas, 1972). Humor can also create an enjoyable learning
environment (Neuliep, 1991) and instructors who use humor are perceived by students to
establish a supportive classroom climate (Darling & Civikly, 1987; Stuart & Rosenfeld, 1994).
The third variable to be examined is narrative. Narrative activity is defined as the
“process of story-telling” (Holladay, 1987, p. 2) and is an effective dramatic device used in the
classroom (Ho lladay, 1987). For a narratives to be successful, it must be told effectively. Not
only are effective instructors perceived to know how to tell a good story (Norton & Nussbaum,
1980), but effective instructors frequently tell “better” narratives than “bad” narratives
(Holladay, 1987). Through use of narrative, instructors implicitly encourage students to
participate in the learning process (Kirkwood & Gold, 1983). When instructors use narrative,
they motivate students to take information from class and apply it to the “real” world (Kirkwood
& Gold, 1983), enhance student recall (Holladay, 1987), clarify course content (Downs et al.,
1988; Eble, 1976; Javidi & Long, 1989), provide examples that students understand (Eble, 1976),
increase student participation in class and class discussion (Kirkland & Gold, 1983), and create a
positive relationship with students (Eble, 1976; Holladay, 1987).
These three aforementioned behaviors are centered on students’ perceptions of their
instructors’ message variables. Altho ugh the primary intent behind instructors’ use of selfdisclosure, humor, and narrative is to clarify course content (Downs et al., 1988), these three
behaviors also act as important influences on student outcomes. The next section of the literature
review focuses on students’ perceptions of their education, specifically their learning orientation
and their grade orientation.
Learning Orientation/Grade Orientation
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Students view their educational experience in many ways. Two ways in which students
view the ir education are through their learning experiences and their attempts to obtain the best
grades. These two views are known as learning orientation (LO) and grade orientation (GO). LO
is defined as “students view[ing] the college classroom as a context in which they expect to
encounter new information and ideas that will be both personally and professionally significant”
(Milton, Pollio, & Eison, 1986, p. 126) whereas GO is defined as “ students view[ing] the
college experience as a crucible in which they are tested and graded and which is endured as a
necessary evil on the way to getting a degree or becoming certified in a profession” (Milton et
al., 1986, p. 126). LO and GO can be further separated into attitudes and behaviors. Attitudes are
defined as a student’s expression or desire to acquire knowledge or grades whereas behaviors are
defined as the action a student takes to achieve learning or a grade (Milton et al., 1986).
Richardson, Kring, and Davis (1997) found that the students’ perceptions of what is important in
education does not translate into the actual behaviors that are being performed; hence, a
discrepancy between attitudes and behaviors may exist.
Learning and grade orientation simultaneously contribute to students’ perceptions of their
instructors, themselves, and the ways in which they interact with their instructors (Pollio & Beck,
2000). LO students are more emotionally stable, trusting, imaginative, forthright, placid, selfsufficient, and relaxed than GO students (Milton et al., 1986). At the same time, LO students are
more dogmatic than GO students (Beck, Rorrer-Woody, & Pierce, 1991), although GO students
believe manipulative tactics are appropriate to use when obtaining grades (Beck et al., 1991).
Beck et al. (1991) found relatively low levels of academic ability contributed to the poor grades
of high GO students. Students with lesser academic skills are under more pressure to obtain
better grades, therefore making them more GO (Johnson & Beck, 1988). High LO students
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choose a college based on its curriculum whereas high GO students are more concerned with
their success at college (Alexitch & Page, 2001). But regardless of their orientation, students
report greater learning in a highly student-centered classroom (Lawrence & Frymier, 2002).
Both LO and GO students prefer to have instructors who are LO; however, most
instructors are GO (Pollio & Beck, 2000). Instructors reported they would rather be LO, but they
believe that a strict focus on grades leads students to perceive them as GO. Instructors who
reported being high GO professors direct their classes towards challenging the most intelligent
students to compete for their grades (Pollio & Beck, 2002).
Affective Learning
The next variable to be examined is affective learning. Students’ perceived affective
learning plays an important role in the classroom. Affective learning is defined as the positive
attitudes, beliefs, and values students attach to the instructor’s communication in the classroom
and consists of affect toward the course instructor, affect toward the course content, and affect
toward the recommended course behaviors (McCroskey, 1994). Affective learning has been
positively correlated with several perceived instructor communication behaviors, which include
self-disclosure (Sorensen, 1989), humor (Gorham & Christophel, 1990; Wanzer & Frymier,
1999), verbal immediacy (Gorham, 1988; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990; Witt & Wheeless, 2001),
verbal receptivity (Robinson, 1993), nonverbal immediacy (Plax, Kearney, McCroskey, &
Richmond, 1986; Sanders & Wiseman, 1990; Witt & Wheeless, 2001), affinity seeking (Dolin,
1995; Frymier, 1994), clarity (Sidelinger & McCroskey, 1997), and expression of caring (Teven
& McCroskey, 1997). A negative correlation exists between affective learning and instructor use
of antisocial behavior alteration techniques (Plax et al., 1986).
Rationale

Instructors’ Message Variables

9

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship among perceived instructors’ use
of self-disclosure, humor, and narrative, students’ LO and GO, and students’ affective learning.
Although instructors can use self-disclosure, humor, and narrative to assist in students’ learning,
how students perceive their own learning experiences determines whether instructors’ use of
these behaviors is effective. The first three behaviors that are examined focus on instructors’
message variables. Previous research has demonstrated that these three message variables all
benefit students’ performance in class. Self-disclosure, humor, and narrative are all ways in
which instructors can positively affect student learning (Eble, 1976; Gorham & Christophel,
1990; Nussbaum & Scott, 1979). These three message variables also are associated positively
with effective instruction (Holladay, 1987; Javidi & Long, 1989; Nussbaum et al., 1985). At the
same time, self-disclosure, humor, and narrative make course content more interesting for
students (Downs et al., 1988; Nussbaum et al., 1985). As such, LO students should enjoy classes
in which instructors use self-disclosure, humor, and narrative because LO students are interested
in intellectual matters, are considered to be free and creative, and find learning new material
“fun” (Eison & Pollio, 1985). Moreover, LO students seek more academic help from their
instructors (Alexitch, 1997), develop stronger relationships with their instructors (Alexitch,
1997), and consider the ideal professor to be an individual who strives to produce student interest
while appreciating student input (Pollio & Beck, 2000).
Conversely, GO students view instructors who strive to produce interesting material that
is not related to course material as disorganized (Pollio & Beck, 2000). When instructors selfdisclose about family, teaching experiences, or their leisure (Holladay, 1988), it is possible GO
students will not be pleased. GO students prefer highly structured courses that are controlled by
prepared instructors (Pollio & Beck, 2000). GO students are more likely to withdraw from an
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interesting course (Milton et al., 1986), get irritated when other students ask questions (Milton et
al., 1986), and inquire what will be on tests (Pollio & Beck, 2000). Moreover, GO students
believe that without regularly scheduled exams, they would not learn or remember class content
(Milton et al., 1986). Thus, GO students may not enjoy instructors who self-disclose, use humor,
and tell narratives in class. To investigate this idea, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H1: Perceived instructors’ self-disclosure (i.e., amount, valence, depth), humor
orientation, and narrative will be positively correlated with students’ LO, but
negatively correlated with students’ GO.
Traditionally, researchers have only examined the differences between LO and GO
students (Alexitch, 1997; Alexitch & Page, 2001; Eison & Polio, 1985; Kauffmann, Chupp,
Hershberger, Martin, & Eastman, 1987; Richardson et al., 1997), but students may not fit
perfectly into one of these two categories (Miton et al., 1986). It is possible for students to be
both learning and grade oriented (Milton et al., 1986). Milton et al. (1986) proposed four
categories of LO and GO: high LO/high GO, high LO/low GO, low LO/high GO, and low
LO/low GO. High LO/high GO students are motivated to learn while striving to achieve high
grades. High LO/low GO students are concerned with the learning aspect of education and view
grades as irrelevant. Low LO/high GO students focus on the grade they will achieve in the
classroom and grade achievement often becomes more important than learning. Low LO/low GO
students do not care about either learning or grades and are likely attending college for
alternative reasons such as socializing or getting away from home (Milton et al., 1986). Thus the
following research question is posed:
RQ1: How do students who vary in their LO/GO orientations differ in their assessment of
instructors’ self-disclosure (i.e., amount, valence, depth), humor orientation, and
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narrative?
Self-disclosure, humor, and narrative are used in the classroom as ways to help the
students understand the information being taught (Downs et al., 1988). By using these three
behaviors, students who either are LO or GO may find the information as being more relevant to
their life and perceive it as important and interesting. Self-disclosure (Sorensen, 1989) and
humor (Gorham & Christophel, 1990; Wanzer & Frymier, 1999) have been positively correlated
with perceived affective learning. Developing favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward learning
may be influenced by students’ LO/GO and ho w they perceive their instructors who use these
message variables. LO and GO students may have different goals for the classroom, but it is
unclear whether students’ LO and GO influences their affect for the course and affect for the
instructor when the instructor is perceived as using self-disclosure, humor, and narrative. Thus,
the following research question is posed:
RQ2: How does students’ LO/GO affect the relationship among perceived instructors’
self-disclosure (i.e., amount, valence, depth), humor orientation, and narrative and
students’ affective learning?
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CHAPTER 2
Method
Participants
Participants were 193 students enrolled in introductory communication courses at a large
eastern university. Participants included 109 men and 83 women. The age of the respondents
ranged from 18 to 53 years (M = 21.4, SD = 3.49). Two participants were first year students, 40
participants were sophomores, 80 participants were juniors, 62 participants were seniors, and
eight participants were “other.”
Procedures and Instruments
Participants voluntarily completed five instruments. These instruments were the Revised
Self-Disclosure scale (Wheeless, 1978), the Humor Orientation scale (Booth-Butterfield &
Booth-Butterfield, 1991), a narrative scale created for this study, the LOGO II scale (Milton et
al., 1986) and the Instructional Affect Assessment Instrument (IAAI)(McCroskey, 1994). For the
first three scales, participants were asked to recall a previous instructor and to complete the
instrument s in reference to the instructor. For the LOGO II and the IAAI scales, participants
reported on their own perceptions of their education. Table 1 presents the mean, standard
deviation, and reliabilities of all the scales.
The Revised Self-Disclosure scale (Wheeless, 1978) is a 31- item instrument that asks
respondents to report their perceptions of the amount, intent, honesty, valence, and depth of their
self-disclosure (see Appendix A). In this study, the scale was modified in that participants were
asked to rate their instructor’s perceived self-disclosure on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging
from strongly agree (7) to strongly disagree (1). Even though all 5 dimensions were used on the
scale, this study will focus on the dimensions of amount of self-disclosure, valance of self-
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disclosure, and depth of self-disclosure. Intent of self-disclosure and honesty of self-disclosure
will be disregarded, because students might have difficulty determining instructors’ intent and
honesty to self-disclose. Previous reliability coefficients ranging from .75 to .89 (Bograd &
Spilka, 1996; Stack & Stone, 1984; Wheeless, 1978; Wheeless, Nesser, & McCroskey, 1986)
have been reported for the subscales. In this study, subscale scores were: amount (M = 28.10, SD
= 7.75, alpha = .79), intent (M = 20.13, SD = 4.33, alpha = .76), honesty (M = 38.95, SD = 7.24,
alpha = .81), valence (M = 35.31, SD = 6.46, alpha = .77), and depth (M = 16.75, SD = 5.79,
alpha = .73).
The Humor Orientation scale (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991) is a 17- item
instrument that assesses how likely an individual is to produce humorous messages such as funny
stories and jokes (see Appendix B). In this study, participants were asked to rate their instructor’s
perceived HO using a five-point Likert-scale ranging from strongly agree (5) to strongly
disagree (1). Previous reliability coefficients ranging from .82 to .93 have been reported for the
scale (Campbell et al., 2001; Rizzo et al., 1999). In this study, a reliability coefficient alpha of
.95 (M =62.18, SD =15.2) was obtained for the scale.
The Narrative Scale is a 10-item scale that was designed specifically for this study (see
Appendix C). Items were generated based on studies by Nussbaum, et al. (1985) and Holladay
(1987). Participants were asked to rate their instructor’s use of narrative using a five-point
Likert-scale ranging from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). A pilot test, conducted on
111 undergraduate students, revealed a reliability coefficient alpha of .75 (M = 33.23, SD =
6.57). In this study, a reliability coefficient alpha of .80 (M = 34.50, SD = 7.09) was obtained for
the scale.
The LOGO II scale (Milton et al., 1986) is a 32- item instrument that assesses how
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students perceive their education (see Appendix D). The first 16 items assess students’ attitudes
toward learning and the second 16 items assess students’ behaviors toward learning. In this
study, only the 16 items measuring attitudes were used. Eight items reflect LO and eight items
reflect GO. Participants were asked to rate themselves using a five-point Likert-scale ranging
from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). Previous reliability coefficients ranging from
.70 to .77 have been reported for the LO scale and reliability coefficients ranging from .72 to .81
have been reported for the GO scale (Alexitch, 1997; Frymier & Weser, 2001; Lawrence &
Frymier, 2002). In this study, a reliability coefficient of .66 (M = 27.38, SD = 4.62) was
obtained for the LO scale and a reliability coefficient of .60 (M =28.36, SD = 4.69) was obtained
for the GO scale.
The Instructional Affect Assessment Instrument (IAAI) (McCroskey, 1994) is a 24- item
instrument that measures student affect across six subscales (see Appendix E). In this study, four
of the six subscales were used to measure student affective learning. Affect toward the instructor
was measured by two, four-point subscale s that asked about the student’s attitude toward the
course instructor (i.e., good/bad, worthless/valuable, fair/unfair, negative/positive) and the
likelihood of taking another course with the instructor (i.e., likely/unlikely, impossible/possible,
probable/improbable, would not/would). Affect toward the course content was measured by two,
four-item subscales that asked about the student’s attitude toward the course content (i.e.,
good/bad, worthless/valuable, fair/unfair, negative/positive) and the likelihood of enrolling in
another course with similar content (likely/unlikely, impossible/possible, probable/ improbable,
would not/would). Previous reliability coefficients ranging from .84 to .98 have been reported for
the subscales (McCroskey, 1994; Myers & Knox, 1999; Teven & McCroskey, 1997). In this
study, subscale scores were: affect toward the course content (M = 23.21, SD = 4.62, alpha =
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.89), affect toward the instructor (M = 24.0, SD = 4.67, alpha = .90), likelihood of enrolling in
another class with similar content (M = 21.43, SD = 6.53, alpha = .95), and likelihood of taking
another course with the instructor (M = 23.62, SD = 6.39, alpha = .96).
Data Analysis
The hypothesis was explored using a series of Pearson Product-Moment correlations. LO
and GO served alternately as the dependent variables and instructors’ self- disclosure (i.e.,
amount, valence, depth), humor orientation, and narrative served alternately as the independent
variables.
Research question one was answered using 2x2 analyses of variance (ANOVA). The
ANOVA compared the mean scores of high LO/high GO, high LO/low GO, low LO/high GO
and low LO/low GO to see if they are significantly different. A median split was performed to
differentiate among high LO/high GO (60 students), high LO/low GO (46 students), low
LO/high GO (39 students) and low LO/low GO (41 students). Instructors’ self-disclosure (i.e.,
amount, valence, depth), humor, and narrative served alternately as the independent variables
and the four categories of students’ LO/GO served as the dependent variable.
Research question two was answered using a series of partial correlations. LO and GO
were controlled for and the instructors’ self-disclosure (i.e., amount, valence, depth), humor
orientation, and narrative were correlated with the four subscales of the IAAI.
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CHAPTER 3
Results
Before the results were computed, a series of Pearson Product Moment correlations were
calculated among instructors’ message variables, LO, GO, and affective learning. Table 2
contains this matrix.
The first hypothesis predicted that perceived instructors’ self-disclosure (i.e., amount,
valence, depth), humor orientation, and narrative would be positively correlated with students’
LO, but negatively correlated with students’ GO. The hypothesis was not supported (see Table
1). Results of a series of Pearson Product-Moment correlations indicated that there were no
significant relationships between students’ LO and instructors’ perceived amount of selfdisclosure (r = -.01, p > .05), valence of self-disclosure (r = .08, p > .05), depth of selfdisclosure (r = .12, p > .05), humor orientation (r = .00, p > .05), and narrative (r = .05, p > .05).
In addition, there were no significant relationships between students’ GO and perceived
instructors’ amount of self-disclosure (r = .01, p > .05), valence of self-disclosure (r = -.05, p >
.05), depth of self-disclosure (r = .12, p > .05), humor orient ation (r = .08, p > .05), and narrative
(r = .10, p > .05).
The first research question asked how students who varied in their LO/GO orientations
differ in their assessment of instructors’ self-disclosure (i.e., amount, balance, depth), humor
orientation, and narrative. Results of an analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that there were
no significant difference among the four categories of LO/GO and instructors’ perceived amount
of self-disclosure [(F(182) = .85, p > .05)], valence of self-disclosure [(F(182) = .24, p > .05)],
depth of self-disclosure [(F(183) = .05, p > .05)], humor orientation [(F(183) = 1.16, p > .05)],
and narrative [(F(182) = .79, p > .05)] (see Table 2).
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The second research question asked how students’ LO/GO affected the relationships
among perceived instructors’ self-disclosure (i.e., amount, valence, depth), humor orientation,
and narrative and students’ affect for course and affect for instructor. It was found that there
were few significant relationships when LO/GO was controlled for (see Table 3). Results of
partial correlation analysis indicated that when LO/GO was controlled for, the following series of
correlations was obtained for self-disclosure: amount of self-disclosure and attitude toward
course (r = -.02, p > .05), amount and attitude toward instructor (r = .10, p > .05), amount of
self-disclosure and taking another course (r = .15, p < .05), amount of self-disclosure and taking
the instructor (r = -.02, p > .08), valence of self-disclosure and attitude toward course (r = .08, p
> .05), valence of self-disclosure and attitude toward instructor (r = .14, p < .05), valence of selfdisclosure and taking another course (r = .07, p > .05), valence of self-disclosure and taking the
instructor (r = .17, p < .05), depth of self-disclosure and attitude toward course (r = .04, p > .05),
depth of self-disclosure and attitude toward instructor (r = .09, p > .05), depth of self-disclosure
and taking another course (r = .2, p < .05), and depth of self-disclosure and taking the instructor
(r = .07, p > .05).
Results of partial correlation analysis indicated that when LO/GO was controlled for, the
following series of correlations was obtained for humor orientation: humor orientation and
attitude toward course (r = .28, p < .05), humor orientation and attitude toward instructor (r =
.33, p < .05), humor orientation and taking another course (r = .31, p < .05), and humor
orientation and taking the instructor (r = .34, p < .05),
Results of partial correlation analysis indicated that when LO/GO was controlled for, the
following series of correlations was obtained for narrative: narrative and attitude toward course
(r = .06, p > .05), narrative and attitude toward instructor (r = .06, p > .05), narrative and taking
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another course (r = .13, p < .05), and narrative and taking the instructor (r = .09, p > .05).
Post-hoc analyses
Several post-hoc analyses were conducted to provide supplementary results. The first
post-hoc analysis examined whether a significant relationship exists between LO and GO.
Results of a Pearson Product-Moment correlation indicated that there was a slight,significant
relationship between LO and GO (r = .23, p < .05).
The second analysis examined whether a significant relationship exists between LO and
affective learning. Results of a series of Pearson Product-Moment correlations indicated that
there was no significant relationship between students’ LO and attitude toward the course (r =
.07, p > .05), LO and attitude toward instructor (r = .01, p > .05), LO and taking another course
(r = .02, p > .05), and LO and taking the instructor (r = .03, p > .05).
The third analysis examined whether a significant relationship exists between GO and
affective learning. Results of a series of Pearson Product-Moment correlations indicated that one
significant relationship exist between students’ GO and attitude toward the course (r = -.15, p <
.05). The remaining correlations between students’ GO and attitude toward instructor (r = -.07, p
> .05), GO and taking another course (r = -.07, p > .05), and GO and taking the instructor (r = .03, p > .05) were not significant.
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CHAPTER 4
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship among instructors’ message
variables (i.e., self-disclosure, humor, narrative) and students’ LO/GO and affective learning, of
the three message variables, humor orientation was the only message variable that produced
significant findings within the study.
Positive correlations were found between HO and affect for the course, HO and affect for
the instructor, HO and affect for taking another course, and HO and affect for taking the
instructor. Wanzer and Frymier (1999) obtained similar results, using Gorham’s affective
learning scale (1988), because instructors use humor to help students retain information (Kaplan
& Pascoe, 1977), clarify course content (Downs et al., 1988), and increase learning (Gorham &
Christophel, 1990; Hauck & Thomas, 1972), instructors’ humor may make the learning process
more enjoyable, which results in increased affective le arning. Even when LO and GO were
controlled for all four affective learning dimensions were positively correlated with HO.
Specifically, positive correlations were found between HO and affect for the course, HO and
affect for the instructor, HO and affect for taking another course, and HO and affect for taking
the instructor. In examining these findings, it may be that when instructors use humor to clarify
content (Downs et al., 1988), it may become more interesting. If the content is interesting to
students, they may enjoy the course. Instructors who use humor in the classroom are able to
establish a supportive classroom climate (Darling & Civikly, 1987; Stuart & Rosenfeld, 1994),
which may result in feeling comfortable with the instructor. If humor is used to help students
increase their learning (Gorham & Christophel, 1990; Hauck & Thomas, 1972), students may
also want to learn more about the content. If students are excited about their learning
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experiences, they may be more willing to take classes that they perceive as fun and interesting.
Instructors use humor to gain students’ attention in the classroom (Punyanunt, 2000). If
instructors are able to keep students’ attention, the student may want to take the instructor again
because students perceive instructors who use humor as interesting and entertaining.
Other findings relevant to the study indicated there were no significant relationships
among the three instructor message variables and students’ LO and GO. Instructors’ message
variables may not be related to students’ LO because these three instructor behaviors may not be
associated with learning in the mind of the student. Frymier and Weser (2001) stated that
because LO students focus on what can be learned from a task, they may find too much guidance
to be restrictive or an insult to their intelligence. If instructors use too many self-disclosive (i.e.,
amount, valence, depth), humor orientation, and narrative behaviors in the classroom, LO
students might perceive these message variables as either a distraction from their learning or
irrelevant to their learning. Moreover, if an instructor frequently uses these message variables,
LO students may simply not pay attention to the instructor; hence, the message variable would
not have an effect on them, whether the effect was positive or negative.
GO students, however, are focused on their grades (Frymier & Weser, 2001); therefore,
how instructors communicate may not be relevant to these GO students. GO students can be very
selective in their attention to feedback, ignoring any suggestions not related to evaluation
(Gorham, 1999). GO students may also not believe that instructors’ message behaviors are
relevant to the course material. If instructors are self-disclosing, using humor, and using
narrative, students may not believe the information is relevant to the course material or relevant
to what will be on the next examination. Therefore, regardless of the instructors’ communication
behaviors, GO students may not pay attention to the message the instructor is trying to convey.
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It was found that there was no difference among high LO/high GO, high LO/low GO,
low LO/high GO, and low LO/low GO of student orientations and instructors’ message
variables. This finding provides added support for the findings obtained within the first
hypothesis. Even though instructors use self-disclosure, humor, and narratives to clarify content
(Downs et al., 1988), students may not associate these behaviors with learning. Rather, students
may focus on the content itself rather than the method used to convey the content. Consequently,
course content is the most important factor and how the instructor teaches the content may not be
important to students as long as they know what to do with the content.
When controlling for students’ LO and GO, few significant relationships were obtained
among self-disclosure, narrative, and affective learning. For the relationship between selfdisclosure and affective learning, four significant positive correlations were found. These four
positive correlations are amount of self-disclosure and affect for taking the course, valence of
self-disclosure and affect for the instructor, valence of self-disclosure and affect for taking the
instructor, and depth of self-disclosure and affect for taking another course. In looking at the
collective findings, it is possible if an instructor is able to self-disclose information that clarifies
content of the subject (Downs et al., 1988), students may find the content of the course more
interesting and be more willing to take another course dealing with the same subject matter.
Instructors who self-disclose positive information may also have students who like them more
and evaluate them more highly. Self-disclosure in the classroom also leads to students’ perceived
solidarity in their relationships with the instructors (Sorensen, 1989); therefore, when instructors
self-disclose, students should like them more. Self-disclosure can bring individuals closer
together (Altman & Taylor, 1973), which may cause an increase in student affect for taking the
instructor. Moreover, instructors who use self-disclosure in the classroom are perceived as being
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more effective (Nussbaum et al., 1985). Therefore, instructors’ self-disclosure may lead to a
student wanting to take the instructor again for another course.
Only one significant finding was obtained between narrative and affect learning, which
was a positive correlation between narrative and affect for taking another course. When
narratives are used in the classroom, students become more involved in the classroom (Kirkland
& Gold, 1983). This involvement may help students enjoy their classroom experience. Because
narratives are beneficial for students to enjoy and understand the course content (Eble, 1976),
students may want to take similar courses.
The results of this study have many implications for instructors and students. Even
though the first hypothesis was not supported, this finding demonstrates that students may not
associate instructors’ message variables with learning. If students are able to associate
instructors’ communication behaviors with learning, they may have a more positive attitude
toward the learning process. Instructors may want to focus on demonstrating to students that the
learning process can be an enjoyable experience. Although students’ attitudes toward learning
may be either high LO/high GO, high LO/low GO, low LO/high GO or low LO/low GO, it was
found that there were no difference among the four categories and instructors’ message variables.
Due to this lack of difference, students may see an instructor’s primary role in the classroom as a
facilitator of knowledge. Even though all three instructors’ message variables are important in
the classroom, this study indicates that instructors’ humor orientation may be the most significant
message variable. Instructors who are successful and feel comfortable using humor in the
classroom should use humor appropriately in the classroom to increase students’ affective
learning.
A limitation of this study was tha t students reported their perceptions of a previous
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instructor’s use of self-disclosure (i.e. amount, valence, depth), humor orientation, and narrative
without supplying any other information about the instructor. The subject being taught might
influence whether students view these message variables as appropriate to use in the course or as
relevant to the course content. Another limitation is that many of the participants (N = 52) were
high LO/ high GO. Because these students are concerned with both their grades and their
learning, they may have not focused on how the instructor teaches, but what the instructor
teaches.
Future researchers should consider conducting an experiment that manipulates
instructors’ use of self-disclosure (i.e. amount, valence, depth), humor orientation, and narrative
to determine whether students (a) can identify when instructors use these behaviors and (b)
perceive the message variables as being beneficial or irrelevant. In addition, future research
should examine instructors’ own learning orientation or grade orientation to influence how well
LO/GO students perform in their course. By studying instructors’ behaviors in the college
classroom, researchers may be able to improve instructors’ effectiveness in the classroom setting.
In sum, the findings in the study suggest that instructors’ message variables were not
correlated with students’ LO and GO, but instructors’ message variables were positively
correlated with some (or all) of the dimensions of affective learning. The findings in this study
are important because LO and GO are two characteristics that affect students’ perceptions of the
importance of classroom content. By understanding these two characteristics, instructors may be
able to focus on students’ educational needs and teach in a manner beneficial for both LO and
GO students.
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Appendix A:
Revised Self-Disclosure scale (Wheeless, 1978)
Complete the following questions in reference to your PREVIOUS instructor. Identify this
instructor by his or her initials. ____
Record your impressions of the way the instructor that you just identified communicates while
teaching. For each statement, supply the appropriate number in the space provided. None of the
statements has a right or wrong answer.
If you strongly agree with the statement, supply a 7.
If you agree with the statement, supply a 6.
If you moderately agree with the statement, supply a 5.
If you are undecided with the statement, supply a 4.
If you moderately disagree with the statement, supply a 3.
If you disagree with the statement, supply a 2.
If you strongly disagree with the statement, supply a 1.
____ 1. When my instructor wishes, his/her self-disclosures are always accurate reflections of
who he/she really is.
____ 2. My instructor does not often talk about himself/herself.
____ 3. My instructor usually discloses positive things about himself/herself.
____ 4. My instructor intimately discloses who he/she really is, openly and fully in his/her
conversation.
____ 5. My instructor cannot reveal himself/herself when he/she wants to because he/she does
not know himself/herself thoroughly enough.
____ 6. My instructor’s statements of his/her feeling are usually brief.
____ 7. On the whole, my instructor disclosures about himself/herself are more negative than
positive.
____ 8. Once my instructor gets started, his/her self-disclosures last a long time.
____ 9. My instructor is often not confident that his/her expressions of his/her own feelings,
emotions, and experiences are true reflections of himself/herself.
____ 10. When my instructor expresses his/her personal feelings, he/she are always aware of
what he/she are doing and saying.
____ 11. My instructor normally reveals “bad” feelings he/she has about himself/herself.
____ 12. My instructor often discloses intimate, personal things about himself/herself without
hesitation.
____ 13. My instructor always feels completely sincere whe n he/she reveal his/her own feelings
and experiences.
____ 14. When my instructor reveals his/her feeling about himself/herself, he/she consciously
intends to do so.
____ 15. My instructor usually talks about himself/herself for fairly long periods at a time.
____ 16. My instructor normally “expresses” his/her good feelings about himself/herself.
____ 17. I feel that my instructor sometimes does NOT control his/her self-disclosures of
personal or intimate things he/she tell about himself/herself.
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____ 18. My instructor’s self-disclosures are completely accurate reflections of who he/she
really is.
____ 19. My instructor often talks about himself/herself.
____ 20. My instructor often reveals more undesirable things about himself/herself than
desirable things.
____ 21. My instructor is not always honest in his/her self-disclosures.
____ 22. When my instructor is self-disclosing, he/she is consciously aware of what he/she is
revealing.
____ 23. My instructor’s conversation lasts the least time when he/she is discussing
himself/herself.
____ 24. My instructor’s statements about his/her feelings, emotions, and experiences are always
accurate self-perceptions.
____ 25. Once my instructor gets started, he/she intimately and fully reveal himself/herself in
his/her self disclosures.
____ 26. My instructor usually discloses negative things about himself/herself.
____ 27. My instructor often discusses his/her feelings about himself/herself.
____ 28. My instructor is always honest in his/her self-disclosures.
____ 29. Only infrequently does my instructor express his/her personal beliefs and opinions.
____ 30. On the whole, my instructor’s disclosures about himself/herself are more positive than
negative.
____ 31. My instructor does not always feel completely sincere when he/she reveal own
feelings, emotions, behaviors, or experience.
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Appendix B:
Humor Orientation scale (Booth-Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1991)
Complete the following questions in reference to your PREVIOUS instructor. Identify this
instructor by his or her initials. ____
Record your impressions of the way the instructor that you just identified communicates while
teaching. For each statement, supply the appropriate number in the space provided. None of the
statements has a right or wrong answer.
If you strongly agree with the statement, supply a 5.
If you agree with the statement, supply a 4.
If you neither agree nor disagree with the statement, supply a 3.
If you disagree with the stateme nt, supply a 2.
If you strongly disagree with the statement, supply a 1.
___1. My instructor regularly tells jokes and funny stories when he/she is around students.
___2. Students usually laugh when my instructor tells a joke or story.
___3. My instructor has no memory for jokes or funny stories.
___4. My instructor can be funny without having to rehearse a joke.
___5. Being funny is a natural communication style with my instructor.
___6. My instructor cannot tell a joke well.
___7. My instructor is seldom asked to tell stories.
___8. I would say that my instructor is a funny person.
___9. People do not seem to pay close attention when my instructor tells a joke.
___10. Even funny jokes seem flat when my instructor tells them.
___11. My instructor can easily remember jokes and stories.
___12. People often ask my instructor to tell jokes and stories.
___13. I would not say that my instructor is a funny person.
___14. My instructor does not tell jokes or stories, even when asked to.
___15. My instructor tells stories and jokes very well.
___16. Of all the people I know, my instructor is one of the funniest.
___17. My instructor uses humor to communicate in a variety of situations.
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Appendix C:
Narrative Measure
Complete the following questions in reference to your PREVIOUS instructor. Identify this
instructor by his or her initials. ____
Record your impressions of the way the instructor that you just identified communicates while
teaching. For each statement, supply the appropriate number in the space provided. None of the
statements has a right or wrong answer.
If you strongly agree with the statement, supply a 5.
If you agree with the statement, supply a 4.
If you neither agree nor disagree with the statement, supply a 3.
If you disagree with the statement, supply a 2.
If you strongly disagree with the statement, supply a 1.
___1. My instructor never tells stories in class.
___2. My instructor is a good storyteller.
___3. My instructor relates class materials to stories in his/her life.
___4. My instructor tells factual stories.
___5. My instructor tells fictional stories.
___6. My instructor tells stories about his/her personal life.
___7. When my instructor tells stories, he/she is the main character.
___8. My instructor tells stories that result in greater class discussion.
___9. My instructor tells stories that are irrelevant to course material.
___10. When my instructor tells stories, he/she uses students as the main character.
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Appendix D:
LOGO II scale (Milton et al., 1986)
Below is a series of statements taken from interviews with a large number of college students
concerning their reactions to various courses, instructors, and classroom policies. Please read
each statement carefully and indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each item.
If you strongly agree with the statement, supply a 5.
If you agree with the statement, supply a 4.
If you neither agree nor disagree with the statement, supply a 3.
If you disagree with the statement, supply a 2.
If you strongly disagree with the statement, supply a 1.

____
____
____
____
____
____
____
____
____
____
____
___
___
____
____
____

1. I enjoy classes in which the instructor attempts to relate material to concerns beyond
the classroom.
2. I think it is unfair to test students on material not covered in class lectures and
discussions, even if it is in reading assignments.
3. I dislike courses which require ungraded out-of-class activities.
4. I prefer to write a term paper on interesting material rather than take a test on the same
general topic.
5. I get annoyed when lectures or class presentations are only rehashes of easy reading
assignments.
6. Written assignments (such as homework, projects, and so on) that are not graded are a
waste of my time.
7. I appreciate an instructor who provides honest and detailed evaluations of my work,
although such evaluation is sometimes unpleasant.
8. I think that without regularly scheduled exams, I would not learn and remember very
much.
9. Instructors expect too much out-of-class reading and study by students.
10. I find the process of learning new material fun.
11. I dislike courses in which a lot of material is presented in class, or in readings, that
does not appear on exams.
12. Easy classes that are not pertinent to my educational goals generally bore me.
13. A teacher’s comments on an essay test mean more to me than my actual test score.
14. I do not find studying at home to be interesting or pleasant.
15. I am more concerned about seeing which questions I missed than I am with finding
out my test grade.
16. I think grades provide me with a good goal to work toward.
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Appendix E:
Instructional Affect Assessment Instrument (McCroskey, 1994)
Using the scales, please evaluate this class. For each statement, circle the appropriate number
which best represents your feelings. None of the statements has a right or wrong answer.
My attitude about the content in this class is:
1. Good
2. Worthless
3. Fair
4. Negative

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Bad
Valuable
Unfair
Positive

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Bad
Valuable
Unfair
Positive

My attitude about the instructor in this class is:
1. Good
2. Worthless
3. Fair
4. Negative

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

My likelihood of actually enrolling in another class with similar content, if I had the choice and
if my schedule permitted: (If you are graduating, assume you would still be here.)
1. Likely
2. Impossible
3. Probable
4. Would not

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Unlikely
Possible
Improbable
Would

The likelihood of my taking another course with this teacher, if I had a choice, is: (If you are
graduating, assume you would still be here.)
1. Likely
2. Impossible
3. Probable
4. Would not

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Unlikely
Possible
Improbable
Would
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TABLE 1
Scales, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities.
Scale

Mean

Standard Deviation

Reliability

Amount of selfdisclosure

28.10

7.75

.79

Valence of selfdisclosure

35.31

6.46

.77

Depth of selfdisclosure

16.75

5.79

.73

Humor
Orientation

62.18

15.20

.95

Narrative

34.50

7.09

.80

Learning Orientation

27.38

4.62

.66

Grade Orientation

28.36

4.69

.60

Attitude toward
course content

23.21

4.62

.89

Attitude toward the
instructor

24.00

4.67

.90

Taking another class
with similar content

21.43

6.53

.95

Taking another course
with the instructor

23.62

6.39

.96
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TABLE 2
Correlation Matrix Among All Variables
1.
1. Amount of
selfdisclosure

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

.23*

.62*

.21*

.27*

-.01

.01

-.01

.10

.15*

.08

-.13

.25*

.18*

.08

-.05

.10

.14

.07

.17*

.16*

.19*

.12

.12

.04

.09

.20*

.07

.03*

.00

.08

.27*

.33*

.33*

.36*

.05

.08

.06

.07

.16*

.12

.23*

.07

.01

.02

.03

-.15*

-.07

-.07

-.03

.75*

.62*

.72*

.49*

.78*

2. Valence of
selfdisclosure

.23*

3. Depth of
selfdisclosure

.62*

-.13

4. Humor
Orientation

.21*

.25*

.16*

5. Narrative

.27*

.18*

.19*

.03*

6. Learning
Orientation

-.01

.08

.12

.00

.05

7. Grade
Orientation

.01

-.05

.12

.08

.10

.23

8. Attitude
course

-.01

.10

.04

.27*

.06

.07

-.15*

9. Attitude
instructor

.10

.14

.09

.33*

.07

.01

-.07

.75*

10. Taking
class

.15*

.07

.20*

.33*

.16*

.02

-.07

.62*

.49*

11. Taking
instructor

.08

.17*

.07

.36*

.12

.03

-.03

.72*

.78*

Note. *p < .05.

.58*

.58*
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Table 3
Pearson-Product Moment Correlations between Instructors’ Message Variables and LO/GO
Message Variables

LO

GO

Amount of self-disclosure

-.01

.01

Valence of self-disclosure

.08

-.05

Depth of self-disclosure

.12

.12

Humor orientation

.00

.08

Narrative

.05

.10

Note. All correlations are non signif icant.
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Table 4
Differences in Mean Scores Among LO/GO
1

2

3

4

F

P

27.88

27.19

28.62

28.25

.85

.85

Valence of
selfdisclosure

34.95

35.12

36.00

35.02

.24

.87

Depth of
selfdisclosure

16.72

16.72

16.38

16.85

.05

.99

Humor
orientation

62.26

59.37

65.36

62.73

1.16

.33

Narrative

35.10

33.17

34.59

35.10

.79

.50

Message
Variables
Amount of
selfdisclosure

Note. 1= High LO/High GO, 2= High LO/Low GO 3= Low LO/High GO 4= Low LO/Low GO.
All F values are nonsignificant
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Table 5
Partial Correlations between Instructors’ Message Variables and Affective Learning Controlling
for LO/GO

Message
Variables
Amount of
self-disclosure

Affect for
course
-.02

Affect for
instructor
.10

Taking
course
.15*

Taking
instructor
.08

Valence of
self-disclosure

.08

.14*

.07

.17*

Depth of selfdisclosure

.04

.09

.20*

.07

Humor
orientation

.28*

.33*

.31*

.34*

Narrative

.06

.06

.13*

.09

Note. *p < .01.

