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Abstract
From a dialogic pedagogical perspective, this study ex-
amined the associations between instructors’ compul-
sive communication and student communication satis-
faction and engagement. Results revealed students (N 
= 361) who perceived their instructors as compulsive 
communicators also reported lower levels of student 
communication satisfaction and engagement. Next, 
using ARCS (attention, relevance, confidence, and 
satisfaction) model of motivation, we tested whether 
content relevance mediates the negative associations 
between instructors’ compulsive communication and 
student communication satisfaction and engagement. 
Results showed content relevance partially mediated 
the negative relationship between compulsive commu-
nication and student communication satisfaction, and 
fully mediated the negative associations between com-
pulsive communication and engagement outcomes.

Keywords
Compulsive Communication, Content Relevance, 
Student Communication Satisfaction,  
Student Engagement

fie National Survey on Student Engagement (NSSE, 
2007) stressed that instructors must become involved in 
high impact activities that center on purposeful tasks in 
order to get students engaged in higher education. Simi-
larly, Weaver and Qi (2005) stated that students become 
more academically successful when they are actively en-
gaged in the learning process. Essentially, this approach 
demands that students frequently interact with faculty 
and peers through continued dialogue and meaningful 
communication. Yet, the traditional college classroom 
positions instructors to talk more frequently than their 
students (McBride & Wahl, 2005). Consequently, this 
lecture format frames the classroom as a graveyard – 
rows and rows of silent student bodies (Butin, 2010). In 
this lecture format, Bok (2006) argued that instructors 
dominate class time with too much talk and, in turn, 
silence students. Hence, the compulsively communicat-
ing instructor may undermine the interactive and learn-
er-centered classroom and hinder student educational 
outcomes. 

 fie shift from instructor-centered to student-cen-
tered approaches gave rise to an array of possibilities for 
fostering dynamic communication processes (Huba & 
Freed, 2000), engendering democratic classroom spac-
es (Dallimore, Hertenstein, & Platt, 2008), developing 
new ways of engaging students (Strange & Banning, 
2001), recognizing the instructor-student relationship 
as interpersonal (Frymier & Houser, 2000), and, for 
some instructors, theorizing their method of teaching as 
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munication to positively aflect student communication 
satisfaction and student engagement (Goodboy, Martin, 
& Bolkan, 2009), it is also possible that particular com-
munication behaviors would negatively aflect student 
communication satisfaction and engagement. 

Student Communication Satisfaction
fie instructor-student relationship is an interpersonal 
one that develops over time as a direct result of eflective 
and appropriate relational communication in the class-
room (Frymier & Houser, 2000). Rossiter and Pearce 
(1975) stated, “satisfying relationships with other peo-
ple are established through communication, and our 
ability to communicate well is important” (p. 3). Com-
munication satisfaction represents an ongoing interest 
and involvement in a communicative interaction and 
the perception that the interaction met expectations of 
the communicators (Hecht, 1978, 1984). Zakahi and 
Duran (1984) found a strong link between communi-
cation competence and communication satisfaction in 
close relationships. 

 Recently, the construct of communication satisfac-
tion has been extended into the college classroom. In this 
context, student communication satisfaction is linked to 
students’ aflect for instructor and course (Goodboy et 
al., 2009), and trait and state motivation (Frymier & 
Shulman, 1995). Student communication satisfaction is 
a positive reaction to achieving communication and re-
lational goals with an instructor (Goodboy et al., 2009). 
For example, research found students are more likely to 
experience communication satisfaction with instructors 
who engage in clear instruction (Johnson, 2013), treat 
them fairly (Holmgren & Bolkan, 2014) and appear 
conffirming and caring (Myers, Goodboy, & Members 
of COMM 600, 2014). Overall, Goodboy and Myers 
(2007) stated that instructors must consider students’ 
communication satisfaction in the classroom because if 
students become dissatisffied with the instructor-student 
relationship, they may be more likely to negatively eval-
uate the course and instructor. To date, student com-
munication satisfaction has received limited attention 
and little, if any, research has focused on instructors’ 

ineflective communication and student communication 
satisfaction. 

Petress (2006) stressed that learning should be an active, 
not a passive, process. Likewise, Kendrick and Darling 
(1990) stated interactive instructor-student(s) commu-
nication is crucial to the eflective classroom experience. 
In contrast, compulsively communicating instructors 
may undermine students’ active, participatory learn-
ing and lead to student communication dissatisfaction. 
Hence, the following is proposed:

H1: Students’ perceptions of instructors’ compul-
sive communication will be negatively related to 
self-reported student communication satisfaction.

Student Engagement
Student engagement represents a range of student be-
haviors that occur in and out of the classroom (Mazer, 
2012, 2013a, 2013b). Student engagement centers on 
behaviors and activities students take part in (Rocca, 
2010), which indicate learning (Pintrich & Garcia, 
1991). It represents active involvement in one’s own 
learning (McCombs & Marzano, 1990). When stu-
dents are engaged in academic life, they become in-
volved participants who eflectively control their own 
learning experiences and environments in a variety of 
ways (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1998). fiey are likely to 
organize and rehearse information to be learned, have 
positive perceptions about their learning capabilities, 
and value learning in general. Overall, student engage-
ment is a proactive, self-initiated action that requires 
learners to set goals, monitor themselves and their envi-
ronments, and manage social interactions (Zimmerman 
& Risenberg, 1997). Mazer (2013a) noted that engaged 
students regularly display a variety of academic-related 
behaviors, which include participating in class, listening 
attentively, reading assigned chapters, reviewing course 
notes, and talking to peers about course content. En-
gaged students spend a signifficant amount of time tak-
ing part in the learning process, which in turn is one 
of the best predictors of learning (Frymier & Houser, 
1999). 
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friendship (Rawlins, 2000). fiis is not to say that eflec-
tive instructors no longer utilize lecture in their instruc-
tion or that unless an instructor has fully embraced one 
of the ideas mentioned here, they are not student-cen-
tered. Instead, as instructors continue to engage tenets 
of, or commit themselves to, pedagogies of student-cen-
tered instruction, the landscape and relationships of the 
classroom will remain in ffux. 

 fiis study explored the possibility that instruc-
tors who talk too much may negatively aflect student 
communication satisfaction and student engagement. 
Yet, it is also recognized that the type of instructor talk 
may mediate negative associations between instructors’ 
compulsive communication and student communica-
tion satisfaction and engagement. fierefore, using the 
ARCS (attention, relevance, conffidence, and satisfac-
tion) model of motivation, the aim was to determine 
if instructor content relevance mediates the associations 
between instructor compulsive communication and stu-
dent communication satisfaction and student engage-
ment.

Compulsive Communication
McCroskey and Richmond (1993) identiffied compul-
sive communicators as those individuals who consistent-
ly over communicate and essentially take talkativeness 
too far. Existing research on compulsive communication 
in the classroom focuses on students talking too much 
(e.g., Fortney, Johnson, & Long, 2001). For example, 
Fortney et al. (2001) found that students’ compulsive 
communication in the classroom hinders their fellow 
classmates’ communication and negatively aflects the 
classroom climate. Likewise, McPherson and Liang 
(2007) framed compulsive communication in the class-
room as a student misbehavior that interferes with oth-
ers’ active learning. McPherson and Liang noted that in-
structors and students are aware of classroom talkaholics 
and reported that student reactions include eye rolling 
and sighing. Moreover, McCroskey and Richmond 
(1995) found talkaholic students still talk even when it 
gets them into trouble. Indeed, McPherson and Liang 
found talkaholic students disrupt class, distract the in-

structor and classmates, and erode learning. From the 
standpoint that students misbehave and talk too much 
in the classroom, research has shown the potential harm 
compulsive communication has on the classroom ex-
perience. Yet, little is known about instructors who are 
perceived by students as compulsively communicating 
in the classroom. 

 Although students are more likely to learn and re-
tain information when they have the opportunity to talk 
in class (Weaver & Qi, 2005), instructors are positioned 
to talk more because of their instructional and often 
authoritative role. However, an instructor who talks a 
lot may limit the space in which students can express 
their voice. fius, instructors’ quantity of talk may im-
pede upon the goals of dialogic pedagogy and negatively 
impact educational outcomes. fierefore, previous liter-
ature is extended by exploring student perceptions of 
instructor compulsive communication to determine if 
it negatively aflects student communication satisfaction 
and engagement.

 In general, individuals may negatively evaluate 
talkaholics who dominate interactions (McCroskey & 
Richmond, 1993). It is likely that instructor compul-
sive communication would be perceived similarly to 
students who compulsively communicate. For example, 
Sidelinger and Bolen (2016) found that students who 
reported their instructors as compulsively communicat-
ing in class also perceived them as less credible in the 
classroom. Recent research indicated that the current 
population of college students, the Millennials, desire 
interactive classes that include in-class discussions and 
group work (Roehling, Vander Kooi, Dykema, Quisen-
berry, & Vandlen, 2011). Millennial students are easi-
ly bored with lecture-based classes, and in turn, prefer 
participative-based learning (Allred & Swenson, 2006). 
Garko, Kough, Pignata, Kimmel, and Eison (1994) sug-
gested that eflective instruction includes an instructor’s 
willingness to listen to her/his students. fierefore, the 
compulsively communicating instructor may deter stu-
dent communication, negatively aflect climate, elicit 
negative responses from students, and interfere with stu-
dent learning. Given the potential for instructor com-
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vance as an instructor communication behavior. Keller 
(2010) positioned content as a content-oriented quality 
of communication—opposed to a relationship oriented 
behavior like nonverbal immediacy, which is character-
ized by its impact on instructor-student relationships 
(Anderson, 1979). Content relevance is now deffined as 
“a student perception of whether the course instruction/
content satisffies personal needs, personal goals, and/or 
career goals” (Frymier & Shulman, 1995, p. 42). 

  Content relevance research in instructional com-
munication remains scarce. fie initial research by Fry-
mier and Shulman (1995) supported the ARCS model 
in that content relevance has the potential to motivate 
learners within a particular course (i.e., state motiva-
tion) when the instructor exhibits the relevance com-
munication quality. fiese ffindings were supported by 
subsequent research by Frymier et al. (1996). Frymier 
and Shulman (1995) originally revealed an unexpect-
ed link between content relevance and immediacy and 
failed to produce results that would indicate that con-
tent had an impact on motivation and learning. Howev-
er, Muddiman and Frymier (2009) recognized the possi-
bility of a faulty operationalization of content relevance, 
which had previously been constructed without student 
involvement. Muddiman and Frymier re-examined 
content relevance by asking students to identify strate-
gies instructors use to increase relevance. fieir ffindings 
suggested that content relevance is not a component or 
quality of communication present in eflective teaching. 
Instead, the strategies that emerged indicated that rele-
vance might be an outcome of eflective teaching. Cou-
pled with the observation that eflorts to make content 
relevant may create a relational context between instruc-
tors and students (Schrodt, 2013), it is worth suggest-
ing that motivation may be the result of content made 
relational. If that is the case, relevance may be as much 
relationship oriented as content oriented. It is in this 
space where the ARCS model provides an apt lens for 
examining communication behaviors in the classroom.

 Frymier and colleagues argued that instructor ef-
forts to make content relevant is empowering for stu-
dents and found that content relevance was associated 

with aflective learning, eflective learning behaviors, 
and student empowerment. Schrodt (2013) found that 
content relevance moderates the positive association 
between disclosure appropriateness of instructors and 
credibility (i.e., competence, trustworthiness, goodwill), 
noting that “content relevance and students’ comfort 
with instructor disclosures mitigate the potentially dam-
aging eflects that disclosing inappropriate information 
can have on perceptions of credibility” (p. 368). Taken 
together, relevance is related to positive student out-
comes and has the potential to alleviate negative instruc-
tor behaviors, which may include talkaholic instructors.

 fiis presents a sort of social paradox because in 
general, being talkative is desired. fiis paradox becomes 
more pronounced in a classroom where, as noted, in-
structors are positioned to talk more than their students 
(McBride & Wahl, 2005). Instructors have to talk to ful-
ffill their roles of managers of the classroom (Frymier et 
al., 1996), but dialogic pedagogy advocates a more open 
and interactive relationship between instructor and stu-
dent (Chow, Fleck, Fan, Joseph, & Lyter, 2003). Shul-
man and Luechauer (1993) suggest involving students 
in designing the course interactively. Indeed, if students 
are active in the creation of the course, content relevance 
will increase when course content complements student 
experiences and goals (Keller, 1987b). However, it is 
di cult to think of a compulsive communicating in-
structor eflectively facilitating an interactive process and 
fostering satisfying relationships with students.

 Recall that student communication satisfaction is 
a relational accomplishment of achieving communica-
tion/relational goals with an instructor (Goodboy et al., 
2009). Similarly, student engagement can be a relation-
al accomplishment through rapport (Frisby & Martin, 
2010). Schrodt (2013) found that eflorts to make con-
tent relevant increases the latitude of personal disclo-
sures that an instructor could make when a disclosure 
might otherwise be deemed inappropriate. In the cre-
ation of a relational context with students, instructors 
are able to make more personal disclosures that may 
typify an increase in student communication satisfac-
tion. When content is relevant, students may be mo-
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 Student engagement is likely to happen in an ac-
tively engaged, dialogic classroom environment of stu-
dent-centered approaches that encourage collaborative 
talk (Newman, 2017). Dialogic pedagogy promotes 
democratic classrooms that encourage students to take 
ownership of their own learning (Matusov, von Duyke, 
& Kayumova, 2016). Indeed, through discourse and 
continued interactions, engaged students add “life” to 
the classroom (Rocca, 2010). Students become more 
engaged in the learning process when instructors per-
sonalize students’ learning and allow them to show their 
capabilities (Goldman, Goodboy, & Weber, 2017). 
Considering the changes in classroom and relational 
dynamics (Huba & Freed, 2000), the notion that in-
structors who talk too much may deter student engage-
ment is explored. Student-centered approaches advocate 
for more democratic classrooms and fostering environ-
ments for student voices to be heard (Fassett & War-
ren, 2007). For example, Mazer (2017) reported that 
students report greater engagement in classes with in-
structors who ofler emotional support and are willing to 
listen to students’ needs and concerns. Likewise, Millen-
nials prefer variety, collaboration, and interactive inqui-
ry in the classroom (Roehling et al., 2011). According 
to Newman (2017), to facilitate student engagement, 
instructors must model the desired interactive, collab-
orative talk they want to promote in the classroom. In 
contrast, because compulsive communication is often 
perceived as a dominating communicator characteristic 
or behavior (McCroskey & Richmond, 1993), compul-
sively communicating instructors may interfere with 
students’ active, participatory learning and may, in turn, 
erode student engagement. fierefore, the following is 
proposed:

H2: Students’ perceptions of instructors’ compul-
sive communication will be inversely related to 
self-reported student engagement.

The ARCS Model of Motivation and Content 
Relevance
Keller (1983) forwarded the ARCS model of motivation 
as a more eflective way to understand and practically 

solve instructor issues with student motivation and in-
ffuence in learning. Building from the theory of motiva-
tion and design, the ARCS model is based on expectan-
cy-value theory (Tolman, 1932). fie general premise of 
expectancy-value theory is that “people are motivated 
to engage in an activity if it is perceived to be linked 
to the satisfaction of personal needs (the value aspect), 
and if there is a positive expectancy for success (the ex-
pectancy aspect)” Keller, 1987a, pp. 2-3). Keller (1983) 
initially expanded value to interest (arousal of student’s 
curiosity) and relevance (originating from student’s 
goals), maintained expectancy (student’s prediction of 
ability to succeed), and added outcomes (outcome in-
ffuences likelihood to repeat behaviors). In articulating 
the ARCS model, these four components respectively 
became attention, relevance, conffidence, and satisfac-
tion (ARCS). 

 In order to motivate students to learn, they must 
ffirst be paying attention. Students will have a di cult 
time learning if they are not paying attention. When 
students are paying attention, it is important for in-
structors to make the content relevant by connecting it 
to their past experiences, present life, and goals for the 
future. When students feel like content is relevant to 
their personal life, they become open to learning. Learn-
ing can be perceived as di cult, so it is important that 
instructors work to foster conffidence that students will 
be successful. Finally, the interactions following success 
are critical in establishing that the student has had a sat-
isfying experience. 

 Beyond outlining components of motivation in 
learning, ARCS provides teaching strategies to align with 
the four components. For instance, to gain attention, an 
instructor can “introduce a fact that seems to contradict 
the learner’s past experience” (Keller, 1983, p. 4). Strate-
gies for establishing content relevance include “ffind out 
what the learners’ interests are and relate them to the 
instruction” and “state explicitly how the instruction re-
lates to future activities of the learner” (p. 4). From the 
strategies Keller (1983; 1987a; 1987b) oflered and ad-
ditional research on content relevance (Sass, 1989), Fry-
mier and Shulman (1995) operationalized content rele-
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about course content (e.g., “fiought about how the 
course material related to your life”), and out-of-class 
behaviors (e.g., “Talked about the course material with 
others outside of class”). Students were asked to report 
how frequently they took part in each of the engage-
ment activities using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 (never) to 7 (always). Mazer (2013c) reported coef-
fficient reliabilities of .77 for silent in-class behaviors; 
.91 for oral in-class behaviors; .92 for thinking about 
course content; and .81 for out-of-class behaviors. For 
this study, coe cient reliabilities were .84 (M = 22.20, 
SD = 4.46) for silent in-class behaviors; .92 (M = 10.09, 
SD = 3.25) for oral in-class behaviors; .93 (M = 14.38, 
SD = 5.23) for thinking about course content; and .77 
(M = 20.75, SD= 5.20) for out-of-class behaviors. 

Results
Hypotheses one and two stated that there would be 
negative relationships between students’ perceptions 
of instructors’ compulsive communication and student 
communication satisfaction and student engagement. 
A series of Pearson correlations supported hypotheses 
one and two. For hypothesis one, compulsive commu-
nication negatively related to student communication 
satisfaction r = -.41, p < .0001. For hypothesis two, 
compulsive communication negatively related to stu-
dent engagement: silent in-class behaviors (r = -.25, p 
< .0001), oral in-class behaviors (r = -.24, p < .0001), 
thinking about course content (r = -.27, p < .0001), and 
out-of-class behaviors (r = -.24, p < .05, see Table 1 for 
correlations among all variables).

 Hypothesis three predicted that perceived teacher 
relevance would mediate the association between in-
structor compulsive communication and student com-
munication satisfaction. Using the Preacher and Hayes 
(2008) PROCESS macro based on 5,000 bootstrap sam-
ples, the model was signifficant F(2, 330) = 133.44, p < 
.0001, R2 = .44. fie conffidence intervals were entirely 
below zero supporting the predicted mediated model 
(see Table 2), and results showed instructors’ compul-
sive communication signifficantly aflected student com-
munication satisfaction both directly (c' = -5.81, p < 
.0001) and indirectly through content relevance (ab = 

-.1711; 95% CI: -0.233, -0.115). Hypothesis three was 
supported.

 Hypothesis four predicted that teacher relevance 
would mediate the association between instructor com-
pulsive communication and student engagement. Using 
the same mediation analysis, the second predicted me-
diation model was also supported, F(2, 327) = 64.03, p 
< .0001, R2 = .28. fie conffidence intervals were entirely 
below zero, supporting the predicted mediated model 
(see Table 2), and results showed instructors’ compulsive 
communication signifficantly aflected student engage-
ment both directly (c' = 1.80, p < .05) and indirectly 
through content relevance (ab = -.152; 95% CI: -0.220, 
-0.190). Hypothesis four was supported.

Discussion
fie purpose of this study was twofold. First, the associ-
ations between instructors’ compulsive communication 
and student communication satisfaction and engage-
ment were determined. Dialogic pedagogy and the ac-
tively engaged classroom environment of student-cen-
tered approaches served as the impetus for investigating 
how instructors’ compulsive communication is linked 
with students’ perceptions and outcomes in the col-
lege classroom. Informed by the body of compulsive 
communication research, it was reasoned that students 
would report lower levels of communication satisfaction 
and engagement in classrooms with talkaholic instruc-
tors. Second, using the framework of the ARCS model 
of motivation, the extent to which instructor content 
relevance mediated the negative associations between 
compulsive communication and student communica-
tion satisfaction was examined, as well as compulsive 
communication and student engagement. fie results 
indicated that instructor content relevance tempers the 
negative associations between instructors’ compulsive 
communication and student communication satisfac-
tion and engagement. fiese ffindings extend current re-
search on compulsive communication in the classroom, 
and speciffically extend the research on student percep-
tions of instructor behaviors, which generates several 
implications for educators and researchers.
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tivated to be engaged in the classroom and experience 
communication satisfaction despite an instructor who 
compulsively communicates. Given these arguments 
and previous research in which content relevance me-
diated relationships between disclosure and credibility 
(Schrodt, 2013), the following predications are oflered:

H3: Instructor content relevance will mediate the 
relationship between instructors’ compulsive com-
munication and student communication satisfac-
tion with the instructor.

H4: Instructor content relevance will mediate the 
relationship between instructors’ compulsive com-
munication and student engagement. 

Method
Participants and Procedures
Participants were 361 (n = 222 females, n = 134 males, 
n = 6 no response) undergraduate students across aca-
demic ranks (n = 66 ffirst years, n = 113 sophomores, n = 
89 juniors, n = 88 seniors, n = 5 no response), enrolled 
in introductory communication courses at a mid-size, 
public university. fie mean age of students was 19.82 
(SD = 1.74, range = 18 to 48). Instrument administra-
tion took place during normal class time, and students 
received minimal course credit for their voluntary par-
ticipation in this IRB approved study. Students com-
pleted the measures in reference to the class that they 
attended immediately prior to the research session to 
ensure that they reported on a variety of traditional 
courses (N = 43) and instructors (202 students reported 
on a female instructor while 154 reported on a male 
instructor). Information about class size (i.e., small, me-
dium, large) followed Gorham’s (1988) study in which 
students were asked approximately how many students 
were in the class: 1-25, 26-50, or more than 51. For 
class size, 198 students reported on a small class, 120 on 
a medium class, and 24 on a large class.1 Students were 
surveyed during the 13th week of a 15-week semester to 
allow them ample opportunity to develop perceptions 
of their instructors and classroom experiences. 

Instrumentation
Compulsive communication. fie Talkaholic Scale op-
erationalized self-reported compulsive communication 
(McCroskey & Richmond, 1993). For this study, the 
Long et al.’s (2000) 14-item observer-report version was 
adopted, and asked participants to rate their instructors’ 
in-class communication (e.g., “My instructor is a talka-
holic,” “In general, my instructor talks more than he or 
she should”) using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree that 
it applies) to 5 (strongly agree that it applies). fie re-
searchers reported that the reliability coe cient for the 
adapted instrument was .91, and that it has strong in-
ternal reliability, content validity, and construct validity. 
For this study, the scale was reliable: a = .84 (M = 40.13, 
SD = 9.50).

Content relevance. fie 12-item, Likert-type instructor 
content relevance measure assesses students’ perceptions 
of how instructors can make course content relevant 
(Frymier & Shulman, 1995). On a 4-point scale rang-
ing from 0 (never) to 4 (very often), students reported 
on explicit instructor content relevance behaviors in the 
classroom (e.g., “Use examples to make the content rel-
evant to me”). Frymier and Shulman reported a reliabil-
ity coe cient of .88 for the measure. For this study, the 
scale was reliable: a = .94 (M = 30.31, SD = 12.28).

Student communication satisfaction. Goodboy et al.’s 
(2009) 8-item student communication satisfaction with 
an instructor instrument measures students’ perceptions 
of global communication satisfaction with a speciffic in-
structor (e.g., “My conversations with my instructor are 
worthwhile”). Students responded to a 7-point Likert 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree). fie original study yielded a reliability of .98. For 
this study, the scale was reliable: a = .94 (M = 39.53, SD 
= 11.55).

Student engagement. Mazer’s (2012) 13-item Student 
Engagement Scale measured student self-report en-
gagement on four dimensions including silent in-class 
behaviors (e.g., “Listened attentively to the instructor 
during class”), oral in-class behaviors (e.g., “Orally (ver-
bally) participated during class discussions”), thinking 
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As stated earlier, Johnson (2013) reported a positive 
link between instructor clarity and student commu-
nication satisfaction; therefore, the more e cient and 
direct instructors are with their words, the more satis-
ffied students may become with communication in the 
classroom. Likewise, instructors should also emphasize 
content relevance within instruction to increase student 
motivation by using concrete language and examples 
with which the learners are familiar (Frymier & Houser, 
1998). fius, it is critical for instructors to consider their 
approach to students in the classroom if they want to 
maintain student communication satisfaction and en-
gagement.

 fiis study highlights that when an instructor 
knows he or she is talking too much, there are strategic 
communication decisions that can be made to overcome 
students’ negative perceptions of compulsive commu-
nication. Although it may not be possible to curb the 
communication quantity of an instructor, it is possible 
to make course content relevant to alleviate the negative 
outcomes that may occur from compulsive communica-
tion. Following the outcomes of this study, instructors 
should communicate in ways that enhance student per-
ceptions of content relevance.

Limitations and Future Research Directions
In light of the results of this study, limitations and fu-
ture research directions are worth noting. First, students 
were surveyed near the end of the semester to ensure 
they had ample opportunity to develop perceptions 
about the particular course and instructor that they as-
sessed. fie time of data collection may have inffuenced 
students’ perceptions of their instructor’s compulsive 
communication. Howard and Henney (1998) stated 
that instructors attempt to draw students in and en-
courage participation at the beginning of a semester, 
but as the semester progresses their eflorts diminish over 
time. fierefore, as the semester progresses, faculty may 
fall back on the traditional lecture format as eflorts to 
encourage student participation earlier in the semester 
fails. Similarly, Sidelinger and Booth-Butterffield (2010) 
found students must ffirst feel comfortable in class before 

they are willing to respond to instructors’ questions. In-
structors’ quantity of talk may increase over the course 
of the semester. Future research should consider stu-
dents’ perceptions of instructors’ compulsive communi-
cation over several points in the semester to determine if 
instructors talk more as a semester progresses. 

 Second, data on class size, meeting length, or course 
level were not gathered. Students in larger classes report 
a lack of involvement, lack of individualized attention 
from instructors, and an inhibition of instructor-student 
communication (Smith, Kopfman, & Ahyun, 1996). 
Larger class sizes can negatively aflect the classroom 
experience for students (Chatman, 1997). fierefore, 
instructors’ compulsive communication may, in part, 
be inffuenced by class size. Classroom logistics such as 
size and meeting times should be monitored in future 
research. Neer and Kircher (1989) found that class par-
ticipation and discussion were aflected by interpersonal 
familiarity and acceptance. Faculty who teach in larger 
classes may need to employ more tactics to create a stu-
dent-centered environment than those in smaller classes.

 fiird, the study only included content relevance 
as a possible mediator between compulsive communi-
cation and student outcomes. Compulsively communi-
cating instructors who are engaging, interesting, and/
or conffirming may overcome students’ negative percep-
tions of compulsive communication. For example, fun-
ny instructors can get away with more norm violations 
than instructors who are not funny (Wanzer, Frymier, 
& Irwin, 2010). fierefore, as a continuation of this ex-
ploratory research, future research might examine the 
associations between instructors’ compulsive communi-
cation and instructors’ use of humor, self-disclosure, and 
conffirmation behaviors in the classroom. Instructors 
may be able to employ a range of eflective communi-
cation strategies to overcome students’ negative evalua-
tions of compulsive communication.

 Finally, this study only examined two components 
(i.e., relevance and satisfaction) of the ARCS model of 
motivation as it relates to compulsive communication, 
student communication satisfaction, and student en-
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 Results are supported by earlier research related to 
compulsive communication in the classroom. In gener-
al, it appears students experience lower levels of commu-
nication satisfaction and engagement in classrooms with 
talkaholic instructors. Prior research established that 
compulsively communicating students garner negative 
evaluations from their peers and instructors (McPher-
son & Liang, 2007). Likewise, instructors whom stu-
dents perceive to talk too much may reduce student 
communication satisfaction and engagement. In turn, 
talkaholic instructors may “teach” students to tune out 
and become passive, disengaged learners. In support, 
prior research established that students are likely to tire 
of listening to an instructor’s voice during a long lecture 
(Apple, Streeter, & Krauss, 1979). fierefore, students 
may not only become wary of their compulsively com-
municating peers, but they may also become wary of 
compulsively communicating instructors. 

 Importantly, results also indicated instructor con-
tent relevance tempered the negative associations be-
tween instructors’ compulsive communication and 
student communication satisfaction and engagement. 
If instructors perceive themselves as talkaholics, they 
may consider demonstrating content relevance to neu-
tralize the negative consequences of compulsive com-
munication. Based on the results of this study, content 
relevance partially mediated the negative association 
between instructors’ compulsive communication and 
student communication satisfaction. fierefore, ensur-
ing content covered in class is relevant to students’ per-
sonal lives, academic needs, or career goals may be espe-
cially important for instructors who spend a signifficant 
amount of time in class talking. In order to emphasize 
content relevance, instructors need to connect content 
of material covered in class to students’ goals, interests, 
and learning styles (Frymier & Shulman, 1995). Keller 
(1987b) suggested that instructors should relate course 
content to the students’ future career or academic re-
quirements. Indeed, when students perceive material in 
class as relevant, they may in turn “like” the material 
more and remain satisffied with instructor communica-
tion.

 Results also indicated that content relevance fully 
mediated the negative associations between instructors’ 
compulsive communication and the student engage-
ment outcomes: silent in-class behaviors, oral in-class 
behaviors, thinking about course content, and out of 
class behaviors. Following the ARCS model of motiva-
tion, content relevance is concerned with the oft-asked 
student question, “What’s in it for me?” (Frymier & 
Shulman, 1995). Indeed, instructors must establish 
content relevance during instruction to increase and 
maintain student motivation. Using the ARCS mod-
el of motivation, Keller (1983) oflered a range of in-
structional strategies to demonstrate content relevance 
to students in the classroom, including: 1) relate new 
learning to existing skills, 2) show worth or value of the 
topic in the present, and 3) display future usefulness of 
material covered – how it may become essential later 
in a student’s career or personal life. In support, Mc-
Croskey (1992) stated, “we certainly are going to listen 
more attentively to a person who we believe has our best 
interests at heart” (p. 110). fierefore, instead of possi-
bly tuning out a talkaholic instructor, content relevance 
may get students’ attention and motivate students to re-
main engaged in the classroom as well as outside of the 
classroom. 

 It appears students may prefer instructors who do 
not compulsively communicate. Rocca (2010) demon-
strated that student participation was part of optimal 
classroom management and eflectiveness. Likewise, per-
ceptions of instructor eflectiveness and student learning 
are based on teaching methods employed in the class-
room (Papo, 1999). Faculty who incorporate an interac-
tive teaching style may encourage student involvement 
and enhance student aflective learning (Sidelinger & 
Booth-Butterffield, 2010) more than compulsively com-
municating instructors who dominate class time. In 
general, students are more comfortable and learn more 
in classrooms with conffirming instructors who respond 
to student questions and use an interactive teaching 
style (Schrodt, Turman, & Soliz, 2006). No matter their 
origins, this points to certain prosocial expectations 
that students have of their instructors’ teaching styles. 
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gagement. Future research should also examine atten-
tion and conffidence to determine how, if at all, those 
components may inffuence student perceptions of talka-
holic teachers and aflect student outcomes. Testing all 
four components of the model to understand student 
motivation in a classroom that is not interactive, dia-
logic, and student centered would provide insight into 
ways to improve classrooms in which these issues exist.

Conclusion
Ultimately, there may be times when instructors talk too 
much in the classroom. An upcoming test date, especial-
ly important course material, or the approaching end to 
a semester may pressure instructors to dominate class 
time with too much talk. Instructors should be aware 
that their quantity of talk not only provides students 
with course material but also aflects how students per-
ceive them as individuals. When instructors ffind them-
selves talking too much in class, it is essential that they 
demonstrate the relevance of the content covered. As 
a practical implication, instructors who compulsively 
communicate need to temper students’ negative per-
ceptions by emphasizing the usefulness and importance 
of course content. Applying course content to students’ 
personal needs and career goals may ofler talkaholic 
instructors an opportunity to maintain student com-
munication satisfaction and engagement in the college 
classroom. fiis study found content relevance to be a 
useful instructional technique that oflsets students’ neg-
ative perceptions of instructors’ compulsive communi-
cation. Instructors need to consider teaching methods 
employed in the classroom and strive to maintain class-
room environments that allow all voices to be heard and 
allow students to achieve positive academic outcomes.
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Table 2: Mediating Eflects of Teacher Content Relevance
Pearson Correlations between Student Outcome Variables and Predictor Variables

Mediated Eflect B SE 95% CI (lower, upper)

CC — Relevance — Communication Satisfaction -.21 .04 -.28, -.13

CC — Relevance — Student Engagement -.22 .05 -.32, -.13

Note. *p < .0001, ** p < .001, ^ p < .05

*Indirect effect is signiflcant at p <.001 (excluding 0)

Table 1
Pearson Correlations between Student Outcome Variables and Predictor Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Student Communication Satisfaction --

2. Silent In-class Behaviors .37* --

3. Oral In-class Behaviors .34* .53* --    

4. fiinking About Course Content .42* .45* .45* --

5. Out of Class Behaviors .25** .46* .26* .46* --

6. Compulsive Communication -.41* -.25* -.24* -.27* -.24^ --

7. Relevance .63* .58* .41* .58* .25* -.31* --

Note. *p < .0001, ** p < .001, ^ p < .05


